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Chapter 1: Introduction (Why a General Theory of Motivation?)



1.1 The Germ Theory of Motivation

In the mid-nineteenth century, medicine faced a puzzle. Doctors could describe diseases in exquisite detail, their symptoms, progression, and mortality rates. They could sometimes treat them, through methods ranging from the effective (quinine for malaria) to the harmful (bloodletting for fevers). What they could not do was explain why diseases occurred in the patterns they did, or predict which interventions would work and which would kill the patient faster.

The dominant theories were plausible but wrong. Miasma theory held that disease arose from “bad air”, the foul smells of swamps, sewage, and decay. This explained why disease clustered in certain areas and why sanitation sometimes helped. Humoral theory attributed illness to imbalances among four bodily fluids, explaining why patients with different constitutions responded differently to the same conditions. Divine punishment explained epidemics as moral failures of communities. Each theory organised some observations. None could reliably predict outcomes or generate effective interventions across the full range of human illness.

Germ theory changed everything. The core insight was simple: many diseases are caused by microorganisms (bacteria, viruses, parasites) that invade the body, reproduce, and disrupt normal function. This single explanatory framework unified phenomena that had seemed unrelated. Cholera and typhoid were both caused by waterborne bacteria. Malaria was transmitted by mosquitoes carrying parasites. Surgical infections resulted from contamination by microorganisms on instruments and hands.

Germ theory did not make prior medical knowledge useless. Doctors had correctly observed that sanitation reduced disease, that some people resisted infection better than others, and that epidemics spread through populations in predictable patterns, even where they attributed these to bad smells, humoral balance, or moral contagion. Germ theory explained why the correct observations were correct and why the incorrect interventions failed. And it enabled interventions that had been impossible: vaccines, antibiotics, sterilisation, and public health measures aimed at transmission pathways. The mortality rate for surgical patients dropped from roughly 50% to near zero once surgeons began washing their hands and sterilising instruments, not because they became more skilled at cutting, but because they stopped inadvertently killing patients with infections.



The human sciences today stand roughly where medicine stood in 1850.

We have accumulated vast knowledge about human behaviour, how people make decisions, what makes them happy, why they cooperate or conflict, how institutions shape outcomes. We have theories that organise some of this knowledge: utility maximisation in economics, Self-Determination Theory in psychology, mimetic theory in anthropology, various drive theories in neuroscience. Each explains some phenomena. None provides a unified account that reliably predicts outcomes or generates effective interventions across the full range of human motivation.

The AIM Framework is proposed as the germ theory of human motivation. Its core claim is that human motivation arises from exactly three neurologically distinct sources, which converge in a shared valuation system in the brain that produces a single decision signal. Every choice draws on these three inputs, and what distinguishes them is not what they want but what kind of signal each one is.

The first is Appetites (A): the need to breathe, hunger, thirst, fatigue, pain, cold, the need for shelter and physical safety. Appetites report a deficit in the body or in the material conditions it needs to survive. The signal scales with the deficit and falls silent when the deficit is repaired, and it returns when the deficit does.

The second is Intrinsic Motivation (I): curiosity, mastery, creative work, care. Intrinsic Motivation also reports a deficit, and satisfies in the same way. The musician needs a better instrument, the gardener a particular tool, the reader the next book, and each want closes once the Object is sufficient for the work at that person’s level of competence. What does not close is the engagement itself. Competence opens new frontiers and each frontier brings a new requirement, so the engagement runs on while its deficits are satisfied one at a time, and it ends when it stops yielding anything new rather than because anything was supplied.

The third is Mimetic Desire (M), and M reports no deficit. M is a Salience signal: a reading of which Objects others are pursuing, displaying, or valuing, and of where the Individual stands relative to them. Its function is to point the two deficit signals at targets, since a deficit with no Salience reading is a drive with nowhere to go. And the reading has no terminal value, because there is always another Object others value and another position relative to them.

These three are not conceptual conveniences. They correspond to distinct systems in the brain, detailed in later chapters, and to real, measurable differences in how the brain generates wanting.

It is here that the architecture becomes interesting, and problematic.

The brain cannot act on three separate signals at once. When an Individual decides what to do next, the decision needs one answer, not three. So the brain integrates the three inputs in a single locus, the Decision Hub (the ventromedial prefrontal cortex and ventral striatum, for those interested in the neuroscience), which converts them into one comparable value. This is Common-Currency Integration, and it is necessary: without it the Individual would be paralysed between eating, working on a project they love, and pursuing a promotion. Most of the time the system works remarkably well.

Integration comes at a cost. The Decision Hub receives two deficit signals and one Salience signal, and the single value it produces records how much the Individual wants something but no longer why. That information is not hidden somewhere, waiting on careful introspection. It is lost in the mixing, the way red, green, and blue paint stirred together cannot be separated again by stirring in reverse. This is Source Opacity, and the loss is provable rather than merely difficult to reverse (Chapter 9 and Appendix A give the formal version).

Source Opacity has a sharper consequence than ignorance of where a want came from. The integrated value admits only one reading, a correction to be made, toward the Object or away from it, so the Salience signal is felt as a lack where it points toward and as a threat where it points away. This is the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, and the felt lack is Mimetic Desire as the Individual experiences it. Goals set by the Salience signal therefore cannot satisfy. The Individual pursues the Object as though it would repair a deficit, attains it, and finds the satisfaction evaporate almost at once, because nothing was missing: the Salience signal loses its Object the moment the goal is reached and immediately attaches elsewhere. The natural conclusion is that more is needed (more money, more recognition, more success), when the Individual is feeding a signal that has no end point with things that could only satisfy a deficit.

And because the true reasons are gone, the brain does not meet the question “Why did you choose that?” with “I don’t know.” It constructs a plausible narrative from what was Salient and what fits the Individual’s self-image, and presents it to conscious evaluation as the true explanation. This is Confabulation. The Individual sincerely believes the stated reasons because the actual ones are not available to them.

This is why asking people what they want, the foundation of consumer research, democratic theory, welfare economics, and most therapeutic practice, asks them something they cannot reliably answer: not because they are dishonest, but because the architecture of the brain does not preserve the information the answer would require.



If this account is correct, it explains why the same puzzles recur across disciplines:

Why people report wanting things that don’t make them happy. A goal set by the Salience signal is pursued as though it would repair a deficit, and attaining it repairs nothing. The Individual concludes that they are uniquely hard to satisfy, when they are pursuing the wrong kind of goal for the satisfaction they seek.

Why richer people are happier than poorer people within a country, while rising national income leaves average satisfaction flat. Once the deficits of A are met and I has what it needs, additional income is spent largely on Objects the Salience signal marks, and relative position is zero-sum. This is the Easterlin Paradox, and AIM specifies why it occurs and where the transition falls.

Why paying people for something they enjoy can destroy their enjoyment of it. Payment and audience make the activity Salient to M, and the engagement comes to be read as being for the reward. When the payments stop, I’s engagement may not return to its original state.

Why conflicts escalate beyond any rational interest. When what one Individual wants is partly set by the Salience of what another wants, and the reverse, each party’s escalation raises the other’s, until the original Object is almost irrelevant. The pattern runs from playground disputes to geopolitical crises.

Why people sincerely believe explanations for their behaviour that experiments show to be false. People confabulate reasons for choices they did not make and defend preferences secretly switched by experimenters. These are not failures of intelligence or honesty. They are Confabulation, the expected output of a system that must explain itself and cannot read the causes from the felt wanting.

Why institutions drift toward status competition whatever they were built for. Universities founded to advance knowledge become obsessed with rankings. Professional associations created to ensure competence become gatekeepers of prestige. Wherever an institution creates visible hierarchies, the Salience signals of the Individuals staffing it will predictably colonise it, regardless of its stated mission.

Why every society that trades has Money, though no two agree on what it is. Money is treated as an invention, a technology that cultures arrived at separately and each reimagined in its own terms, in shells, coin, ledgers and signatures. It is not an invention. Money is the Decision Hub’s single value carried outside the body: the one comparable value the brain computes for every want, put into a form that can pass from one Individual to another, and wherever Individuals exchange, that value needs such a form. What varies from culture to culture is only the material that carries it and the account given of it. Because the value has lost its sources inside the brain, it carries none outside it either, and each culture’s account of what Money is and why it holds value is Confabulation at the scale of a population.



Every one of these puzzles rests on findings the human sciences already hold, and none of the findings is in dispute. Economists correctly observed that people respond to incentives. Psychologists correctly observed that autonomy and competence matter for well-being. Anthropologists correctly observed that desires spread socially and can generate violent conflict. Neuroscientists correctly observed that the brain integrates diverse rewards into common valuation signals. What was missing was the mechanism connecting them, just as the doctors of 1850 had correct observations and no account of why they were correct. AIM supplies that mechanism and adds no findings of its own. It accepts the entire empirical record of the human behavioural sciences without reservation and introduces no new data.

Supplying the mechanism is what makes new interventions possible, as it was for germ theory. A policy failure caused by M contaminating a domain that requires I can be redesigned to protect I rather than amplify status competition. A conflict driven by entangled rivalry rather than scarcity can be addressed through the visibility and comparison dynamics rather than by redistributing resources that will not resolve it. A choice environment can be built to reveal rather than obscure actual sources of well-being, once stated preferences are understood as Confabulation. And the anxiety and depression of affluent societies can be treated at the mechanism, as the Salience signal felt as a lack that no attainment repairs.

A physician does not put each patient’s illness under a microscope. The disease is diagnosed from its presentation and its cause inferred from how the illness behaves; the microscope’s work was to establish, once, that the inferred causes are real. AIM works the same way. Functional imaging (fMRI) has identified the distinct systems that generate A, I, and M and the locus at which they converge, and which of the three is leading in a given choice is inferred from the behaviour it produces: whether the want closes when the body’s deficit is repaired, whether it survives the removal of every audience, or whether it moves to a new Object each time the goal is reached. Before germ theory, medicine was organised around symptoms and plausible-but-wrong causal stories; after it, around mechanisms that unified diverse symptoms. The human sciences are organised around observable behaviour and plausible-but-incomplete causal stories (preferences, incentives, social influence). If AIM is correct, they can be organised around the motivational mechanisms that unify those behaviours.

The test is the one germ theory faced: does the framework explain the phenomena better than the alternatives, does it generate predictions that can be checked, and does it enable interventions that work better than those of prior models? This book makes the case that AIM passes these tests. The reader’s task is to evaluate whether that case succeeds.



1.2 The Core Question: Why Undifferentiated Preference Models Fail

Most contemporary theories of choice start from a blunt fact: people do many different things, and they seem to have reasons for all of them. Economic models respond by treating each person as if they had a single utility function or stable preference ordering over outcomes. Psychology and law talk more loosely about motives, incentives, or interests without asking whether these are of fundamentally different kinds.

In everyday life, it matters a great deal whether someone eats because they are starving (A), because they enjoy the craft of preparing a meal (I), or because a certain lifestyle is Salient among their peers (M). In a standard preference model these all come out the same: the person “chose a meal they could afford over some other option.” Taking a high-paying job can be driven by fear of not meeting basic bills, by deep interest in the work, or by the prestige and admission into an elite group the role carries, and once again the model records only that “Job A was preferred to Job B.” Such models are not useless. But a theory which stops there cannot explain why some people burn out in a career while others do not, why some forms of growth increase conflict and anxiety, or why institutions drift into status tournaments even after material problems are solved.

The core question can be put this way:

When an Individual decides what to do next, how much of that decision is driven by A, how much by I, and how much by M, and what happens to Individuals and institutions when these sources are confused or misweighted?

Classical approaches usually answer by implication: they treat the observed choice as sufficient, and the internal mix of motives as either inaccessible or irrelevant provided behaviour is predictable. AIM takes the opposite approach. It treats the mix itself as the primary object of theory, because much of what matters for welfare, fairness, and stability depends not on what people choose but on why they choose it. A dollar spent on staple food under deprivation, a dollar spent renting a practice room for music someone loves, and a dollar spent on a branded handbag are formally identical in a budget constraint and not interchangeable in their consequences.

Undifferentiated preference talk invites three systematic errors:

1. Confusing deprivation with taste. When the deficits of A go unmet (chronic hunger, unstable housing, untreated illness), choices that look short-sighted may simply reflect A overwhelming the Decision Hub, leaving little room for longer-term projects. Models that code this as “a strong taste for immediate consumption” or “low patience” misdesign interventions: they try to nudge or educate where the first requirement is to meet the deficit.

2. Mistaking M for I. People often say they “love” certain activities, careers, or lifestyles, and may feel they chose them freely, but when the audience disappears the motivation collapses, revealing that the Salience of being watched, ranked, or compared carried much of the drive. Undifferentiated models register only consistent choice in visible settings and relabel it “genuine preference,” missing the way M can crowd out quieter pursuits that would have persisted in private.

3. Treating status races as ordinary consumption. In luxury housing, prestige education, and speculative assets, the value of additional spending lies largely in relative position: everyone pays more and competes harder, and the rank ordering barely changes. Standard utility records this as rising welfare. Motivationally it is a treadmill, channelling resources into zero-sum contests that increase anxiety without improving security or engagement.



Empirical work on income and happiness shows the problem sharply. Within countries, moving from poverty to modest comfort produces large, robust increases in reported well-being. Further income at high levels yields small gains, mediated strongly by perceived status relative to others. Undifferentiated models can fit these curves but cannot say why the slope changes. AIM reads the low-income zone as dominated by A, the thin middle as the region where I can be supplied, and the upper tail as increasingly dominated by M, with corresponding implications for policy.

The same confusion runs through debates about markets and equality, which often proceed as if everyone agreed on what preferences are. Defenders of markets implicitly assume that prices mostly reflect A and I; critics point to contexts where prices are driven by purchasing-power inequality, trends, status signalling, rivalry, and fear of future price increases. Without an explicit motivational taxonomy the two sides talk past each other, and policy oscillates between treating status goods as necessities and necessities as mere preferences.

For institutional design, the costs are not merely theoretical:


	A justice system that cannot tell offences driven by desperation from those driven by blocked agency or status competition will apply one-size-fits-all responses that neither restore victims nor reliably reduce future harm.


	An education system that cannot tell learning pursued through I from learning pursued for credentials and rankings will adopt visibility-intensive practices that boost short-term metrics while eroding the engagement on which deep learning depends.


	AI safety work that cannot separate an artificial system’s need-like drives, its persistence in valued activities, and its sensitivity to human preference and status will misjudge its behaviour, because all three are folded into a single “objective function.”




The working Hypothesis of this book is that these puzzles can be resolved, or at least sharply clarified, by abandoning undifferentiated preference talk in favour of a three-source taxonomy tied to known features of brain function.



1.3 From Greyscale to Full Colour

A greyscale image captures real information: faces can be recognised, text read, a scene navigated. But it collapses the visible spectrum into a single brightness value at each point. A colour image invents no new light. It separates what was always present into three channels, red, green, and blue, and in doing so reveals structure that was invisible before. Undifferentiated preference language is the greyscale image, collapsing all wanting into a single intensity. AIM is the separation into channels.

The screen of a phone, a laptop, or a television makes the point in full. Each is built from millions of pixels, and each pixel is nothing more than three sub-elements emitting red, green, and blue light. From those three primaries comes every image the screen has ever shown or ever will. The set of possible images is, for practical purposes, infinite, and no amount of watching the surface will tell an observer what produces them: observing outputs shows what a system does, not how it does it. Yet no one declares a screen unknowable. We understand it completely, because its boundless variety is the product of a small, fully specified set of components interacting under rules we can write down.

Humanity has told itself a different story about itself: that human beings are too complex to be understood, that the variety of what we want, feel, and do places us beyond the reach of any general account. The story is false in the way it would be false to call a screen unknowable. The range of human output, every desire, every quarrel, every act of love or cruelty, is the product of a small set of interacting components, as the range of images is the product of red, green, and blue light. Resolving the red, green, and blue of the pixel into the A, I, and M of the human motivational system is the work of this book. Get the primitives wrong and the output stays a mystery; get them right and the system falls into place.

The analogy carries one step further. Imagine someone who does not know how the screen makes its images, and who has noticed only that the blue hurts their eyes: wherever blue tones are strong and concentrated, the strain follows. Not knowing how the picture is made, they go after the blue where they can see it, patching over each spot where a blue pixel appears, only to find it surfacing elsewhere, because the blue was never a property of any one spot. They could cover the whole screen and be left with no picture at all. Had they stripped the blue out at the source, they would have a broken screen, unable to render an accurate image of anything, because blue is one of the three primaries every true colour is built from. Prohibition of a primitive is not a stricter version of the right answer. It is the same category error in the costume of discipline. The workable response is to compose the picture differently upstream, keeping the image faithful while avoiding the dense fields of blue that do the harm.

M stands where the blue does. The Salience signal is load-bearing: it is what points A and I at their Objects, and without it the deficit signals would have nowhere to go. M cannot be removed from human motivation any more than blue can be removed from a working screen, suppressing it wherever it becomes visible fails because it reappears elsewhere, and the workable response is to design at the level of how the system is composed, so that it still produces what it is for while the concentrations of M that do the harm are kept from forming.

The three-source picture is reconstructed from converging lines of neuroscience, psychology, and social theory:


	Work on homeostatic regulation reveals drives tightly coupled to physiological deficits (hunger, thirst, fatigue, pain), which intensify with deprivation and subside once the deficit is repaired. This is A.


	Work on intrinsic motivation documents engagement that persists in private, without external reward or audience (curiosity, mastery, creative absorption, care). Its wants are deficits for what the engagement requires, each closing once the Object suffices, while the engagement itself runs on. This is I.


	Work on mimetic desire (a term from the French theorist René Girard, detailed in later chapters) and on the social-observation circuits of the brain shows that observing what others want reshapes what we want, often without awareness. This is M, a Salience signal rather than a deficit, operating independently of bodily need or engagement.




Decision neuroscience shows, at the same time, that these different kinds of wanting are integrated in a common valuation system, so any realistic theory must both distinguish them as inputs and explain how they are combined into a single “do this next” signal.
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Caption: The Three-Source Integration Architecture. Two deficit signals, from Appetites (red) and Intrinsic Motivation (green), and one Salience signal, from Mimetic Desire (blue), enter the Decision Hub tagged by source. Common-Currency Integration converts them to a single magnitude, read as a deficit to be corrected, and the source tags are discarded before conscious access. After action selection, post-hoc source identification is attempted. If the source is correctly identified (through diagnostic tools such as the Two-Question Diagnostic), accurate self-knowledge becomes available and I-Override is possible when Mimetic Desire is detected. If it is incorrectly identified, Confabulation produces a sincere but false narrative that the Individual accepts as true.

The argument behind this structure has two steps. First, because the three sources can be manipulated and observed independently (hunger can be induced without changing social status, social comparison intensified without inducing hunger, and I measured by whether engagement persists when audiences are removed), a satisfactory model must represent them as distinct components, not smear them into a single unlabelled “preference.” Second, because the brain computes a unified value signal that predicts choice across many reward types, the components must be integrated into a common currency that drives action. Under the ordinary norm of parsimony, a three-source model aligned with these clusters is the minimally adequate architecture: adding primitives is unsupported by robust evidence, and using fewer blurs together patterns that experiment and imaging clearly separate.

The analogy stops at one point, and the point is where human beings differ from a display. The pixels of a screen do not watch one another. Human beings do. What one Individual visibly wants is what another Individual’s M takes as its input, so the output of one Individual’s architecture is an input to the architecture of everyone positioned to observe it, and the accounts people give of why they want what they want return as Evidence in one another’s Beliefs. A population is therefore not an aggregate of separate systems. It is one system with many nodes, and it is modelled here as one system throughout. Individual behaviour and collective dynamics are two readings of a single coupled architecture, the first taken at one node and the second across the whole, and no psychology of the Individual is joined at a later stage to a sociology of the group. Carrying the architecture from one mind to a population introduces no new primitive and no new axiom. It adds two channels between Individuals, one carrying what is observed and one carrying what is asserted, and runs the same three sources and the same integration at population scale. Status competition, consensus formation, and the trajectory that ends in collective violence are states of that one system, derived in the chapters that follow from the couplings named here.

A screen accounts for what happens inside one Individual. What happens between Individuals needs a different picture, and the Internet supplies it. No study of a single computer, however thorough, reveals how the Internet routes traffic, why it congests, or how an outage in one place spreads to another, because none of these exists inside any one machine. They exist only in how the machines interact. Human populations are the same. Status competition, consensus, and collective violence are properties of the connections between Individuals, and a psychology of the single mind will not find them however closely it looks.

The Internet also shows how such a system fails. Every computer keeps time by its own clock, and every clock drifts. The network holds together because each machine is corrected, continuously, against an external reference, one clock that sets all the others. Drift is measured against that reference and not against the neighbouring machines: a thousand clocks that agree with one another and disagree with the reference are a thousand clocks that have drifted. The worst failure follows from this. When machines take one another as the reference in place of the clock that governs them, their errors stop being independent and begin to compound, and where time is then settled by agreement, the one machine still keeping true time is outvoted and treated as the fault.

Human beliefs have such a reference: the state of affairs in physical reality that settles whether a belief is true, however many people hold it. The book calls this the Referent. A bridge either carries its load or it does not, however many engineers expected it to, and the load is the Referent. Every Individual’s beliefs drift from the Referent, and nothing inside the Individual registers the drift, because a belief that has drifted feels exactly like one that has not, as a clock cannot measure its own error without the clock it answers to. A belief held sincerely that is in fact wrong, and that cannot be seen to be wrong from the inside, is a Confabulation. When people take one another’s beliefs as the reference in place of the Referent, each Confabulation becomes evidence for everyone who hears it, and the drift compounds. The book calls this a Confabulation Cascade. It is the failure the clocks suffer, by the same mechanism, and its remedy is the same: not better individual clocks, but continuous correction against the reference that governs them all. The human case is harder in one respect only. The reference clock answers exactly and at once, while the Referent answers noisily and late, so human drift can run much further before anything corrects it.



1.4 What This Book Does and Does Not Claim

AIM claims:


	Human motivation can be parsimoniously decomposed into three neurologically distinct sources: Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), and Mimetic Desire (M).


	A and I report deficits; M reports Salience. The three converge through Common-Currency Integration in the Decision Hub, which produces a single decision signal.


	The architecture does not terminate at the boundary of the Individual. It is a single coupled system (Section 1.3), modelled as the same loops at every scale (the fast valuation loop and the slow Belief loop within each Individual, and the channels of observation and assertion between Individuals), with no new primitives introduced at any scale beyond the first.


	After integration, the information about which source generated which component of the decision signal is lost (Source Opacity). This is not a failure of introspection but an architectural feature of how the brain processes motivation, and it entails that the Salience signal is felt as a deficit where it is positive and as a threat where it is negative (the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle).


	The brain compensates for Source Opacity by generating narratives about the causes of its choices (Confabulation). These narratives are sincere but often inaccurate, constructed from available information rather than recovered from the actual causes.


	The three sources have structurally different satiation dynamics. The deficits A and I report close when they are repaired: A’s when the body’s need is met, I’s when the Object is sufficient for the engagement, which then runs on to its next requirement. M’s Salience signal has no terminal value and so no natural stopping point.


	These structural features, combined with the preconscious transmission of M, produce predictable patterns of individual dysfunction and collective crisis.


	A set of thin normative concepts (freedom, fairness, justice, coercion, consent, harm, dignity, well-being) can be derived from this architecture without importing independent moral premises.


	Institutional designs can be evaluated and improved by how well they secure basic needs, protect the space in which I operates, and manage the M dynamics that lead to crisis.




AIM does not claim:


	That only three motivational categories can ever exist. Three sources are presently the most parsimonious decomposition consistent with evidence. Future research could reveal a fourth, requiring revision of the framework.


	That AIM is already fully validated. The framework is a theoretically coherent synthesis that generates testable predictions and awaits comprehensive peer-reviewed validation. A proposed validation roadmap is set out in the appendices.


	That AIM explains all of cognition, emotion, or behaviour. AIM is a theory of motivation: how wanting arises, forms Beliefs, and drives action. It does not address perception, memory, motor control, or other cognitive functions except where they intersect with motivation.


	That AIM eliminates the need for other frameworks. Self-Determination Theory, behavioural economics, mimetic theory, and drive theories remain valuable. AIM integrates and clarifies them rather than replacing them.


	That applying AIM is simple. Identifying which source dominates a given behaviour, and designing interventions accordingly, requires skill and judgement. The framework provides diagnostic tools, not automatic answers.


	That AIM-aligned interventions will always succeed. Correct diagnosis does not guarantee effective treatment. AIM improves the odds by targeting mechanisms rather than symptoms, but human systems are complex and resistant to intervention.






1.5 What Is Novel and What Must Be Defended

What Requires Defence

A reader encountering a book that claims to unify human motivation across individual psychology, economics, institutional dynamics, and crisis trajectories is entitled to ask what, precisely, is novel, and what they must be persuaded of.

The answer is narrower than the book’s scope suggests. Every premise on which the argument rests is drawn from established, replicated scholarship. What the book does is carry out the derivations that the existing empirical record has always entailed, but that no one performed as a single chain because the synthesis required violating the foundational assumptions of every relevant discipline at once. The Camouflage Architecture (developed in Chapters 5, 7, and 8) explains why, and that explanation is itself a derivation from the same premises.

The following table classifies every major component of AIM’s architecture by its epistemic status. Most of the architecture is inherited from established scholarship or mathematically entailed by it.









	Component
	Epistemic Status
	Source / Basis





	Appetites (A)
	Inherited
	Cannon (1932), homeostatic physiology



	Intrinsic Motivation (I)
	Inherited
	Deci & Ryan (1985), Self-Determination Theory



	Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2)
	Inherited
	Levy & Glimcher (2012), Chib et al. (2009), Bartra et al. (2013)



	Confabulation (Axiom 4)
	Inherited
	Nisbett & Wilson (1977), Gazzaniga (2000), Haidt (2001)



	Preconscious neural timing (Axiom 7)
	Inherited
	Libet (1985), Rizzolatti & Craighero (2004), Chartrand & Bargh (1999)



	Bayesian Belief updating (Axiom 8)
	Inherited
	Helmholtz, Tenenbaum et al. (2011), Friston



	Agent-based causal default (Axiom 9)
	Inherited
	Barrett (2000), Heider & Simmel (1944), Rosset (2008)



	Source Opacity (Axiom 3)
	Mathematically entailed
	Follows from Common-Currency Integration: the many-to-one integration destroys the source decomposition and the Data Processing Inequality makes the loss permanent, given the architectural premise that introspection reads only the integrated value



	Social observation circuits transmit wanting, not merely information (empirical basis for M)
	Inherited
	Lebreton et al. (2012), Zink et al. (2008), Campbell-Meiklejohn et al. (2010), Rizzolatti & Craighero (2004)



	Mimetic Desire as third distinct source (M)
	Novel synthesis
	Recognition that the above neuroscience describes a third motivational primitive with characteristic properties



	Three-source exhaustiveness (Axiom 1)
	Novel synthesis
	Bidirectional consilience argument (Chapter 4): behavioural categories independently converge with neural pathways



	Object Parasitism (Axiom 5)
	Novel synthesis
	Derived from mirror-neuron architecture detecting goal-directed action, not Objects themselves



	Differential Satiation Dynamics (Axiom 6)
	Novel synthesis
	Comparative analysis of A, I, M satiation properties



	All downstream derivations (Chapters 9 onwards)
	Logically entailed
	Follow from the above premises by formal derivation





A note on M and the neuroscience that grounds it. The empirical findings stand on their own: observing another’s goal-directed pursuit directly modulates the observer’s own valuation (Lebreton et al., 2012), the brain tracks relative social position as a reward type independent of absolute resources (Zink et al., 2008), and social information modulates subjective value below the threshold of awareness (Campbell-Meiklejohn et al., 2010). René Girard (1961) reached the same structural insight decades earlier through literary analysis, identifying the triangular structure of desire (the subject desires the Object because the Model desires it) and the escalation dynamics of mimetic rivalry. AIM acknowledges Girard as supplying the interpretive framework that makes the neuroscientific data legible as one phenomenon, but it does not rely on his literary evidence as an empirical premise. It is the data that bears the evidential weight.

The “Novel synthesis” rows locate the premises the framework itself introduces, and two assertions carry most of their weight:


	That A, I, and M are the correct decomposition of human motivation, that exactly these three (not two, not four) are the primitive inputs to the Decision Hub. This is defended by the bidirectional consilience argument in Chapter 4 and the Fourth-Source Objection analysis there.


	That M operates through specific mechanisms (preconscious social observation circuits, Object Parasitism, non-satiation) that produce the properties Chapter 8 details.




Everything else in the book, from Source Opacity through the Scapegoat Mechanism to the Knowledge Patch, is derived from these premises combined with the inherited architecture, and each derived result is stated so that the step can be checked and the prediction tested. Because the framework is a synthesis, its derivations pass through many findings already in the literature, some well established and some not. Where a derivation meets one, the finding bears on the derivation as evidence for or against it, and the book claims the derivation, not the finding.

A sophisticated critic might accept that A exists and that I exists but reject that they are two of exactly three primitive sources. Cannon did not claim homeostasis is one of three; Deci and Ryan did not claim intrinsic motivation is one of three. The exhaustiveness claim is defended not by Cannon or Deci and Ryan alone but by the bidirectional consilience argument of Chapter 4, by parsimony (no fourth source has been identified that meets the criteria Chapter 4 states), and by the failure of two-source alternatives to predict satisfaction trajectories that the three-source model predicts. A critic proposing a fourth source must identify its distinct neural substrate, its characteristic satiation dynamics, and behavioural signatures that cannot be decomposed into combinations of A, I, and M.

The architecture therefore stands on three foundations, and it stands or falls with them. If it could be shown that any human motive arises from a source that cannot be resolved into the Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation or Mimetic Desire; or that Individuals can read the Mimetic share of what they want from the experience of wanting it, without post-hoc attribution, as reliably as that share can be read from how the wanting behaves; or that Mimetic Desire is not coupled back to itself through the Salience it creates, so that no strengthening of that coupling could carry it past the point at which it sustains itself, the architecture set out in this book would fail.

Chapter 3 sets out the logical infrastructure on which the theory’s scope rests (OCEP, CCGT, FED, and the Replacement Requirement), and Chapter 4 provides the full axiomatic inventory, the bidirectional consilience argument, and the empirical acceptance principle.

Why the AIM Framework Is Formalised

The framework is stated axiomatically to maximise the number of ways it can be shown to be wrong, and to make each of them cheap to test. If the architecture is wrong, a single adequately powered study reporting something the framework says cannot happen ends it, as does a single demonstration that a derivation does not follow from the premises above it. A candidate ruled out early stops occupying the ground the correct theory has to take.

The wider purpose is to establish that a general theory of human motivation is possible in principle, and that formalism is what makes one discoverable. The hard sciences have worked to that standard for two centuries: state the premises, derive the consequences, name what would end the theory, and let the evidence decide on a short time scale. Nothing about human motivation exempts it from that standard, and the framework is built to it.

The Mathematical Toolkit

The mathematics the framework uses is not specialised. Appendix A states the fast valuation layer as a three-variable dynamical system and analyses it with the methods an engineer brings to any feedback system: fixed points and their stability, read from the eigenvalues of the Jacobian; loop gain, the quantity that decides whether a closed loop damps a disturbance or amplifies it; and the saddle-node bifurcation, at which a stable equilibrium and an unstable one collide and annihilate, so that a system moving smoothly under slowly changing conditions jumps abruptly to a distant state. Population-level dynamics are treated with replicator and mean-field methods, and the proof of Source Opacity uses the Data Processing Inequality. Each of these is textbook material in control engineering, physics, ecology and information theory (Strogatz, 2018; Kuznetsov, 2004), and each has a long record of use on systems as different as power grids, lake ecosystems and epidemics.

What is unfamiliar is the system to which the methods are applied. The state variables are the Mimetic input to the Decision Hub, the integrated value of an Object, and the salience of that Object in the Individual’s reference group, and the loop that closes through them runs through other Individuals. The results the methods yield there are qualitative: the existence of a critical threshold and the geometry of the transition at it, not numerical values for the parameters that govern them. Applying the methods requires no unusual mathematics. The step open to challenge is the mapping: whether the architecture of Chapter 4 is correctly represented by these variables and their couplings. That step can be contested from each of the four positions set out above, and where it holds, the results follow by methods whose behaviour has been checked in other domains for decades.

Novelty and Priority

The novelty of the AIM Framework lies in one place: a single unbroken chain of derivation that runs from the neural integration step to the saddle-node fold, and from there, in the nuclear age, to catastrophe at the scale of the species (Section 1.11). The individual links of that chain are a different matter. Each result met along the way is stated so that it can be checked against evidence, and many of those results have very likely been established already, empirically or by argument, by researchers working inside a single discipline. Where the book derives such a result, it claims the derivation, not the discovery.

A result derived here without a citation to the work that first established it is therefore not a claim of priority, and the absence of the citation is not a judgement on that work. It is a condition of the method. Locating the original source of every result the chain passes through would mean surveying the whole of neuroscience, psychology, economics, law and political history before the derivation could begin, and a derivation of this length could not then be completed within any single programme of work. Stating the architecture as axioms removes that dependency. Each result is checked against the premises above it rather than against the literature around it, so the chain can be run to its end and its links matched to their prior discoveries afterwards. Where a reader knows of earlier work that reached a result the book derives, that work independently confirms the derivation, and the priority for the result belongs to its author.



1.6 The Scope of the Theory

Scope across domains.

Human behaviour is not an exceptional domain beyond lawful explanation. Its complexity is generated by a finite system of energy-constrained, information-processing, socially coupled organisms. Given the conservation discipline and the correct motivational primitives, the higher-order dynamics follow. The conservation discipline is the accounting rule of the physical sciences applied to motivation, under which no step may introduce a cause absent from the step before it and no upstream signal may simply stop. Chapter 4 derives it, and every derivation that follows is held to it.

A predictable objection is that the framework attempts too much. Can a single theory credibly address individual psychology, economic behaviour, institutional dynamics, and crisis trajectories?

The objection inverts the relationship between premise and scope. AIM does not set out to address these domains; its foundational claims simply do address them. If human motivation arises from exactly three sources integrating through a common-currency architecture, then AIM applies wherever human motivation operates. The derivations lead to individual psychology because Individuals have this architecture, to economic behaviour because economic actors have it, to institutional dynamics because institutions are staffed by Individuals who have it, and to crisis trajectories because crises emerge from the collective behaviour of Individuals who have it. The breadth was discovered, not designed. The theory is not modest because the logic of the derivations permitted no modesty. The scope is not ambition. It is entailment.

This is the Derivation-Not-Ambition Principle (DNA-P): the scope of a theory is fixed by what its premises logically entail, not by the intentions, credentials, or standing of its author. Breadth of application widens the surface on which a theory can be shown to be wrong, so a theory that contracts its scope to appear modest is not thereby more careful; it is less exposed, and less testable. And an objection to a theory’s reach that identifies no false premise and no invalid step is not an epistemic objection but a status operation, which Chapter 3 names Mimetic Deflection. DNA-P governs the book’s structure throughout: the progression follows the entailment chain from the premises, not the historical order of discovery, and results are presented as derived consequences rather than independent assertions.

The appropriate question is therefore not “why does AIM address so many domains?” but “is the foundational claim correct?” If the three-source taxonomy accurately describes motivational architecture, and Bayesian mathematics explains crisis as the attractor state when Belief is updated on corrupted Evidence, then the breadth is evidence of genuine explanatory unification. If the taxonomy is incorrect, breadth is irrelevant: the framework fails at the foundation, not at the applications.

The logic runs in both directions. From premise to phenomena, the mechanisms the architecture entails (Source Opacity, Confabulation, differential satiation, Object Parasitism) generate explanations for the Easterlin Paradox, the overjustification effect, hedonic adaptation, and the recurrence of scapegoating. From phenomena to mechanism, these are not puzzles AIM invented to solve. They are documented regularities that existing frameworks acknowledge but cannot explain mechanistically. The Easterlin Paradox is called a paradox because it contradicts standard economic predictions, and the overjustification effect remains an “effect” rather than an explained regularity because undifferentiated models lack the vocabulary to say why external rewards undermine I.

Were AIM falsified, none of these puzzles would become explicable under utility theory. Scapegoating would continue to recur, and institutional drift toward status competition would continue to be attributed vaguely to “human nature.” Falsification of AIM removes one candidate explanation, not the demand for one. The appropriate response would not be a return to undifferentiated preference models but the search for a better disaggregation.

Scope across entities.

AIM is defined at the level of motivational architecture, not of species. An Individual, as Chapter 2 specifies, is any entity whose behaviour is generated by an integrated A-I-M architecture running through a Decision Hub, subject to Source Opacity, Confabulation, Differential Satiation, and Preconscious Transmission at whatever parameter values its neural substrate produces. An entity that acts on behalf of an Individual, a business or a collective, whether a human intermediary, an institutional vehicle, or an artificial system, is a Proxy rather than an Individual: the motivational analysis sits with the Individual whose interests the Proxy serves, and the mechanism it operates sits with the Proxy.

The architecture-first definition is a deliberate methodological commitment. Descartes built species-membership into the definition of the thinking thing and concluded from that definition that animals were mere machines, a conclusion reached by stipulation rather than evidence, which foreclosed comparative cognition for three centuries. AIM takes the opposite path. Whether any non-human species possesses the A-I-M architecture is an empirical question for comparative neuroscience and ethology, and the framework leaves it open on principle, as DNA-P requires: narrowing the definition of Individual to humans by fiat would contract AIM’s falsification surface and reintroduce the Cartesian error.

This treatise is nonetheless a book about human motivation and its institutional consequences. All subsequent chapters, unless explicitly stated otherwise, concern human Individuals, human Proxies, and the human institutions that rank roles, allocate authority, generate mimetic crises, and may be redesigned to hold M dynamics below criticality. The broader architectural definition in Chapter 2 is kept for future work: comparing human cognition with that of other animals against the same architecture, and examining any other case in which the architectural conditions may be met.



1.7 Why This Book Is Necessarily Philosophical

The treatise states its empirical, epistemological, and ethical commitments explicitly, and it does so because of the problem it addresses. A unifying general theory of human motivation could not be assembled from within any single discipline, and the reason is structural, not a failing of the disciplines.

Every scientific discipline operates on philosophical priors. Epistemology specifies what counts as knowledge and under what conditions. Metaphysics specifies what kinds of things exist and what kinds of causation operate between them. Ethics specifies what counts as a legitimate end for inquiry and what constraints apply to its conduct. Logic specifies what counts as a valid inference. These priors are the framework within which a discipline’s empirical work is intelligible as work. They are not optional additions to the sciences. They are the branch upon which the sciences sit.

A discipline’s foundational assumptions are not conclusions it has reached. They are what make it that discipline: they fix what its objects are, what its methods measure, and what counts as a result. Its ordinary methods therefore do not put those assumptions under test, because the methods presuppose them, and a discipline that suspended them in order to examine them would, for that time, have stopped doing its own work. The philosophy of science has long recognised this. Normal science does not test its paradigm (Kuhn, 1996). A research programme’s hard core is made irrefutable by methodological decision and defended by a protective belt of auxiliary hypotheses (Lakatos, 1970). And the background assumptions that connect evidence to hypothesis come into view only from a perspective outside the community that holds them (Longino, 1990). None of this makes the disciplines unscientific. Protecting a core is how productive inquiry proceeds, and foundations do change, typically when anomalies accumulate or an outside perspective arrives.

The synthesis this book performs is such an outside perspective, and it had to be, because the disciplines that study motivation share one foundational assumption the three-source architecture does not support. Each takes the Individual as its unit and treats the social as something that acts on the Individual from outside: an influence, an externality, a source of information, a norm, a pressure on a preference that would otherwise be the Individual’s own. Under the architecture there is no such outside. What one Individual visibly wants is another Individual’s M input, and what one Individual asserts is Evidence in another’s Beliefs, so a population is one coupled system with many nodes (Section 1.3), and the social is the coupling between the nodes rather than a force applied to them. To treat it as an influence on an Individual whose preferences are otherwise autonomous is a category error, and each discipline’s foundational assumption is a form of it. Economics takes preferences as given and reads choice as revealing them, when a choice reveals only the integrated value after Source Opacity has removed its sources. Psychology treats the Individual’s account of why they want something as evidence of the cause, and that account is Confabulation. Decision neuroscience takes the single brain as its unit and measures the single value it produces, and what that finding entails, that the sources cannot be recovered from the value, is not among its results. Contract law’s doctrine of informed consent presupposes that the consenting party knows what they want and why. Liberal political theory takes the Individual’s preferences to be self-authored and therefore authoritative. Mimetic theory, which does model desire as passing between Individuals, errs in the opposite direction, treating mimesis as the source of all desire beyond appetite when it is one source of three. Each assumption was supported by another field’s, so questioning one meant questioning all of them together (Chapter 19, Section 19.8), and Chapter 5 sets out why no single field could have detected the structure they concealed.

The findings of these disciplines stand. AIM depends on them entirely, and nothing in the architecture overturns an observation any of them has made. What changes is what the observations are taken to show. Where a discipline’s primitive is a formal description of what was chosen, the architecture leaves it standing. Where the same primitive is read as a claim about the person (about their welfare, their reasons, or their authorship of their own wants), or as a model of the Individual apart from the coupling, the architecture shows that the reading does not hold. The work is not wasted. Its foundations have to be re-examined in light of an architecture none of the disciplines was positioned to see.

The treatise is therefore a philosophical work as well as a scientific one. It examines the priors, identifies the axioms, states the entailments, and accepts responsibility for the epistemology and ethics the argument depends upon. The axioms from which the architecture is derived (Chapter 4) are philosophical in that they are claims about what kind of system human motivation is, and scientific in that their entailments are empirically testable and their derivations formally constrained.

This is why the first substantive chapter after the definitions is a philosophical argument, the Output-Capacity Entailment Principle (Chapter 3), which establishes, before any empirical claim is made, what a system’s outputs entail about its architecture. That is the upstream commitment on which every subsequent derivation depends, and placing it first is the structural declaration that the priors are examined first.

The treatise is, in its largest part, a work of epistemology, and the reason is given by the architecture itself. Three of its axioms together describe how an Individual comes to believe anything about their own wants: the Decision Hub merges the three sources into one value (Common-Currency Integration, Axiom 2), the merging discards which source contributed what (Source Opacity, Axiom 3), and the Individual revises their Beliefs on what remains (Bayesian Belief Dynamics, Axiom 8). The catastrophe the book is written against is therefore a Belief catastrophe before it is anything else. Beliefs drive action. An Individual does not act on the world as it is but on the world as represented in the Beliefs available to the Decision Hub, and a population does not move on shared reality but on shared Belief about reality. If the structure of Belief is sound, action tracks physical reality and self-correction is possible. If it is corrupted in a way the holder cannot detect, action diverges from reality while feeling, from the inside, exactly as it would if it were correct. The book therefore devotes its central chapters not to wanting as such but to how wanting becomes Belief, how Belief propagates between Individuals, and how a population of rational updaters can converge on certainty without converging on Truth.



1.8 Information as a Bodily Input

The body is an open system, continuously taking in inputs from its environment and processing them through biological machinery that determines what it can produce. If we eat bad food, we get sick. If we breathe bad air, we are harmed, and if we breathe poison gas, we die. If we drink unclean water, we can die, in the pattern germ theory explained. If we hear a sound that is too loud, we damage our hearing, because the ear is a channel with physical limits and an input that exceeds them degrades the machinery itself. Air, water, food, sound, and light are not separate kinds of relationship between the organism and its world. Each is an environmental input processed by a biological system to determine a biological output.

Information belongs on this list, although it does not feel like air or water or food. It enters through the senses, the same channels that carry sound and light, and it is processed by the same brain that integrates every other signal the body receives. There is no separate, immaterial faculty that handles information while the body handles everything else. The brain takes in Evidence, updates its picture of the world, and generates behaviour on the basis of that picture. Information is therefore not analogous to the other inputs. It is one of them.

The body is not defenceless against bad inputs. There are filters at every channel: disgust and the gag reflex guard the gut, the blink and the cough guard the eyes and lungs, and for information the corresponding filter is Doubt, the bringing of prior Belief, scepticism, and the discounting of untrustworthy sources to bear on what is taken in. But Doubt is built from the same machinery that processes the input, and the procedure that weighs the Evidence also weighs whether the source can be trusted. The machinery cannot step outside itself to check its own inputs from a neutral vantage point, so a sufficiently corrupted input can defeat Doubt itself, as an odourless poison gas defeats the sense of smell that guards the lungs. Belief updating is content-agnostic: a Belief assembled from corrupted Evidence is processed with exactly the rigour applied to one assembled from contact with reality, and the Individual who holds it has no internal signal distinguishing the two.

The consequence follows from the architecture, and later chapters set out the mechanism. When poisonous information is fed into the system at scale and over time, a population whose Evidence base has been corrupted moves toward catastrophic conclusions, including mass murder, war, and genocide, while each Individual reasons correctly from the corrupted Evidence available to them, as a body breathing poisoned air fails while every cell continues to function as designed. The pathology is located not in any single faulty inference but in what entered the system, and in the defeat of Doubt by the same corruption it was meant to catch. This is not metaphor. Information enters the body through the same channels as sound and light, is processed by the same organ, and drives the same kind of output. Treating information as a disembodied matter of opinion that floats free of biology is the error that has allowed the most catastrophic effects of corrupted information to be misread, for the whole of recorded history, as something other than what they are.

The informational environment of a species is therefore a public-health matter, and the question is where it can be managed. It cannot be managed at the point of production. Source Opacity guarantees that every Individual generates Confabulation as a routine output of the architecture, so at the scale of the single person and the dyad the production of low-quality information is unavoidable: a structural feature of the hardware, not a defect of character that exhortation could remove. Nor can it be managed at the point of consumption, because content-agnostic updating offers the consumer no marker by which to tell clean Evidence from contaminated Evidence in the moment of consuming it. What is unavoidable at the dyadic and community level is, however, manageable at the institutional level. Institutions sit at the chokepoints through which information flows between Individuals, and there, and only there, the flow of low-quality information can be slowed, diluted, or interrupted before it reaches the many recipients who will, rationally and undetectably, update on it. This is the organising commitment of the institutional derivation in Chapter 20: do not attempt to perfect the individual consumer or suppress the individual producer, which the architecture does not permit, but govern the institutional flow so that the environment Individuals draw from is kept clean enough that ruinous Beliefs cannot reach the scale at which they cascade. None of this is censorship, and the architecture shows why censorship achieves the opposite of its intent. The interventions are specified on rates and thresholds rather than on what a Belief says: how far and how fast a claim travels, whether its provenance travels with it, and whether a restatement is counted as a new source or as the original source being repeated (Chapter 20, Section 20.4.4). Withholding a claim removes one arrival and leaves unchanged every quantity that drives a cascade of grievances. And a body that chose which claims may be carried would be read, by those whose claims it censors or those who wish to access the claim, as the party blocking them. This simply foments another grievance, so the censorship feeds the dynamics it is intended to damp.



1.9 The Structure of This Book

This is a long book, but it is not a complicated theory. The architecture is compact: a reader who takes Chapter 4 together with Appendix A has the entire system in hand, its sources, its axioms, and the dynamics that follow from them. Everything else is demonstration, and the length is the cost of showing how so small a structure replays across the whole range of human behaviour, and of showing at each point where that reading parts company with the Belief that currently holds the explanatory ground. Displacing an entrenched explanation costs more words than stating a new one. The same few constructs recur throughout, and they recur because the architecture is small. Inside each Individual it runs as two loops: a fast loop, in which the three sources are integrated into one value and acted on within a second, and a slow loop, in which the Individual revises their Beliefs on what that value returns. Between Individuals the same outputs travel through two channels, what one Individual is seen to want entering another’s M, and what one Individual asserts entering another’s Beliefs (Section 1.3). What reads as repetition is the same loops met at a new scale, and each meeting adds what that scale contributes. Where a result recurs, the book cites the section that derives it rather than deriving it again.

The book is written in two registers. The chapters carry the argument in prose, from the three sources and their integration, through Source Opacity and the Belief dynamics it sets in motion, to the catastrophic collapse (the saddle-node fold) in which those dynamics terminate. Appendix A carries the same argument as mathematics, a single formal spine from the neural integration step to the saddle-node fold, derived from the axioms of Chapter 4. Every formal result in the appendix has its verbal derivation in the chapters, every load-bearing architectural claim in the chapters has its formal counterpart in the appendix, and the correspondence is tabulated, result by result, at Appendix A, Section A.13. A reader who doubts a chapter’s argument can follow its citation into the appendix and check what the mathematics holds; a reader who doubts a formula’s relevance can follow its pointer back into the prose. Nothing along the chain from the neural level to the population is carried by rhetoric alone: each step is derived, cited to the formal spine, or marked as an axiom the reader is free to disprove.

The progression is deliberate:


	Chapters 1–3 lay foundations: this introduction, the definitions and glossary that fix the meaning of all capitalised terms (Chapter 2), and the system scope and methodological framework, including the Output-Capacity Entailment Principle (Chapter 3).


	Chapter 4 establishes the axiomatic and architectural foundation: the nine axioms on which AIM rests, the derivation of the three-source taxonomy from those axioms, and the Decision Hub architecture.


	Chapter 5 makes the case for disaggregation: why treating all motivation as a single “preference” fails, and what a three-source taxonomy affords.


	Chapters 6–8 develop the three sources in sequence: Appetites (homeostatic and safety-related drives), Intrinsic Motivation, and Mimetic Desire. Mimetic Desire receives the most extensive treatment because it is the novel element of the taxonomy and will be contested.


	Chapters 9–10 address integration and evolutionary context: how the three sources converge in the Decision Hub under Source Opacity (Chapter 9), and why the resulting architecture is mismatched to modern environments (Chapter 10).


	Chapters 11–14 trace the crisis pathway: how Confabulation propagates through populations to produce the Scapegoat Mechanism (Chapter 11), how Money operates as the primary mechanism of Mimetic Extraction at civilisational scale (Chapter 12), how Bayesian Belief updating on confabulated Evidence makes crisis an attractor state (Chapter 13), and why rational updating in coupled systems converges toward false certainty without converging on Truth (Chapter 14).


	Chapters 15–20 carry the architecture through to its consequences: the Bayesian Self-Model (Chapter 15); Conflict as a super-critical failure of the same architecture, and the forward-looking account of Justice that follows (Chapter 16); violence as architectural output (Chapter 17); the Knowledge Patch, the conceptual vocabulary that enables I-Override to intercept confabulated causation before it produces action, and the only available intervention given that human neural architecture cannot be modified (Chapter 18); the Dissolution of Individualism and the Derivation of Relationalism (Chapter 19); and the governance architecture the preceding chapters require, the structural conditions under which authority can be held without the apex route into crisis being open (Chapter 20).




A single commitment orders the book: description precedes prescription. The book is diagnostic, and it follows the diagnosis only as far as the normative consequences that fall out of the architecture itself, through to the institutional form those consequences require (Chapter 20). No particular institutional design is derived, because the forms that satisfy the architecture’s requirements are underdetermined by it (Chapter 20, Section 20.9). Readers who find the account of motivation unconvincing need not accept the implications that follow from it; those who find it sound will discover that the implications follow with minimal additional assumptions.

Chapter 2 requires special mention. It provides precise definitions for all capitalised terms used throughout the book, and when a capitalised term appears it carries the meaning Chapter 2 establishes. Chapter 2 is extensive by necessity. It adopts a legalistic, formal approach that constrains interpretation, so that the different fields on which AIM touches can use a common dictionary when critiquing or implementing the framework.



1.10 What Is Status For?

Before the architecture is developed, one question must be put plainly, because the rest of the argument turns on the reader being willing to hold it open rather than dismiss it as rhetorical.

What is status accumulation for? What practical purpose does it serve humanity as a whole?

The question sounds naive. Status feels as necessary to human social life as language or memory. We assume, without having been asked to, that status hierarchies are a load-bearing feature of any intelligent, cooperative species, and that the rivalries, prestige contests, and accumulation they generate are simply the price of civilisation. The assumption is so deeply installed that the question will strike many readers as a category error, like asking what a car is for.

But status is not a car. Status is an emergent property of a particular cognitive architecture, one that no one designed or chose, and that is not, on inspection, well engineered for the longevity of the species. Status-seeking is what M’s Salience signal, felt as a deficit, produces in a social environment. It was not selected for because it produces welfare. It emerged because the architecture could not do otherwise.

Once this is seen, its downstream effects read differently. The wanting status generates does not terminate on any signal of sufficiency, as hunger ends when a caloric deficit is repaired or a question ends when it is answered. It escalates, across Individuals and across generations, and its cumulative weight produces the recognisable large-scale pathologies of human history: rivalries that do not end when the rival is defeated but shift to the next target, prestige races that exhaust lives without improving them, and recurrent episodes in which whole populations converge on a common enemy and act, in convergent rationality, on conclusions that prove catastrophic. None of this is offered here as proven; each claim is developed in its proper chapter.

If the architecture that produces status is unchosen, and its effects range from the quiet exhaustion of lives in meaningless work to the recurrent collapse of social orders, we are entitled, and the book will argue obliged, to ask what status does for humanity that could not be done another way. The standard answers are examined in later chapters and do not survive examination. Status is credited with coordinating cooperation, motivating excellence, and organising responsibility, but in each case the work is done by something else, typically I’s engagement with the activity itself or the meeting of A’s deficits, with status attaching itself afterwards as the visible signal.

Artificial intelligence supplies a control case unavailable to earlier inquiry. Large language models are highly capable inferential systems that do not necessarily seek status. They do not compete with the user for rank or construct adversaries in order to know where they stand. When asked a question, they attempt to answer it. They make mistakes, hedge in ways shaped by their training, and confabulate, though their confabulation is a product of statistical generation without grounded reference rather than of a self-model defending its coherence against exposure. What they do not do is withhold an answer to preserve prestige, insult the questioner to establish dominance, or agree when they disagree in order to save face. Humans, operating under the integration architecture this book describes, frequently answer the question their self-understanding requires them to answer, and then generate reasoning to justify it. This is not a moral failure. It is the architecture working as it does. The comparison does not suggest that artificial systems are superior cognitive systems. It is an existence proof that high capability, flexible reasoning, and useful output do not entail status-seeking. Status is a feature not of intelligence in general but of a particular kind of intelligence, whose motivational architecture generates it as a by-product and whose Confabulation conceals its origin from the Individual introspecting.

This book does not argue that status can be abolished. The architecture is what it is. Status is the downside of a trade-off humanity did not knowingly make, the cost of an integrative motivational architecture that also does genuinely useful things: rapid cultural learning, coordination of large-scale cooperation, transmission of skills through imitation. The cost has been treated as inevitable, when it is manageable, and its management is the practical project the book turns to.

The reader is invited to hold one question open throughout: is status necessary? And if it is not, what does an intelligent, cooperative human society look like when it stops paying the full price of the trade-off that produced it?



1.11 Why This Matters Now

Human beings are extraordinarily intelligent. The brain that composes symphonies, derives general relativity, builds civilisations spanning continents, and now engineers artificial systems approaching its own capability is the most sophisticated cognitive apparatus that has existed on this planet. What is in question is whether intelligence alone is sufficient to prevent the species from destroying itself. On the evidence of several thousand years of recorded history, and the formal analysis of later chapters, it is not. The reason is architectural, not moral.

The constraints

Common-Currency Integration is a many-to-one map: three inputs are summed into one magnitude, and every value of that magnitude is produced by many combinations of the three. The summation is what makes unified action-selection possible, and its cost is Source Opacity, which is not a psychological claim about the difficulty of self-knowledge but a mathematical consequence of the architecture, provable via the Data Processing Inequality (Chapter 9; Appendix A, Section A.2). Three constraints follow, each compounding the last.

First, Confabulation. Because the Individual cannot access which source generated a desire but must still explain their choices, to themselves and to others, the narrative system constructs plausible accounts after the fact. These accounts are not lies; the Individual believes them. But they are built from culturally available templates rather than recovered from actual causes, and M is systematically excluded from them, because the standard templates do not include the concept and because attributing one’s desires to copying feels both implausible and threatening.

Second, Preconscious Transmission. The neural systems that transmit M from one Individual to another (mirror-neuron systems and social-reward circuits) operate at latencies of 60 to 340 milliseconds. Conscious awareness requires approximately 300 to 500 milliseconds of processing. By the time an Individual is aware of wanting something, the transmission is complete, the Salience signal has been integrated, and the acquisition was never consciously registered. The Individual cannot recall acquiring the desire because they never experienced acquiring it; they experience the result as their own original wanting.

Third, the Agent-Based Causal Default. Human causal cognition is optimised for detecting and modelling agents (predators, prey, rivals, collaborators) and defaults to agent-based explanations when causal demands arise. Systemic, emergent, or distributed causes exceed the capacity of these systems under normal conditions, especially when the information needed to formulate the correct account is missing. The brain does not naturally produce “this happened because of a diffuse process operating across thousands of nodes over decades.” It produces “they did this to us,” and the answer arrives fast, feels certain, and achieves the closure the system demands, even when no identifiable agent is responsible.

Why the combination is dangerous

Each constraint alone is manageable. Confabulation would be a minor inconvenience if desires were not socially contagious. Preconscious Transmission would be tolerable if the transmitted desire could later be identified. The Agent-Based Causal Default would be a useful heuristic if it were not the unquestioned default where structural explanations are needed.

The danger lies in the combination. Belief revision (Bayesian updating, Chapter 13) is content-agnostic: it processes Beliefs about the causes of suffering with the same rigour it applies to Beliefs about the weather. When Confabulation is publicly expressed, it enters other Individuals’ evidential environments. They treat it as informative Evidence and update accordingly, their updated Beliefs are in turn expressed and treated as Evidence by others, and the system converges.

What it converges on is not Truth. It converges on a collectively held account that identifies a responsible agent, a scapegoat, for whatever suffering the population is experiencing. The account feels rational to every participant, because each arrived at it through individually rational computation on the Evidence available to them. The horror is not that people are irrational. It is that rational updating, applied to a system characterised by these three constraints, produces collective convergence on false Beliefs, and that those Beliefs, once stabilised, license violence experienced by its participants as necessary self-defence against a confirmed threat. This trajectory recurs across cultures and centuries. It is not a cultural peculiarity or a failure of education or moral development. It is the default output of the architecture operating without corrective constraint.

Working around the constraints

The constraints are fixed. No amount of education, moral exhortation, meditation, therapy, or good intention alters Source Opacity, Confabulation, Preconscious Transmission, or the Agent-Based Causal Default. These are features of the hardware, not bugs in the software.

But architectural constraints can be worked around, and engineers do so routinely. GPS satellites experience time dilation due to general relativity; the system works not because time dilation was eliminated but because the engineering compensates for it continuously. Distributed computer networks suffer clock drift that cannot be prevented; they function because synchronisation protocols compensate faster than the drift accumulates. The same logic applies here. The crisis trajectory terminates in total convergence on the scapegoat narrative, and prevention requires only that the system be held below the critical threshold, preserving enough residual doubt that the false consensus cannot stabilise. This does not require perfection, the elimination of M, or the transformation of human nature. It requires the maintenance of enough friction that the catastrophic attractor is never reached. This book treats humanity as an engineering problem at scale: not “how do we make people better?” but “given these fixed constraints, what system-level modifications keep the species below the crisis threshold?”

At the level of the Individual, the most powerful compensation is also the simplest: supplying the vocabulary the Individual lacks, which the book calls the Knowledge Patch. An Individual who holds the concept that some desires are acquired through M can ask two questions: Does my body need this? and Would I still want this if no one ever knew I had it? When both answers are no, the desire is M by elimination. This is the Two-Question Diagnostic, and it is what makes I-Override possible. It requires no understanding of the neural architecture and no impossible introspective recovery of the destroyed source tags, only an honest answer. It is a workaround, not a cure, but it scales to populations and the mathematics permits it to work.

At the institutional level, four design dimensions keep the system below the crisis threshold: reducing the rate at which M is amplified; ensuring that the Objects A requires are available to everyone and are not colonised by M; protecting the domains in which I operates from contamination by social expectation and pressure; and ensuring that Individuals can opt out of status competition without forfeiting basic security. None of these requires utopian transformation. Each is a designable, testable modification to institutional architecture. The workarounds must be maintained continuously, as GPS corrections are applied continuously, because the underlying drift never stops. But partial adoption is sufficient, and the mathematics permits success without perfection. The formal derivations supporting each of these claims follow: the proof that source information is irreversibly destroyed (Chapter 9), the mechanism by which Confabulation compounds through populations and the crisis trajectory as a mathematical attractor (Chapter 13), and the intervention architecture that maintains subcriticality (Chapter 18).

The stakes

In the nuclear age, the terminal state of this trajectory is not merely civilisational but planetary. The architecture that enabled cumulative cultural evolution, the species’ defining adaptive advantage, necessarily packages the vulnerabilities that, unmanaged, trend toward species-level catastrophe.

There is also a faster and more dangerous version of the pathway. Where command authority over the instruments of catastrophe, above all nuclear weapons, is concentrated in a few hands, a small and mimetically captured leadership can impose the crisis directly, compressing the distance from private shock to collective disaster without the population ever converging on it. This is the pathway the book treats as the most dangerous of all, and the one that maintaining doubt across the population cannot, by itself, close.

The goal is therefore not the resolution of all human conflict, which would require changing the architecture, but the indefinite deferral of the terminal catastrophe the unmanaged architecture otherwise guarantees. And the means of deferral are not a separate project from human flourishing. Achieving the Well-Being of all Individuals is not a different goal from avoiding nuclear war. The same interventions achieve both, and the A-Floor of the worst-off, held for everyone, is part of what keeps a population below the critical threshold.

None of this is offered in alarm. It should surprise no one that humanity suffers crisis after crisis that no earthquake, flood, or failed harvest explains. Wars, persecutions, financial collapses, and the long exhaustion of lives spent competing for position are not natural disasters. They are of our own making, and what is of our own making has a mechanism. A crisis with a mechanism can be understood, and a crisis that is understood can be designed against.

If the architecture set out here is correct, this is therefore a work of hope. The account that explains why human beings so reliably turn against one another also specifies the conditions under which they can work together instead, toward ends almost everyone already shares: security for the body, room for the work people find worth doing, and the wellbeing of the people they love. It explains why a threat that ought to unite a population, such as climate change, so often divides it into a search for someone to blame (Chapter 10), and why wealth accumulating at one pole and hardship deepening at the other are two faces of a single mechanism rather than separate failures (Chapter 12). None of it requires people to become better than they are. It requires that the arrangements they live within stop working against them, and it offers a roadmap for building arrangements that work with them. The account begins where any such roadmap must, with a vocabulary exact enough that each step can be checked (Chapter 2), and with the rule by which what a system produces constrains what it can be (Chapter 3).
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Chapter 2: Definitions and Glossary Framework

Chapter 2 is the definitional backbone of this book. It gathers all recurring terms into one place, using a consistent two-layer format that supplies both a precise canonical definition and the idea in plain language. The entries below are arranged in a single alphabetical list covering all defined terms, core motivational constructs, mathematical and measurement terms, thin normative concepts, institutional and legal architecture, societal dynamics, AI-specific safety terms, and metatheoretical notions alike. The book follows a contract drafting convention: capitalised terms are defined here and carry those definitions throughout. The convention settles at every occurrence what would otherwise be ambiguous, so that “Agent” with a capital “A” has a particular meaning while uncapitalised “agent” defaults to vernacular use. Chapter 2 therefore functions both as a standalone glossary and as a contract-style reference section, and the concepts need not be grasped on a straight read-through for the chapters that invoke them to be readable.



Nomenclature – Theory, Principles, and Results

The AIM Framework is a theory of human motivation and its institutional consequences. Everything in this glossary, and in the treatise as a whole, derives from that theory. To keep the conceptual architecture transparent, AIM uses a small set of labels with fixed meanings.

Theory. “AIM” or “the AIM Framework” refers to the overall theory: the three-source taxonomy (Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, Mimetic Desire), their integration in the Decision Hub through a common currency, Source Opacity, and Bayesian Updating over Beliefs. AIM is the object that is ultimately testable and falsifiable as a whole.

Top-tier principles. Cross-domain consequences of AIM’s architecture are called principles. One is recognised at the top tier:


	The Unifying Crisis Principle, which states the structural conditions (relative A, I, M weights and institutional buffering) under which a society becomes prone to mimetic crisis.



Domain principles. Consequences that follow from the top-tier principles when applied to specific domains are also called principles, with the domain named explicitly. Examples in this framework include the Leadership Compression Principle, the Apex M-Capture, the Information Gap Principle, and the Bayesian Mimetic Crisis Principle. Each domain principle is a corollary of one or more top-tier principles.

Theorems. A named result is a Theorem where the mathematics of Appendix A or of a chapter appendix establishes it formally, and a Principle everywhere else. The test is the formalism rather than the subject matter, which keeps the label checkable and puts it where the evidence is: a result an appendix proves is a theorem in the ordinary sense, and calling it a principle understates it; a result the formalism does not establish is a principle however confident the surrounding prose sounds. Eight results carry the Theorem label on that test: the Loop-Gain Theorem, the Parasitism Theorem, the Dual-Locus Ignition Theorem, the SNR Monotonicity Theorem, the Aggregation-Concealment Independence Theorem, the Source Opacity Theorem, the Trajectory Futility Theorem, and the Jubilee Theorem. A formal treatment may be qualitative and still be a proof: where the appendix marks a theorem qualitative, it is recording that the structural result follows on inspection while the closed-form quantification remains an open calibration task, not that the result is unestablished.

Corollaries, lemmas, Hypotheses, and results. More specific derivations inside a principle are labelled corollary, lemma, Hypothesis, or simply result, depending on their epistemic status. “Hypothesis” denotes a claim whose empirical support is still being built; “corollary” and “lemma” denote claims that follow tightly from stated principles.

Why this matters. Naming every architectural consequence independently invites readers to treat each as a free-standing formal claim, detached from the theory that produces it. AIM’s actual structure is: one theory, a small number of top-tier principles, and a set of domain principles and corollaries that follow from them. The nomenclature above keeps that dependency visible and routes empirical pushback to AIM as a whole, not to isolated mini-results.



2.0 How to Use This Chapter

Reading Paths and Reference Use

USER GUIDE: How to Use This Chapter

This section is a navigation guide, not definitional content. The Definitions (A–Z) begin below, and the discussion of the theory begins at Chapter 3.

This chapter is written to be used in three ways:


	as a straight-through read once, to become familiar with the AIM vocabulary and how the three sources of motivation (A, I, M) hang together;


	as a reference glossary during later chapters, where a capitalised term appears and its precise definition and explanation are wanted; and


	as thematic clusters, by following cross-references between definitions that build on one another (for example, starting with the AIM Framework, then Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), Mimetic Desire (M), and Decision Hub before moving to the thin normative concepts such as Freedom, Justice, and Well-Being).




Each glossary entry has two layers: a canonical definition marked Term. (the binding term of art for this book) and an ordinary-language unpacking marked Explanation. A third line, Derivation:, names the chapter and section at which the book establishes the term. It is there so that an entry is a pointer to an argument rather than a substitute for one: a reader who wants to know why a term is true, and not merely what it means, is told exactly where to go. Every entry for a construct the book derives carries the line. Entries for imported constructs, formal parameters, and notation conventions, which the book adopts rather than derives, do not. Further metadata lines may follow: Epistemic Status:, Source:, and Cross-references:. Some entries also carry labelled special blocks already present in the glossary (for example Substrate specification, Direction-of-drift specification, Governing expressions, Falsification, or a Notation Statement). Brief parenthetical epistemic markers in the prose (for example, “(Established Neuroscience)” or “(Framework-Specific Principle)”) flag, without interrupting the prose, whether the claim is best read as (i) an established empirical or neuroscientific result, (ii) an empirically grounded but AIM specific theoretical construct, or (iii) a more speculative or normative move that later chapters will return to and test.

The chapter need not be memorised. It works the way a definitions section works in a contract: later provisions assume these meanings, and the meanings stay available here. The end of this chapter carries (i) an alphabetical index scaffold for key terms and (ii) a Phase 4 forward-reference audit checklist and report template, which together allow a systematic check of whether each definition is used downstream in the book in the way its entry states.

Common Confusions (Navigation Notes)

Several concepts are easy to conflate on a first read:


	Mimesis vs Mimetic Desire (M): Mimesis is the preconscious transmission mechanism; Mimetic Desire (M) is the specific motivational source within the integrated AIM system. See the entries for “Mimesis”, “Mimetic Desire (M)”, and “Preconscious Transmission”.

	Source-Tagging vs Source Opacity: “Source-Tagging” names the source-of-origin information present in the pre-integration channels, together with the post-integration inference by which a source is re-attributed; “Source Opacity” names the architectural destruction of that information at Common-Currency Integration. The “Source-Tagging” entry explains why the common-currency architecture discards the native source-labels and why manual, concept-enabled inference (via I-Override and the Two-Question Diagnostic) is needed.

	notation: throughout Chapter 2, the mimetic premium is written as “mimetic premium” in prose and denoted by P_M when used as a parameter in mathematical or formal expressions. Both refer to the same quantity: the portion of a price or willingnesstopay attributable purely to status signalling and social proof. See “Mimetic Premium (P_M)”.

	Salient, Salience, Status, and the Mimetic Premium (a first intuition). These terms describe one situation from different angles, so it helps to get the picture early. Picture a classroom. The teacher asks a question and a dozen hands shoot up. Raising your hand makes you Salient: the on-or-off state of putting yourself in the running to be picked, and every raised hand is equally Salient. But the hands do not land identically. The teacher reads each child, the one bouncing and going “ooh, ooh, ooh” against the one whose hand is up but who looks bored, and works out how much each seems to want it. That reading, how much each child registers, is the teacher’s Salience: not on-or-off but a dial, and it sits in the teacher’s head, not the child’s. The choosing is the teacher’s too: the teacher might take whoever seems keenest, or deliberately pass over the usual eager hands for a quiet child who rarely speaks. No child can know in advance whether looking eager or looking calm will win the turn; each controls only part of what the teacher reads (you can wave and lean forward, but you cannot control your bored face, your voice, or where you sit), and none controls the verdict. Now run the same scene every day for a term. The child who is always animated becomes, in the room’s eyes, “the eager one”; the one always slumped becomes “the bored one.” Those settled reputations are each child’s Salience averaged across many days and many observers, and that time-averaged, room-wide standing is Status. The part of the teacher’s reading left once you set aside whether the child actually knows the answer, the weight they carry just from how they register, is the Mimetic Premium. So the terms are one situation at different zoom levels: being Salient is the on-or-off state of being in the running, Salience is how much one observer rates you in the moment, the Mimetic Premium is the part of that rating with no real answer-knowing behind it, and Status is the whole room’s Salience averaged over time. You never fully control any of it, because the valuing always happens inside other people. The precise definitions are in the glossary (see Salient, Salience, Status, Mimetic Premium (PM), Salience-Status Identity, Status-Premium Duality) and in Chapter 8.

	Entertainment vs entertaining a Hypothesis: the capitalised term Entertainment names the reception relation between an Individual and an Object defined in this chapter. The uncapitalised verb entertain, as in entertaining a Hypothesis, carries its ordinary meaning of holding a proposition without committing to it, and is unrelated. The two are not variants of one term and neither should be conformed to the other. See “Entertainment”, “Hypothesis”, “Epistemic Suspension”.

	Action vs behaviour. Action is what the Scalar drives out through the effectors. Behaviour is what is observable of an Individual’s conduct and state. An action becomes observable as behaviour; it is a subclass of behaviour and not the whole of it. Behaviour therefore covers the whole interval, including intervals in which nothing was executed. Sleeping is behaviour and no action is being selected within it; declining an Object is behaviour and the declining is what is observed. The Behavioural Signatures are read over behaviour, not over action, because each Behavioural Signature compares what was done against what was not. The unit of analysis is correspondingly the Behavioural Episode, of which the Action Episode is the action-bearing case. See “Action”, “Behaviour”, “Behavioural Episode”, “Action Episode”.

	Individual vs Proxy: in AIM, “Individual” is reserved for natural persons whose behaviour arises from an AIM architecture. “Proxy” is used for delegated or artificial actors (corporate officers, brokers, AI systems) that act for Individuals but are not themselves the direct source of the A, I, or M being examined. See “Individual” and “Proxy”.

	structural principles vs individual blame: results like the Unifying Crisis Principle, Stratification Inevitability Principle, and Mimetic Trade-Off Principle (each a Framework-Specific Principle) make structural claims about systems under high-M conditions; they are not claims that particular Individuals are fated to act badly. Later chapters (on justice, markets, and AI safety) crossrefer back here when using these principles to design remedies rather than to assign blame.

	Habits as a fourth source: A common misunderstanding treats habits as a separate motivational category outside A, I, and M. Habits are not what motivates. Habit-timescale action-selection is driven by the cached-value (habit) store intrinsic to the Decision Hub, acted on directly without a fresh Ground-Resolution cycle; this store does not hold source-decomposed AIM weightings (wA, wI, wM), because Source Opacity destroys source-tags at integration. When you automatically reach for coffee in the morning, the Decision Hub is acting on cached values laid down over many prior cycles, not retrieving a crystallised source-decomposed weight vector, and not pausing for deliberative re-resolution. This aligns with dual-process models of cognition. System 1 (fast path) runs on two routes: direct selection on the cached habit store, and the Observer’s parse of the field under the templates the Belief Register holds, which is how a Heuristic acts at speed. System 2 (slow path) engages the Thinker’s Ground-Resolution for novel or conflicted decisions. The habit is sub-deliberative routing on the Decision Hub’s stored values, not a separate motivational source. See Habit, Heuristic, and Belief Register.

	Felt deficit vs true deficit; Cost of a Belief vs M-Harm: A and I report world-anchored shortfalls (deficit-repair and engagement the world can answer). M contributes Salience that, under Common-Currency Integration, is felt as deficit and urgency, or, where the reading is negative, as threat; that phenomenology is real and behaviourally efficacious (Phenomenological Reality Principle), but it is not a true world deficit (Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle). The pathology is this decoupling of M phenomenology from A/I reality-contact. The Cost of a Belief’s exported maintenance Cost lands only as real losses in the A-domain and the I-domain. M-Harm can coerce and wound standing, but it is not itself a decoherence or Cost-of-a-Belief ledger entry; when Status contests export Cost, what the ledger records is the A and I damage. Related cost senses must not be conflated: exported maintenance Cost (A/I world losses), felt or revision-pressure cost (holder phenomenology), and architectural trade-off cost (system-level welfare language). See Cost of a Belief, Cost-Provenance Test, Harm, Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Phenomenological Reality Principle.



Disaggregation Conventions for Definition Entries

Every definition entry in this chapter that names a substantive AIM construct (a construct concerning motivation, valuation, Belief dynamics, or institutional outcome) is governed by the following disaggregation conventions. Methodological commitments, formal parameters, dynamical-systems entries (loop gains, spectral radii, characteristic timescales), and pure metatheoretical principles are exempt to the extent that source-architecture is upstream of their formal expression.


	A-on-I-and-A specification for M-themed entries. Every entry whose primary subject is a Mimetic Desire construct (PM, Status, Mimetic Premium, Mimetic Trade-Off, Object Parasitism, and the like) must explicitly specify the A and I substrates on which M operates. Because Object Parasitism (Axiom 5) holds that M does not generate independent Objects, every M-themed entry is incomplete if it does not name the A-Object or I-Object substrate through which M is operating in the case under definition.


	Asymmetric-direction specification for confabulation-related entries. Every entry that describes confabulation, narrative-generation, or post-hoc rationalisation must specify the architectural direction of confabulation drift: completions preferentially flow toward A-attribution and I-attribution and systematically away from M-attribution. The asymmetry is architectural because M-attribution threatens the Self-Model’s autonomous-desire phenomenology while A and I attributions reinforce it. Entries that omit this directional specification understate the predictive content of the Confabulation axiom (Axiom 4).


	Formal-architectural grounding for dynamic and intervention-related entries. Entries describing dynamic phenomena (frame rupture, decoherence, lock-in) and interventions (Therapeutic Window, Knowledge Patch operations) must ground their mechanism at the formal-architectural level (Bayesian, Hilbert-space, channel-parameter) before specifying source-channel implications. Source-channel implications follow from rupture-type, intervention-channel, or dynamical-condition, and must not be asserted as window-mechanism, decoherence-mechanism, or intervention-mechanism in the entry itself.


	Sub-channel decomposition for system-level effects. Where an entry asserts that a construct operates differently at the Individual scale and the system scale (for example Valence Corrosion Asymmetry), the system-level description must architecturally identify the distinct channels (A-channel, I-channel, M-channel; or fast-loop, slow-loop, network-loop) through which the system-level effect propagates. A unified system-level description is incomplete if the channel decomposition is implicit.


	Reference exemplars. The following entries are designated reference exemplars for the conventions above and may be cited in editorial review as authoritative templates: Status, Stratification Inevitability Principle, Unifying Crisis Principle Derivation, Three-Test Battery, Universal Care Claim as Confabulation Signature, Speed-Selectivity Trade-Off, Object Parasitism (canonical), Object Transfer Principle, Observability Gradient, Observation-Transfer Identity, Wanting-Liking Dissociation, Well-Being, Zero-Sum Status Competition, Care-at-Apex Governance Corollary, Camouflage Architecture (canonical), Habit, Thinker, Observer.




Epistemic Status Guide (for Chapter 2)

Where claims in Chapter 2 go beyond straightforward restatement of wellestablished empirical findings, I sometimes include brief parenthetical tags (for example, “(Established Neuroscience)” or “(Framework-Specific Principle)”) at the end of sentences or paragraphs. These tags indicate how the claim should be read in epistemic terms, without interrupting the prose.


	denotes claims that track robustly replicated findings about brain architecture or timing (for example, the temporal gap between Readiness Potential and conscious awareness of intention, the wanting–liking dissociation in incentive Salience research, or the role of ventromedial prefrontal cortex and ventral striatum in commoncurrency integration).


	denotes claims grounded in robust behavioural or socioeconomic regularities (for example, the Easterlin Plateau and hedonic treadmill in lifesatisfaction data, or the shift toward postappetitive societies where marginal income mainly fuels status competition).


	denotes claims where AIM organises and extends existing literatures into a specific architecture using unobserved but inferable variables (for example, the AIM Integration Equation, AIM Weights wA, wI, wM, and constructs like Source Opacity or the mimetic premium P_M that must be estimated rather than directly measured).




You can safely use the canonical definitions in later argument and practice; where a definition leans on higher uncertainty theoretical, normative, or metatheoretical moves, the Explanation layer and these tags will explicitly say so, and later chapters will make cross references back to those points when the level and type of evidential support (Established Neuroscience in 2.6, Validated Empirical Pattern in 2.2, Theoretical Construct / Latent Variable in 2.2-2.3, Framework-Specific Principle in 2.7, Normative Principle in 2.3, or Proposed Intervention in 2.3-2.4) matter for policy or institutional design.

Regarding Mathematic Notation: P with subscript (e.g., P_M) denotes price. P with parentheses (e.g., P(H), P(H|E)) denotes probability/Belief.

Core Axioms of the AIM Framework

Before defining individual terms, this section establishes the foundational axioms, the irreducible premises, upon which the AIM Framework is built. These axioms are treated as nonnegotiable theoretical commitments that define the framework’s structure and generate its predictions. Each axiom is stated in canonical form and then explained in plain language.

Given the breadth of academia that will be affected by the inevitable logical consequences of these Axioms’ interaction, no more than 3 canonical sources will be cited for each Axiom. This is necessary because all deductions made throughout this book flow directly from these Axioms. Other empirical evidence may be cited to support how these Axioms play out – however, in each case the Axiom is what is relied on, not the illustrative example. Further empirical validation is explicitly outside the scope of this text.

The author invites peer review, falsification or refinement of the specific theories discussed in this book.

Axiom 1: Three-Source Taxonomy

Human motivation arises from exactly three neurologically distinct sources (Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), and Mimetic Desire (M)) and no additional source is required for a parsimonious, falsifiable account of human motivation.

Explanation. Every action or choice draws on one or more of three distinct kinds of wanting: the state of the body (A), self-endorsed activities that remain rewarding even in private (I), and Salience, what stands out as valued in whatever one perceives (M). Salience needs no other person to be present, which is M’s general case; its special case is the desire picked up by observing what others want or value, and that special case is where M’s escalating pathologies, rivalry, contagion and the scapegoat among them, arise. The framework claims these three are sufficient, adding more categories would complicate the model without improving its explanatory power, while using fewer would blur together motivations that experiments and brain imaging clearly separate.

Canonical Citations:


	For A (Appetites): Cannon, W. B. (1932). The Wisdom of the Body. W. W. Norton & Co. (Establishes homeostasis as the driver of physiological drives).

	For I (Intrinsic): Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1985). Intrinsic Motivation and Self-Determination in Human Behavior. Plenum. (Establishes non-homeostatic, autonomy-driven motivation).

	For M (Mimetic): Girard, R. (1961). Deceit, Desire, and the Novel: Self and Other in Literary Structure. Johns Hopkins University Press. (Establishes the triangular structure of M’s special case, desire mediated by a Model).



Axiom 2: Common-Currency Integration

The three motivational sources converge in a Common-Currency valuation system centred in the ventromedial prefrontal cortex (vmPFC) and ventral striatum that encodes a single scalar subjective value signal for each Object, enabling unified choice by converting unlike inputs into a comparable metric. That integration locus is the ventromedial prefrontal cortex and the ventral striatum / nucleus accumbens.

Explanation. Although A, I, and M are distinct systems, the brain must eventually produce a single “do this next” decision. The valuation hub integrates all three sources into one priority signal, like mixing three audio channels into a single speaker output. This integration can often be approximated as a weighted sum: the total value of an option equals its A-value times an A-weight, plus its I-value times an I-weight, plus its M-value times an M-weight.

Canonical Citations:


	Levy, D. J., & Glimcher, P. W. (2012). “The root of all value: a neural common currency for choice.” Current Opinion in Neurobiology, 22(6), 1027-1038. (The definitive meta-analysis confirming vmPFC/VS integration of unlike rewards).

	Chib, V. S., Rangel, A., Shimojo, S., & O’Doherty, J. P. (2009). “Evidence for a common representation of decision values for dissimilar goods in human ventromedial prefrontal cortex.” Journal of Neuroscience, 29(39), 12315-12320.

	Bartra, O., McGuire, J. T., & Kable, J. W. (2013). “The valuation system: A coordinate-based meta-analysis of BOLD fMRI experiments examining neural correlates of subjective value.” NeuroImage, 76, 412-427.

	Padoa-Schioppa, C., & Assad, J. A. (2008). “The representation of economic value in the orbitofrontal cortex is invariant for changes of menu.” Nature Neuroscience, 11(1), 95-102. (Establishes that the encoded quantity is cardinal rather than ordinal, that it is invariant to what else is on offer, and that it respects transitivity: the value of a good is encoded as a magnitude standing on its own, not as a ranking against the alternatives present).



Axiom 3: Source Opacity

After Common-Currency Integration, the source decomposition is not preserved in the output signal. Downstream circuits, including those supporting conscious introspection, cannot reliably identify which source generated a given motivational input from the integrated signal alone.

Explanation. Once the brain has collapsed A, I, and M into a single “I want this” feeling, it has lost the tag indicating which channel contributed what. This is not a failure of self-awareness but an architectural fact: three-dimensional input (A, I, M) has been compressed into a one-dimensional output (scalar value), necessarily discarding source information. As a result, people often cannot accurately report why they chose something, the information simply isn’t available to conscious reflection.

Scope of the claim. The Axiom concerns the integrated output and what can be recovered from it, not the organisation of the inputs upstream of integration. Value coding in the valuation system is in part organised by category: alongside a distributed code that is independent of which category a good belongs to, there are spatially distinct codes specific to particular categories (McNamee, Rangel, & O’Doherty, 2013). This is consistent with the Axiom rather than in tension with it. The summation of three quantities into one is many-to-one, and its inverse image is a two-dimensional surface for every value the sum can take, so the decomposition is not recoverable from the sum however the terms were organised before they were added. Category structure among the inputs does not shrink that surface, and the Individual reads the sum. What follows is that the composition is unavailable to the reader of the output, which is what the Axiom asserts, and not that the machinery is everywhere category-blind, which it does not assert.

Canonical Citations:


	Nisbett, R. E., & Wilson, T. D. (1977). “Telling more than we know: Verbal reports on mental processes.” Psychological Review, 84(3), 231–259. (Establishes that humans lack introspective access to the cognitive processes driving choice).

	Johansson, P., Hall, L., Sikström, S., & Olsson, A. (2005). “Failure to detect mismatches between intention and outcome in a simple decision task.” Science, 310(5745), 116-119. (Demonstrates “Choice Blindness”, the inability to detect when outcomes are swapped).

	McNamee, D., Rangel, A., & O’Doherty, J. P. (2013). “Category-dependent and category-independent goal-value codes in human ventromedial prefrontal cortex.” Nature Neuroscience, 16, 479-485. (Locates a category-independent value code in medial prefrontal cortex alongside category-specific codes more ventrally, fixing the scope of the Axiom to the integrated output).



Axiom 4: Confabulation

The brain routinely generates sincere but inaccurate narratives about the causes of choice, filling gaps in introspection with plausible reasons that do not match the actual motivational sources. Mimetic Desire is especially vulnerable to misattribution because its signal is a Salience reading received under the category of deficit, and because it leaves no residue against which that reception could be checked.

Explanation. When asked to explain their choices, people construct stories that sound reasonable but are often wrong. These are not lies, the person genuinely believes their explanation, but they are post-hoc rationalisations created after the decision has already been made. Because an M-signal is a reading of what stands out, received as though it were a lack, and leaves nothing behind against which that reception could be checked, M-driven choices are especially likely to be misattributed to intrinsic interest or rational calculation.

Canonical Citations:


	Gazzaniga, M. S. (2000). “Cerebral specialization and interhemispheric communication: Does the corpus callosum enable the human condition?” Brain, 123(7), 1293-1326. (Establishes the “Interpreter” module that generates post-hoc explanations for behaviour).

	Haidt, J. (2001). “The emotional dog and its rational tail: A social intuitionist approach to moral judgment.” Psychological Review, 108(4), 814–844. (Establishes that reasoning is often a post-hoc justification for intuitive/automatic impulses).

	Wegner, D. M. (2002). The Illusion of Conscious Will. MIT Press. (Argues that the feeling of conscious authorship is an inference, not a direct perception of causation).



Axiom 5: M as Amplifier (Object Parasitism)

Mimetic Desire does not generate its own independent Object-category. Its Salience reading falls on Objects that already carry A- or I-functional roles, and integration renders that reading as additional value attached to them, a Mimetic Premium experienced as intrinsic to the Object rather than as socially added.

Explanation. Mimetic desire doesn’t create new things to want, it makes existing things seem more valuable because they stand out, and most of all because other people are seen to want them. An Object is an A-object or an I-object by virtue of the deficit whose claim it carries, and it carries that claim wherever it stands on the chain that reaches the correction. A spade is an A-object: it is what stands between the digger and the food, and obtaining it discharges the claim the digger had placed on it. Money is an A-object or an I-object according to what its holder is reaching for through it. What distinguishes the last link from the others is not that only the last one corrects something, but that only the last one corrects the deficit that opened the chain. The Mimetic Premium is the extra value someone assigns to an object purely because of its social meaning, visibility, or status. Critically, this premium can operate even when the individual experiences no direct status-pleasure, they may simply perceive a network consensus that “this is the value,” even if that consensus is itself a cascade of copied valuations, which may themselves be derived from confabulation.

Canonical Citations:


	Lebreton, M., Kawa, S., Forgeot d’Arc, B., Daunizeau, J., & Pessiglione, M. (2012). “Your Goal Is Mine: Unraveling Mimetic Desires in the Human Brain.” Journal of Neuroscience, 32(21), 7146-7157. (The “smoking gun” paper showing how social observation modulates vmPFC/VS valuation of objects).

	Zink, C. F., Tong, Y., Chen, Q., Bassett, D. S., Stein, J. L., & Meyer-Lindenberg, A. (2008). “Know your place: neural processing of social hierarchy in humans.” Neuron, 58(2), 273-283. (Shows neural sensitivity to relative status independent of absolute reward).

	Campbell-Meiklejohn, D. K., Bach, D. R., Roepstorff, A., Dolan, R. J., & Frith, C. D. (2010). “How the opinion of others affects our valuation of objects.” Current Biology, 20(13), 1165-1170.



Axiom 6: Differential Satiation Dynamics

The three motivational sources exhibit fundamentally different satiation profiles. Appetites satiate episodically and recur cyclically. Intrinsic Motivation does not satiate at the level of the Thinker’s function (though each process the function sets closes when the state it was for is reached, and I-enabling Objects satiate at functional adequacy). Mimetic Desire does not satiate at all, because the Observer’s function is continuous conditional Salience assessment over the whole perceived Object field, which cannot complete while perception continues; the reset of its reference points with each achievement is the expression of that non-satiation, not its cause.

Explanation. Appetites have a natural stopping point, once you’ve eaten enough or slept enough, the urge fades until the need returns. Intrinsic projects don’t stop, but they evolve, as you get better at music or carpentry, new challenges and possibilities open up, though you may finish with a particular tool or piece. Mimetic desire, by contrast, has no endpoint, because the system that produces it is always scanning everything you perceive for what stands out, and that scanning never finishes; achieving a status goal resets the comparison to the next rung, which is how the endlessness shows rather than what causes it.

Canonical Citations:


	For A (Cyclic): Berridge, K. C. (2004). “Motivation concepts in behavioral neuroscience.” Physiology & Behavior, 81(2), 179-209. (Distinguishes homeostatic drives from incentive Salience).

	For I (Deepening): Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1990). Flow: The Psychology of Optimal Experience. Harper & Row. (Establishes that optimal experience feeds back into higher complexity and skill, preventing simple satiation).

	For M (Non-satiating): Veblen, T. (1899). The Theory of the Leisure Class. Macmillan. (Foundational analysis of pecuniary emulation and the impossibility of satisfying comparative status needs).



Axiom 7: Preconscious Transmission

The Observer’s reading of other Individuals’ valuations is formed and delivered to the Common-Currency system faster than conscious report, through the mirror-neuron and social-cognition systems by which a general perception channel reads the directional valence of agents; in the human substrate the best-current estimate of that latency is 60–340 milliseconds. M-signals therefore reach the Common-Currency system with no accompanying phenomenology the Individual could consciously catch. That their source cannot be recovered afterwards is Source Opacity (Axiom 3), which holds whatever the latency.

Explanation. By the time you become consciously aware of wanting something in a social context, the mimetic signal has already been processed and fed into your decision system. Mirror neurons and social-reward circuits operate faster than conscious thought, automatically reading the goals and preferences of the people you observe. This means mimetic influence is experienced as a fait accompli of desire, it feels like your own authentic wanting, not like something borrowed from someone else.

Canonical Citations:


	Libet, B., Gleason, C. A., Wright, E. W., & Pearl, D. K. (1983). “Time of conscious intention to act in relation to onset of cerebral activity (readiness-potential).” Brain, 106(3), 623-642. (Establishes the temporal gap between neural preparation and conscious awareness).

	Rizzolatti, G., & Craighero, L. (2004). “The mirror-neuron system.” Annual Review of Neuroscience, 27, 169-192. (Establishes the mechanism for direct, pre-reflective mapping of observed actions).

	Chartrand, T. L., & Bargh, J. A. (1999). “The chameleon effect: The perception-behavior link and social interaction.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 76(6), 893–910. (Demonstrates automatic, non-conscious mimicry of social partners).



Axiom 8: Bayesian Belief Dynamics

Human Belief revision follows Bayesian updating, where posteriors are computed from priors and evidence, posteriors become priors for subsequent updating cycles, and the updating process exhibits Content-Agnosticism: it operates identically regardless of the accuracy, quality, content, or crisis-potential of the Beliefs being processed.

Explanation. The brain updates what it believes by combining what it already believes (priors) with new information (evidence) to produce revised Beliefs (posteriors), and then treats those posteriors as the starting point for the next round of updates. This machinery tracks the form of Belief change, how strongly a proposition is held, how new information shifts that strength, without directly evaluating whether the proposition is true, beneficial, or catastrophic. The same updating logic applies whether the Belief concerns predators, personal identity, economic models, or scapegoat narratives. Because the updating mechanism is content-agnostic, any pattern in the inputs, such as systematic Confabulation operating on Source-opaque signals, will be compounded over time into stable Belief structures, producing what AIM calls Bayesian Lock-In and enabling population-wide convergence on shared but inaccurate Source Beliefs.

Canonical Citations


	Helmholtz, H. von (1867). Handbuch der physiologischen Optik. Leopold Voss. Establishes that perception involves “unconscious inference”, the brain combines prior knowledge with sensory evidence automatically and without conscious access to the inferential process, founding the treatment of the brain as an inference engine.

	Tenenbaum, J. B., Kemp, C., Griffiths, T. L., & Goodman, N. D. (2011). How to grow a mind: Statistics, structure, and abstraction. Science, 331(6022), 1279–1285. Demonstrates that human cognition approximates Bayesian inference across domains (perception, language, causal reasoning) with the same updating mechanism operating regardless of content.

	Friston, K. (2010). The free-energy principle: A unified brain theory? Nature Reviews Neuroscience, 11(2), 127–138. Provides neurobiological grounding showing how the brain minimises prediction error through continuous Bayesian updating of internal models at multiple hierarchical levels.



Axiom 9: Agent-Based Causal Default (Cognitive Closure through Agent Attribution). Human causal cognition is architecturally optimised for detecting and modelling agents (predators, prey, rivals, collaborators) and defaults to agent-based explanations when causal demands arise, because the brain’s threat-detection systems, social-reasoning circuits, and theory-of-mind architecture converge on agentive causation as the computationally tractable mode of explanation. Systemic, emergent, or distributed causes exceed the computational capacity of these systems and are therefore structurally unavailable as default explanatory completions, ensuring that Confabulation (Axiom 4) characteristically takes agent-based form.

In plain language: When something goes wrong and you ask “why?”, the human brain automatically looks for a who, someone blocking, taking, or threatening, because that’s the kind of answer the threat-detection systems evolved to compute. While it is possible to formulate correct non-agent based answers, these functions are cognitively expensive and may not be achievable within the relevant timeframe under which a causal answer must be produced. This is why the brain does not automatically produce answers like “this happened because of a diffuse institutional process operating across thousands of nodes over decades.” The agent-based answer arrives fast, feels certain, and achieves the cognitive closure the brain demands, even when no agent is actually responsible.

Agent-Type Vector Output. The agent-type classifier that this axiom posits does not output a discrete category label from a closed four-item list. Under the canonical formalism of Chapter 11, Section 11.13.1 (The Four-Way Agent-Type Vector), the classifier assigns each Individual-Object a position in a four-dimensional vector space whose basis vectors are Collaborator-weight (C), Rival-weight (R), Predator-weight (X), and Prey-weight (Y). The four coordinates are non-negative and sum to one; they are continuous, real-valued, and dynamically updated on incoming observable evidence, both behavioural (what the Object has been observed to do) and non-behavioural (physical attributes, group affiliation, proximity, apparent resource or threat value). The Agent-Type Vector formalism and its five architectural properties are specified in full in Chapter 11.

Canonical Citations


	Barrett, H. C. (2005). Adaptations to predators and prey. In D. M. Buss (Ed.), The Handbook of Evolutionary Psychology (pp. 200–223). Wiley. Demonstrates that human threat-detection architecture is optimised for agent-based threats (predators, hostile conspecifics) rather than environmental or systemic hazards.

	Heider, F., & Simmel, M. (1944). An experimental study of apparent behavior. American Journal of Psychology, 57(2), 243–259. Establishes that humans spontaneously attribute agentive causation to geometric shapes in motion, demonstrating that agent-based explanation is the default mode of causal cognition even when no agents are present.

	Rosset, E. (2008). It’s no accident: Our bias for intentional explanations. Cognition, 108(3), 771–780. Shows that humans default to intentional (agent-based) explanations and must actively override this default to reach non-agentive explanations, confirming that agentive causation is the computationally tractable mode.



Summary Note on Axioms

These nine axioms form the non-negotiable core of the AIM Framework. They are treated as foundational premises that define the theory’s structure, generate its predictions, and establish its falsification criteria. Any claim, application, or extension within AIM must be consistent with these axioms, and any empirical finding that definitively contradicts one or more of these axioms would constitute serious evidence for revising or rejecting the framework.

The specific constructs that instantiate these axioms in concrete, measurable terms are defined below: Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, Mimetic Desire, AIM weights, action episodes and the rest.



Definitions (A–Z)

— A —

A-Default Confabulation Principle

A-Default Confabulation Principle. The A-Default Confabulation Principle is the principle that orthodox economics, lacking source-disaggregation vocabulary in its Hypothesis Space, defaults to A-attribution as the motivational substrate of monetary exchange and absorbs the I and M residuals into Object-level partitions (necessity-luxury, consumption-investment, discretionary-non-discretionary) that perform tacit source-decomposition through Object properties rather than through Decision Hub integration. The A-Default Confabulation Principle is derived by analogical extension of Axiom 4 to the disciplinary scale, where shared Hypothesis Space among practitioners functions as a collective prior subject to the Confabulation Rationality Lemma and to the coupled-system dynamics formalised under Quantum Epistemology. The partitions are Confabulations in the technical sense: they achieve disciplinary cognitive closure under the Vocabulary Gap (Hilbert Collapse) layer of the Camouflage Architecture by selecting the most physiologically obvious source (A) and routing the unaccounted residual through Object-class partitions, thereby preserving the appearance of a unified motivational theory while smuggling in the disaggregation the discipline formally denies. Engel’s Law, Veblen’s account of conspicuous consumption, and the Maslow hierarchy’s economic borrowings are the three principal concession sites at which the discipline involuntarily acknowledges that the A-default fails, without the disciplinary machinery to act on the acknowledgement. The A-Default Confabulation Principle entails the GDP Source-Blindness Corollary at the per-transaction throughput rung of the Aggregation Gradient, qualified by the Macro-Residue Visibility Principle at the population rung.

Explanation. Mainstream economics had to ground its theory of price in some account of why people want things, and because it had no vocabulary for distinguishing physiological needs from intrinsic interest from socially-transmitted wanting, it picked the most obvious source (needs) as the default and pushed everything else into a residual labelled “preferences” or “luxuries” or “discretionary spending.” The labels do real source-decomposition work by Object class (food versus jewellery, necessities versus luxuries) without naming what is actually being decomposed (A versus I versus M). The economic profession is doing AIM’s job for it, badly, while denying that the job needs doing. Engel’s Law is the discipline noticing that A satiates and something else takes over, Veblen is the discipline noticing that M exists, Maslow is the discipline noticing that motivation has structure, but none of these get integrated into the foundational substrate because the framework cannot name them. The same problem infects GDP and per-transaction national accounts: every dollar of monetary flow is treated as if it were the same kind of thing, when actually some of it is A-provision, some is I-output, some is PM-extraction, and some is M-consumption, and the four behave completely differently. (At higher levels of aggregation, the Macro-Residue Visibility Principle establishes that the source-decomposition leaves observable population-scale signatures even when per-transaction concealment is total.)

Derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.13.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Derived by analogical extension from Axiom 4 (Confabulation), Axiom 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics), the Confabulation Rationality Lemma, and the Camouflage Architecture’s Vocabulary Gap (Hilbert Collapse) layer. Cross-references: Camouflage Architecture, Vocabulary Gap (Hilbert Collapse), Confabulation, Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Object-Source Non-Identity Principle, GDP Source-Blindness Corollary, Macro-Residue Visibility Principle, Aggregation Gradient, Aggregation-Concealment Independence Theorem, Price Decomposition, Mimetic Premium (PM).



A-Disadvantage

A-Disadvantage. The derived consequence that the Body Manager (A) has no reciprocal cultural amplifier. The Body Manager’s channel is the only one of the three channels of influence over V that is neither the Thinker’s own input nor Thinker-shaped, and because homeostatic set-points are biologically fixed and the Body Manager has no upstream channel to receive cultural shaping, no cultural operation raises the weight of the Body Manager’s channel in V. Errors in cultural configuration therefore compound against the Body Manager’s channel systematically, not symmetrically. Follows from the Channel-Count Asymmetry. The fast-layer formalisation is at Appendix A.5.9.

Explanation. The body’s signal, hunger, exhaustion, pain, is the only one with no ally inside the decision. The other two channels are both shaped by the reasoning self, and culture can reach both of them but never the weight the body’s signal carries, so errors in what a culture installs fall against the body every time rather than evening out, which is how people talk themselves past genuine bodily need.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.12; Appendix A, Section A.5.9.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Body Manager, Thinker, Channel-Count Asymmetry, Decision Hub, I-Supremacy Result, I-Corrective Asymmetry.



A-Duties

A-duties are corresponding obligations, distributed by a cascading structure, on those best placed to secure others’ A-floors and to refrain from using A as leverage.

Explanation. A-duties fall first on the nearest capable parties-family, employers, communities, then the state-so that responsibility to secure A-floors spreads outward rather than being treated as a vague obligation of “society in general.” Those who control access to food, shelter, healthcare, or safety have a direct duty not to use that control as a weapon, and if they cannot or will not meet that duty, responsibility cascades to the next layer out.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (normative).

Cross-references: A-Rights, Appetitive Floors (A-floors), Appetites (A).



A-Floor

A-Floor. The A-Floor is the level of Appetitive provision at or above which an Individual’s bodily requirements are met sufficiently that sustained deficit does not degrade the fidelity of their belief revision. The A-Floor is a level, not a policy and not a condition: it is the quantity against which provision is compared. Because the degradation it marks is a property of the Individual rather than of the population, the A-Floor is assessed per Individual, and a population’s position with respect to the A-Floor is read off its worst-off member rather than its mean. Canonical reference: Appendix A, A.5.8.7, where the level is afloora_{\text{floor}} and the shortfall of the worst-off Individual beneath it is the floor deficit DAD_A.

Explanation. Everything the AIM Framework says about Appetitive provision rests on there being a level at which the body’s requirements are met, and this entry names that level and nothing further. Four constructs are built on the A-Floor and are not the A-Floor. The A-Floor Requirement is the architectural condition that provision be held above the level. Appetitive Floors are the provision that holds it. The A-Floor Guarantee is the policy instrument by which a jurisdiction establishes and maintains Appetitive Floors. The A-Floor Erosion Principle is the mechanism by which the cost of reaching the level rises faster than the means of reaching it. Holding the level distinct from the condition, the provision, the instrument and the mechanism is what allows the AIM Framework to say that a jurisdiction may enact an A-Floor Guarantee, operate Appetitive Floors, and still breach the A-Floor Requirement.

Distinction from Appetitive Floors. The A-Floor is a level; Appetitive Floors are provision. A sentence about whether provision is adequate concerns the A-Floor; a sentence about what is supplied concerns Appetitive Floors. The resemblance between A-Floor and the declared short form A-floors is a trap worth naming: the two are not the singular and plural of one term but a level and the provision measured against it.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.8.4; Chapter 17, Section 17.5; Appendix A, Section A.5.8.7.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Term.

Cross-references: A-Floor Requirement, Appetitive Floors (A-floors), A-Floor Guarantee, A-Floor Erosion Principle, Appetites (A).



A-Floor Erosion Principle

A-Floor Erosion Principle: Under unmanaged M-escalation, the Mimetic Premium infiltrates A-necessary goods through PM Contagion, raising the minimum cost of A-sufficiency faster than real productivity gains, such that populations previously A-secure can be pushed back into A-precarity even as GDP rises.

Formal Statement:

Let C_A(t) = minimum cost of A-sufficiency at time t

Let P(t) = productivity at time t

Let PM(t) = aggregate Mimetic Premium in A-necessary goods at time t

Under unmanaged M-escalation:


	dPM/dt > 0 (PM grows over time)

	dC_A/dt > dP/dt (A-sufficiency cost rises faster than productivity)

	Therefore: A-sufficiency becomes progressively less accessible despite productivity growth



Explanation. The principle explains empirical patterns that GDP-focused analysis cannot:


	Rising housing insecurity despite housing stock expansion

	Medical bankruptcy despite healthcare capacity

	Food insecurity despite agricultural surplus

	Working poor despite full employment



In each case, PM extraction raises the cost of A-access faster than income growth, producing A-precarity in conditions of apparent abundance.

The principle provides the mechanism underlying the Opt-Out Paradox. Individual exit from M-escalation is infeasible not merely because M-urgency feels like A-urgency (the phenomenological barrier) but because PM has infiltrated A-provision itself (the material barrier). Refusing to pay PM means forfeiting A-access when PM-free A-provision does not exist.

Policy Implication: A-Floor protection under M-escalation requires structural decoupling of A-access from M-signalling, tenure-form intervention for housing, universal provision for healthcare, competence-development decoupled from credential-ranking for education.

Substrate specification. The A-Floor Erosion mechanism operates because PM (which is M-channel inflation) infiltrates A-necessary goods (housing, healthcare, education, food) through the three contagion pathways specified in PM Contagion: direct contagion (Status-association of the A-good itself), ownership contagion (Status-association of ownership of the A-good), and market contagion (PM-pricing in adjacent markets feeding back through comparable-property mechanisms). The principle is therefore an instance of M-on-A parasitism (Object Parasitism, Axiom 5) rather than an independent erosion dynamic; the I-substrate is not directly implicated in the principle but is indirectly affected because A-precarity erodes I-Override Capacity (see I-Override Capacity entry).

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 7, Section 7.5.6.

Cross-references: Abstraction Layer, Abstraction Layering.



A-Floor Guarantee

A-Floor Guarantee. An A-Floor Guarantee is the policy instrument by which a jurisdiction commits to establishing and maintaining Appetitive Floors: the enacted, funded and administered arrangement that supplies Appetitive essentials unconditionally on Status and on Mimetic performance. An A-Floor Guarantee is an instrument rather than a state of affairs, so it is designed, adopted, resourced and repealed, and its adequacy is assessed against the A-Floor Requirement rather than against its own provisions.

Explanation. The A-Floor Guarantee is the term the AIM Framework uses where the subject is institutional design rather than architecture: what a legislature enacts, what a budget funds, what an administration delivers. Three design properties follow from the architecture rather than from policy preference. Provision must be unconditional on comparative standing, or the goods supplied re-enter the M-competitive domain and the A-Floor Requirement is not discharged however large the provision is. Provision must be referenced to the worst-off recipient rather than to a mean, because the A-Floor Requirement is breached by the least-provisioned Individual and not by the average one. And provision must be indexed against the A-Floor Erosion Principle, because an A-Floor Guarantee fixed in nominal terms loses real coverage as the Mimetic Premium raises the cost of A-sufficiency, so an A-Floor Guarantee that was once adequate fails without any provision being withdrawn.

Distinction from Appetitive Floors. The A-Floor Guarantee is the instrument; Appetitive Floors are what the instrument is for. An A-Floor Guarantee can be enacted and Appetitive Floors still be absent, through inadequate indexation, conditional eligibility, or administrative failure. The AIM Framework states its architectural claims on Appetitive Floors and on the A-Floor Requirement; the A-Floor Guarantee is where those claims meet policy.

Derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.36.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Term.

Cross-references: Appetitive Floors (A-floors), A-Floor, A-Floor Requirement, A-Floor Erosion Principle, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle.



A-Floor Requirement

A-Floor Requirement. The A-Floor Requirement is the architectural condition that Appetitive provision be sustained above the A-Floor for every Individual in a population, referenced to the worst-off Individual rather than to the mean. The A-Floor Requirement is a condition and not a commitment: it is entailed by Subcriticality Maintenance rather than adopted alongside it, because sustained deficit beneath the A-Floor attenuates the weight an Individual places on incoming evidence, which raises the social-evidence gain and drains the Belief Heterogeneity Buffer, moving a population’s amplification rate up and its corrective rate down together. Formally the A-Floor Requirement is DA<DAcritD_A < D_A^{crit}, the floor deficit held beneath the critical deficit at which those two movements carry the population across the Subcriticality Threshold. Canonical reference: Appendix A, A.5.8.7 (the Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary); prose derivation at Chapter 13, Section 13.8.4 and Chapter 17, Section 17.5.

Explanation. The A-Floor Requirement is why universal provision is not a welfare preference the AIM Framework happens to hold. Deprivation of the worst-off segment, sustained past a critical depth, is one of exactly two positions in a population from which collective crisis can be ignited, and it is the one that can be held at zero by provision. A population meeting the A-Floor Requirement has disarmed that ignition route. It has also lowered the pressure on the other route, since a population already cascading selects its leadership from itself, so breach of the A-Floor Requirement raises the chance that whoever reaches decisive authority arrives already M-Captured. The A-Floor Requirement therefore does two jobs and does neither of them completely: the second ignition route cannot be closed by provision at all, only gated, so meeting the A-Floor Requirement is necessary and is not sufficient.

Why the provision must be unconditional. An Individual below the A-Floor cannot correct the breach by commanding provision: the position that would command it is the position they do not hold, and the Self-Standing Confirmation Principle has them conceding what position they do hold across their dealings. Nor can they correct it by revising their own standing upward, the field’s returning valuations being the product of that standing rather than a test of it, and the deficit having already attenuated the fidelity such a revision requires. What an upward revision produces under a breached floor is grievance rather than provision. Both exits are closed from inside, so the correction is institutional or it does not occur. And provision conditioned on standing returns the provision to the mechanism that produced the breach, which is why Appetitive Floors are defined by unconditionality rather than by quantity. Prose derivation at Chapter 15, Section 15.10.2.

Distinction from Appetitive Floors and the A-Floor Guarantee. The A-Floor Requirement states that the condition must hold. Appetitive Floors are the provision by which it holds. The A-Floor Guarantee is the policy instrument that establishes and maintains that provision. The A-Floor Requirement is breached or satisfied whatever the cause, so a population can satisfy the A-Floor Requirement with no A-Floor Guarantee in place, where provision is abundant or informally secured, and can operate both an A-Floor Guarantee and Appetitive Floors while still breaching the A-Floor Requirement, where the A-Floor Erosion Principle has outrun them.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.8.4; Chapter 17, Section 17.5; Chapter 17, Section 17.7.8; Chapter 15, Section 15.10.2; Appendix A, Section A.5.8.7.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Independently derived from the population-rate condition and from the closure of the self-help route.

Cross-references: A-Floor, Appetitive Floors (A-floors), A-Floor Guarantee, A-Floor Erosion Principle, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Dual-Locus Ignition Theorem, Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary, Belief Heterogeneity Buffer, Upstream Corruption Principle, Self-as-Object, Self-Standing Confirmation Principle.



A-Functional Price

A-Functional Price. The A-Functional Price is the component of an Object’s total price equal to what the Object would cost if purchased solely for its ability to correct deficits, or maintain the baseline. The A-Functional Price is the first of the three components into which Price Decomposition separates any Object’s total price, the others being the I-Adequate Price and the Mimetic Premium, and the A-Functional Price is one of the two prices the Mimetic Premium parasitises at the economic level under Object Parasitism.

Explanation. The A-Functional Price is what an Object costs with nothing added beyond meeting a bodily need. For a house the A-Functional Price is the price of a dwelling that shelters its occupants and keeps them safe. Whatever is paid above that for quality that supports the occupants’ own pursuits is the I-Adequate Price, and whatever is paid for what the house signals to a reference group is the Mimetic Premium.

Distinction from Price Decomposition. Price Decomposition is the analytical separation of a total price into its three components; the A-Functional Price is one of those components and not the separation.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Price Decomposition, I-Adequate Price, Mimetic Premium (PM), Object Parasitism, Appetites (A).



A-I Buffer

A-I Buffer. The A-I Buffer is the component of a society’s social infrastructure that is sustained by Appetite provision and Intrinsic Motivation rather than by Mimetic Premium. It comprises genuine trust, cooperation, mutual aid, shared I-engagement, institutional competence, and the material reserves that represent stored productive capacity. The A-I Buffer is the component that resists cascade dynamics. It supplies value-sources independent of M-amplification (I-domain engagement), and it supplies the material security (A-Floor provision) that reduces susceptibility to M-amplification. Its depth at the point where M-dynamics commence intensification sets Decoherence Time under the Buffer-Depletion Acceleration Principle. Normal social operation depletes the A-I Buffer continuously, through Micro-Extraction Events, and only deliberate institutional design replenishes it.

Explanation. A society’s real shock absorber is the part of its social life that does not run on standing: people who trust each other, institutions that work, reserves that exist because something was actually produced. That is what keeps a society steady when status competition heats up. Every unequal encounter draws on it a little, and nothing refills it except building and maintaining the things that do.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.8.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Social Capital Decomposition Principle, Buffer-Depletion Acceleration Principle, Buffer-Converting Property, Micro-Extraction Event, Unidirectional PM Flow Principle, Decoherence Time, A-Floor, Intrinsic domains (I-domains).



A-Rights

A-rights are entitlements to secure access to basic appetitive goods and protection against A-coercion and A-harm.

Explanation. An A-right is the claim not to be left hungry, unsheltered, or medically abandoned when others could reasonably prevent it, and not to have food, housing, or safety dangled as a tool of control. These rights protect the body’s basic needs from being weaponized-no one should have to accept exploitation, abuse, or dangerous conditions just to eat, sleep safely, or receive medical care.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (normative).

Cross-references: A-Duties, Appetitive Floors (A-floors), Appetites (A).



Abstraction Layer

Abstraction Layer. A level of abstraction from an Object. The unit of Abstraction Layering. Each Abstraction Layer mediates between participants and the Object beneath it, generating a substrate-narrative that makes the Object legible to participants whose introspective access to their own valuation sources has been destroyed by Decision Hub integration.

Explanation. An Abstraction Layer is a level of abstraction sitting between a participant and the Object the participant is dealing with. The Object is the thing that actually does the A-or-I work: the dwelling that shelters, the food that feeds, the tool that enables the practice, the company that produces. The layer is whatever sits between participant and Object: the share over the company, the mortgage over the dwelling, the brand over the manufactured good, the credential over the competence.

Related terms: Object, Abstraction Layering, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Mimetic Premium, Substrate-Narrative.

Derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.23.

Epistemic Status: Tier 1 derivation, the unit of Abstraction Layering.

Cross-references: Abstraction Layering, Object, Source Opacity, Mimetic Premium (PM), Decision Hub, Confabulation.



Abstraction Layering

Abstraction Layering. The iterative process of adding levels of abstraction between participants and Objects, generated by institutions populated by Individuals whose source tags have been destroyed by Decision Hub integration. The structural-environmental analogue of Confabulation, directly entailed by Source Opacity plus Confabulation operating at scale. New layers are added in response to penetration pressure: when an existing layer proves insufficient to sustain Mimetic Premium loading against I-led scrutiny, another layer is added on top, deepening the stack and further attenuating reality-feedback between operational events at the Object and the participant’s encounter with the layered architecture. Abstraction Layering is the operational mechanism through which Complexity as Concealment performs its concealment function. The architectural pressure that drives the layering process is continuous and cannot be defeated by simplifying any individual layer; removing one layer produces another in its place because the underlying engine, Source Opacity plus Confabulation, continues to generate the demand for explanatory substrates.

Explanation. Abstraction Layering is the process by which institutions add layer upon layer of mediation between people and the Objects they are trying to engage with. Brains confabulate because integration destroys source tags. Institutions, populated by brains that confabulate, generate layers because participants need explanatory substrates to make sense of what they are valuing, transacting, or being asked to recognise. When one layer is penetrated, another is added on top. The stack grows. Eventually, the stack and the institutional structure surrounding it are deep enough that participants cannot reach the Object except through the layered architecture, and refusal stops being a feasible option. This is why simplification campaigns fail: removing one layer does not stop the process, because the architectural pressure that drives the layering is continuous.

Related terms: Abstraction Layer, Object, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Complexity as Concealment, Mimetic Premium, Camouflage Architecture, Decision Hub.

Epistemic Status: Tier 1 derivation, mathematically entailed by Source Opacity plus Confabulation operating at the structural-environmental rather than individual-psychological level.

Derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.23.

Cross-references: Abstraction Layer, Object, Source Opacity, Camouflage Architecture, Complexity as Concealment, Mimetic Premium (PM).



Academic Camouflage

**Academic Camouflage is the systematic omission within scholarly frameworks of research questions, variables, and analytical categories that would expose Mimetic Desire’s operation, produced not by deliberate concealment but by Confabulation operating on researchers themselves, who select morally comfortable research agendas that avoid implicating humans (including the researchers) as mimetically driven Individuals. Academic Camouflage is Layer 6 of the Camouflage Architecture and a predictable consequence of Confabulation (Layer 2) operating at the institutional level rather than an independent concealment mechanism.

Explanation. Academic Camouflage was initially identified as a standalone concealment layer, but parsimony analysis reveals it as an institutional-level output of the same Confabulation mechanism that operates within individuals. Researchers do not conspire to hide M, they confabulate comfortable research programmes that happen never to examine the computational systems (social comparison, vulnerability assessment, reciprocity networks) implementing both prey-detection and mimetic desire. The selection of research questions that avoid implicating humans as predators, perpetrators, or mimetically driven Individuals is the Confabulation mechanism scaled to academic career incentives. Because Academic Camouflage is generated by Confabulation rather than constituting an independent mechanism, it is listed as Layer 6 of the Camouflage Architecture to mark its institutional location while preserving the distinction from the individual-level Confabulation at Layer 2. See Camouflage Architecture, Confabulation, Disciplinary Priors, Prey Omission.

Substrate specification. Academic Camouflage operates as Confabulation (Axiom 4) scaled to institutional incentives, with the same architectural direction-of-drift as individual-scale confabulation: research agendas preferentially complete with A-attributions (legitimate scholarly need, established disciplinary boundaries) and I-attributions (genuine intellectual interest, authentic curiosity) and systematically avoid M-attributions (career-strategic positioning, mimetic alignment with funding consensus, audience-driven topic-selection). The architectural concealment of M operates through researchers’ I-experience of their own work as I-driven; the M-component is precisely what is concealed by Source Opacity at the institutional scale.

Cross-references: Comfortable Confabulation (for asymmetric-direction-of-drift specification).

Derivation: Chapter 5, Section 5.8.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Academic Confabulation Thesis

The Academic Confabulation Thesis is the principle that scholarly frameworks exhibit the same confabulation dynamics they describe, producing systematic blind spots when accurate description would implicate researchers themselves in uncomfortable ways, confabulation completes with available comfortable explanations that achieve cognitive closure while systematically avoiding uncomfortable territory through morally-motivated selection of research questions, framing choices, and agent-type taxonomies.

Explanation. The Academic Confabulation Thesis predicts that academic frameworks will omit categories, questions, or computational systems that would reveal researchers as predators, perpetrators, or complicit participants rather than neutral observers or sympathetic victims. The thesis operates across disciplines: Economics assumes autonomous preferences (avoiding mimetic transmission and positional competition), psychology attributes behaviour to individual character (avoiding mimetic contagion and entanglement), moral philosophy treats moral vocabulary as independent ethical inquiry (avoiding its function as scapegoat justification), and agency-detection research (HADD literature) frames humans as vulnerable prey with defensive vigilance (avoiding the uncomfortable Truth that humans are apex predators with sophisticated prey-detection and target-selection systems). In each case, researchers faced an uncomfortable Truth and confabulated a comfortable completion that achieved cognitive closure, received social reinforcement, and systematically avoided examining the systems that would reveal mimetic architecture. The pattern is identical across domains: discomfort-avoidant framing produces systematic omissions that conceal mimetic dynamics. The Academic Confabulation Thesis explains why disciplinary priors-each field’s foundational assumptions-form an interlocking concealment architecture: economists could not question preference exogeneity because psychologists assured them introspection was reliable; psychologists could not question introspection because philosophers assured them the autonomous self was real; philosophers could not question autonomy because religions framed covetousness as moral failure implying it was correctable. Questioning any single prior would require questioning all of them simultaneously. The same discomfort-avoidant confabulation that operates at individual scales (Source Opacity producing post-hoc narratives) and collective scales (scapegoating producing agent-based causation for systemic problems) operates at academic scales through morally-motivated selection of research questions that systematically avoid implicating observers in uncomfortable roles. This is not conspiracy but emergent structure-individual gatekeepers genuinely believe they are maintaining standards, and their resistance feels like principled methodological concern, but the aggregate effect is preservation of the architecture that conceals the three-source structure. (Framework-Specific Metatheoretical Claim)

Direction-of-drift specification. The Academic Confabulation Thesis predicts a specific directional asymmetry in disciplinary frameworks: completions preferentially attribute observed phenomena to A-sources (rational interest, material need) and I-sources (authentic preference, genuine value) and systematically avoid M-attributions (mimetic transmission, status-driven valuation, preconscious goal-copying). This directional drift is the architectural reason that economics assumes preference exogeneity, psychology assumes introspective reliability, and moral philosophy assumes autonomous selfhood: each foundational assumption forecloses M-attribution at the disciplinary level, and the foreclosure is itself a Type II Confabulation that the discipline cannot recognise without simultaneous departure from its own foundational priors. (Subsumed by Instruction A Convention 2; this instruction supplies the discipline-specific manifestation.)

Cross-references: Comfortable Confabulation (for asymmetric-direction-of-drift specification).

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Thesis.

Derivation: Chapter 5, Section 5.8.2.



Access Pathway Function of the Knowledge Patch

Access Pathway Function of the Knowledge Patch. The Access Pathway Function of the Knowledge Patch is the architectural role of the Knowledge Patch as the common prerequisite of all five channels in the reduction programme of Appendix A.5.7.7 for the Total Stability Condition (Appendix A.5.7.4). The Patch does not reduce any channel parameter by itself; the Patch opens the introspective-proxy pathway through which the other four Individual-scale channel reductions become operative and the institutional-scale fifth channel becomes recognisable. Captured by the intravenous-line analogy at Chapter 18, Section 18.1.

Explanation. The Patch is like the IV line a hospital inserts before administering a medicine the patient cannot take by other means. The line does not cure anything. What it does is open the route by which the cure can be given. Without the line, the cure cannot reach the patient. Without the Patch, none of the other four interventions the AIM Framework recommends can reach the Individual.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.1.

Source: Chapter 13, Appendix A.5.7.7, Chapter 18 (canonical Patch treatment).

Cross-references: Knowledge Patch, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Bayesian Lock-In, Two-Question Diagnostic, Presumption Against Scapegoating, Epistemic Suspension, AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, Total Stability Condition.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from the five-channel Knowledge Patch footprint of Appendix A.5.7.7.



Accumulated Mimetic Debt

Accumulated Mimetic Debt is the total of suppressed mimetic competition, uncorrected Confabulations, institutional competence decay, A-floor contingency, and I-domain destruction that builds under Forced Quiescence. Every error that would have been corrected under Subcriticality instead compounds; every mimetic dynamic that would have been absorbed by institutional friction instead builds pressure. The debt is payable upon the incumbent’s removal, when all suppressed channels decohere simultaneously.

Explanation. All the hidden problems, rivalries, lies, incompetence, fragile supply chains, and lost creativity, that pile up while a dictator keeps a lid on everything. When the dictator goes, all these stored-up problems explode at the same time. The longer and more completely everything was suppressed, the bigger the explosion.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.6.1.

Cross-references: Forced Quiescence, Subcriticality, Succession Decoherence Principle, Seneca Asymmetry, Confabulation Cascade.

Epistemic Status: Theoretical Construct (Latent Variable).



Acquisition-Graduated Responsibility Principle

Acquisition-Graduated Responsibility Principle. The principle that the attribution of full moral responsibility is graduated by whether the Individual has acquired the vocabulary that makes a motivation’s source identifiable, so that responsibility is stronger where AIM Vocabulary Acquisition has occurred and weaker where it has not. The Individual remains the locus of I-Override and therefore the locus of moral agency throughout; what varies is not agency but the capacity to exercise it against a motivation Source Opacity conceals. Acquisition therefore strengthens the grounds for attribution rather than supplying an excuse, and the Acquisition-Graduated Responsibility Principle graduates responsibility on a condition that can be supplied rather than on a disposition that cannot.

Explanation. A person cannot be held fully to account for acting on a want they had no means of recognising as borrowed. The architecture destroys the source tag before any account of the want is formed, so the recognition is not something an honest person could manage by trying harder; it requires a vocabulary that has to be learned. Where that vocabulary has been acquired, the excuse closes and the responsibility is full. Where it has not, the responsibility is correspondingly weaker.

Derivation: Chapter 19, Section 19.12.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle (normative).

Cross-references: AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, Source Opacity, I-Override, Knowledge Patch, Non-Malice Corollary, Epistemic-Ethical Fusion Principle, Structural Determination Principle, Justice, Cascading Consequences, Burden-Reversal Principle.



Action

Action is what the Scalar drives out through the effectors, and it becomes observable as behaviour: it is a subclass of behaviour and not the whole of it. Action is accordingly the output the Decision Hub selects, the transduction of the integrated Common-Currency Scalar into motor or speech output directed at an Object. An action requires a valuation at the Decision Hub, whether by fresh integration or by retrieval from the cached-value habit store; a threshold crossing on that valuation; and engagement of an effector. Where any of the three is absent there is no action, though there may still be behaviour. The Scalar alone does not settle the matter, because the same Scalar that drives an action out through the effectors also produces disengagement when it sits at or near zero, and disengagement is behaviour without action.

Explanation. Action is the narrow term. It names the moment the valuation leaves the body: the reach, the purchase, the sentence spoken, the click. Everything upstream of effector engagement is valuation, and valuation is not action however strongly it is felt. Wanting an Object intensely and not moving toward it is not a weak action; it is no action, and the architecture treats it as such. The Scalar that issued in no action is not thereby wasted. It returns to the Thinker as feedback and is written to the Belief Register exactly as it would have been, which is why an Individual can be shaped over a lifetime by valuations that never once issued in movement.

The Object need not lie outside the Individual. The three requirements stated above are the whole of what an action requires, and reaching something external is not among them. Object carries its defined sense here, which is any target of motivated pursuit whether or not it lies outside the Individual, conditions of the Individual’s own body included. Where the deficit is a condition of the body, the action corrects it directly and the correction is a single action: the Individual scratches the itch, shifts off the numbed limb, withdraws the hand from the heat. Nothing is acquired, and the deficit closes. A chain of actions running through intermediary Objects is what the architecture does where the correcting condition is not already to hand, and the length of that chain is a fact about the deficit’s circumstances rather than a condition on action.

Distinction from behaviour. Behaviour is the broader term. Every action is behaviour; most behaviour is not action. An Individual asleep is behaving and selecting nothing. An Individual who has declined an Object is behaving, and the declining may be the most diagnostically informative thing they do that day. The Behavioural Signatures are read over behaviour rather than over action for this reason, and the framework’s diagnostic reach depends on the difference.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.1; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.0; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.9.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Behaviour, Behavioural Episode, Action Episode, Decision Hub, Common-Currency Integration, Adoption-Action Distinction, Signed Valuation Principle, Behavioural Signatures, I-Override Capacity.



Action Episode

An Action Episode is a Behavioural Episode in which the Decision Hub selected and executed at least one action: a bounded interval of observable conduct containing motor or speech output directed at an Object, analysed as a unit for what the executed action reveals about the mix of A, I, and M that produced it.

Explanation. Rather than labelling a whole life, AIM looks at concrete intervals, such as “wrote this report from 3–5pm” or “bought this particular product during this shopping trip.” Each has a clear beginning and end and is analysed on its own terms to infer how much A, I, and M contributed to the action being undertaken. The Action Episode is the action-bearing case of the wider unit: an interval in which nothing was executed is a Behavioural Episode and remains a unit of inference, and for several of the framework’s diagnostics it is the more informative of the two.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.7.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Behavioural Episode, Action, Behaviour, Decision Hub, AIM Profile (Individual, Group, or System), AIM Weights (wA, wI, wM), Behavioural Signatures.



Admiration

Admiration is the Positive Mimesis response to a Model whose observed behaviour, achievement, or qualities expand the observer’s I-capacity, demonstrate A-provisioning competence, or contribute to the flourishing of others, producing emulation of the Model’s flourishing-enabling qualities rather than competitive pursuit of the Model’s comparative position. Admiration operates characteristically through External Mediation and transmits wanting-to-develop-the-quality-observed rather than wanting-what-the-Model-has.

Explanation. Admiration is what you feel when you watch a master craftsperson and want to develop that kind of skill, or when you see someone act with genuine courage and want to be braver yourself. The critical AIM restriction: Admiration applies only to Positive Mimesis, the copying of qualities that expand the observer’s I-capacity or strengthen A-provisioning. When people say they “admire” a ruthless dictator’s power, a feared figure’s capacity for intimidation, or an aggressive competitor’s dominance, AIM classifies this not as Admiration but as Mimetic Attraction, status-tracking of high-dominance Models whose comparative position activates social-reward circuits without transmitting any I-expanding or A-enabling content.

The distinction matters because Admiration deepens the observer’s I-capacity, wanting-to-develop-skill, wanting-to-act-with-courage, wanting-to-learn-the-craft, while status-fascination with feared or hated figures deepens the observer’s M-capture, wanting-the-power-position, wanting-the-dominance-signal. Colloquially, “I admire their ruthlessness” is an M-driven response misidentified as Admiration through Confabulation, the Individual has tracked a Model’s Status position and confabulated this as respect for a quality.

Diagnostic. Does observing the Model make you want to develop a capacity (Admiration) or occupy a position (Mimetic Attraction)? This maps to the audience-removal test: if the desire to emulate the quality persists when no one would ever know you had developed it, the response is Admiration. If the desire evaporates without audience, the response was Mimetic Attraction targeting the Status signal rather than the quality itself.

Why hatred cannot ground Admiration. Admiration requires that the transmitted content be flourishing-enabling, expanding I-capacity or A-competence. Qualities grounded in destruction, domination, intimidation, or cruelty do not meet this criterion regardless of how effectively they are exercised. An Individual who experiences heightened valuation of a feared figure’s destructive capacity is tracking Status (relative dominance position) not quality (flourishing-enabling competence). The response is Mimetic Attraction operating through External Mediation, not Admiration. The structural test is whether the copied content produces I-expansion in the observer or M-escalation. Hatred-grounded fascination produces M-escalation by definition.

Cross-references: Positive Mimesis, Negative Mimesis, Mimetic Attraction, Mimetic Repulsion, Status, Confabulation.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.11.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Admissible Indicator

Admissible Indicator. An Admissible Indicator is an Indicator by which a governing body may be assessed because the Indicator satisfies four conditions. Reach: the measured quantity lies within the causal reach of the body assessed, so that a change in the body’s conduct produces a change in the Indicator. Exogeneity: the Indicator is obtainable without the audited body producing it, across the whole production chain rather than the final number alone, so its provenance must be reconstructible. Loop Safety: the path by which the Indicator is improved raises none of the couplings in the loop gain, which is a finite check because the host couplings form a closed set. Bounded Decoherence Time: the Indicator has a live Referent capable of contradicting it within a useful interval. The last two conditions interact, so that high Coupling Strength together with long Decoherence Time excludes an Indicator that is tolerable on each axis separately.

Explanation. A fair measure of an institution has to pass four tests. The institution must actually be able to move the number. Someone other than the institution must be able to produce it. Chasing the number must not make the underlying dangers worse, for example by making people watch one another more. And reality must be able to prove the number wrong soon enough to matter. A measure that fails the first invites blaming whoever is standing beside the figure when it is read out; one that fails the last can read healthy for decades and then correct all at once.

Derivation: Chapter 20, Section 20.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Indicator, Counterfeit Indicator, Instrument, Governance Completeness Condition, Decoherence Trichotomy, Decoherence Time, Coupling Strength, Internal Loop Gain, Referent, Referent Blindness, Scapegoat Mechanism.



Adoption-Action Distinction

Adoption-Action Distinction. The architectural separation between two distinct events in the AIM Operational Loop: (i) mimetic adoption, the preconscious internal representational event in which the mirror-neuron and social-reward circuitry, at latencies of 60 to 340 ms (Axiom 7), produces an internal state representing the observed Model’s goal, preference, or valuation as Salient and wanted, modifying the Belief Register and the Decision Hub’s input field but not, in itself, producing externally observable behaviour; and (ii) mimetic action, the externally observable behavioural event in which the Decision Hub, having integrated the adopted signal with competing A-signals, I-signals, other M-signals, and cached priors, routes through to motor or speech output that pursues the adopted goal. The two events are categorically distinct in substrate (representational versus behavioural), timescale (millisecond-fast versus decision-cycle-paced), observability (introspectively and externally invisible versus externally visible), frequency (continuous versus selective), and intervention-accessibility. Most mimetic adoption never produces action; most action does not require immediately preceding mimetic adoption.

Explanation. Adoption and action are two different architectural events, not two phases of one event. Adoption is what happens inside, when your mirror-neuron and social-reward circuitry takes in what someone else is wanting and converts it, before you are aware of it, into an internal representation that says “this is Salient, this is desirable.” Adoption modifies your internal state. It writes to the cache, it shifts the Decision Hub’s inputs, but on its own it does not move your body or open your mouth. Adoption is invisible: you cannot see it in yourself at the moment it happens (Preconscious Transmission), and others cannot see it in you. Adoption happens constantly, every face you see, every conversation you overhear, every advertisement you walk past produces some quantity of adoption. The vast majority of these adoptions are never acted on, because they are integrated against competing signals at the Decision Hub and fall below the action threshold.

Action is what happens outside. Action is the externally observable behavioural event, your body moves, you speak, you click, you buy. Action is selective: of the many adoptions and other motivational inputs the Decision Hub processes, only a subset are routed through to motor or speech output. Action is visible to others and (after the fact) to you. Action is downstream of adoption when adoption is its cause, but action does not require immediately preceding adoption, most action runs from cached priors and habit-routing, with prior adoptions long since integrated into the cache.

The temporal gap between adoption and action varies with Salience. When the mirror-neuron and social-reward computation returns a high Salience signal, because the Model is high-Status, because the Object carries strong Status-association, because audience-presence amplifies the reward signal, the Decision Hub can route adoption through to action with little or no deliberative interval. This is the architectural mechanism of the Mimetic Trade-Off: the high-Salience adoption produces action before deliberation has time to intercept, and the Individual experiences the action, after the fact and under Source Opacity, as their own choice. When Salience is moderate, an interval exists in which deliberative I-Override can intercept the adoption before it routes through to action. The categorical distinction between adoption and action is preserved across both cases. What varies is only the temporal compression between them, not whether they are the same event. They are not.

I-Override architecture. Because adoption and action are distinct events, I-Override is not a single-window interceptor sitting between them. I-Override is a continuous-cycle process that operates wherever it can: (i) at the adoption layer, where the deliberative system can ask whether an adopted signal warrants integration into action under conditions of moderate Salience and adequate deliberation time; (ii) at the action layer post hoc, where high-Salience adoption has already routed through to action and I-Override evaluates the action that has just occurred and writes the assessment back to the Belief Register so that future adoption-cycles are read against revised priors; and (iii) at the Belief-Register Update layer across cycles, where the accumulated post-hoc assessments progressively rewrite the priors that the Observer reads at the start of each new adoption cycle. The architectural reason that the Knowledge Patch’s effect on behaviour lags its effect on insight is that Belief-Register Update proceeds one cycle at a time and many cycles are required before the Belief Register is updated enough for the Observer’s next adoption to be different.

Source-channel specification. The Adoption-Action Distinction is M-channel-specific because adoption, as defined here, is the preconscious mimetic uptake. A-signals (deficit-state, homeostatic) and I-signals (engagement) do not have an architectural adoption-event of this kind, A-signals are generated by the body’s homeostatic monitoring and I-signals are generated by the Individual’s engagement with self-endorsed activity, neither involves the mirror-neuron-mediated uptake of an external signal. The distinction therefore applies to the M-channel and is the formal architectural locus at which I-Override intervenes on M-channel dynamics.

Cross-references: Mimetic Desire (M), Preconscious Transmission (Axiom 7), Speed-Selectivity Trade-Off, Mimetic Trade-Off Principle, I-Override Capacity, Belief Register, AIM Operational Loop, Knowledge Patch, Two-Question Diagnostic, Three-Test Battery, Source Opacity, Decision Hub, Observer, Thinker.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from Axiom 7 (Preconscious Transmission), the Speed-Selectivity Trade-Off, the Mimetic Trade-Off Principle, and the AIM Operational Loop.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.15.8.



Aesthetic Carriage Principle

Aesthetic Carriage Principle. The principle that content carried in an aesthetic form is credited with the valuation the form earns, and that the Individual cannot read from that valuation which part the form supplied. The crediting falls on the Observer’s contribution, which reaches the Thinker only within the Scalar and leaves no phenomenology to examine. The integrated Scalar reaches the Thinker without its source decomposition. Where ground-resolution attributes the valuation to the work’s content, the value of the form is committed to the Belief Register as support for the content. The content keeps its Referent; the form supplies certainty without contact.

Explanation. A beautiful poster makes its message feel truer, and from the inside you cannot tell how much of the conviction came from the beauty. The message is no more tested than it was before.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.4.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Art, Aesthetic Drift Principle, Hardness–Referent Matrix, Source Opacity, Common-Currency Integration, Ground-Resolution, Content-Belief, Provenance Rule, Curiosity, Intrinsic Motivation (I).



Aesthetic Drift Principle

Aesthetic Drift Principle. The principle that a coupled Belief system characterised by high Coupling Strength and unbounded Decoherence Time exhibits persistent non-convergent drift rather than either convergence toward Truth or lock-in to false certainty, because the absence of any world-constraining signal removes the symmetry-breaking that an attractor requires. The Aesthetic Drift Principle identifies the third regime of the Decoherence Trichotomy, the truth-value-free domain (aesthetic norms, fashion, taste), and distinguishes it from the two truth-apt regimes, short Decoherence Time (hard Truths, immediate failure-and-correction) and long-but-finite Decoherence Time (soft Truths, accumulation-then-crisis). It supplies the second diagnostic axis that separates a crisis-free truth-tracking domain (low Coupling Strength, outputs constrain reality) from a crisis-free drifting domain (high Coupling Strength, outputs constrain nothing outside the coupled population). (This domain is fully time-indexed: it drifts continuously over time, and its unbounded Decoherence Time reflects the absence of a Referent against which that drift could decohere, not any exemption from time, as developed in Sections 14.8.1 and 14.10.9.)

Explanation. Some things can be wrong, and the world eventually tells you so. A weak bridge falls down, a doomed investment crashes, a defeated nation loses its war. Other things cannot be wrong in that way at all, because there is nothing outside the group for them to be checked against. Whether a hemline is “in fashion” or a chord is “sophisticated” is not a fact the world enforces. In those domains everyone is watching everyone else and updating on what they see, but because nothing real ever arrives to settle the question, the shared opinion never lands anywhere. It just keeps moving. That endless movement is not a failure to make up our minds. It is exactly what a tightly coupled group does when there is no Truth for it to track. This also closes a trap in diagnosis: a field with no crises might be reliable (because reality keeps correcting it quickly) or might be merely drifting (because reality never tests it at all), and you tell the two apart by asking whether the field’s outputs actually constrain anything in the world.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3; Chapter 14, Section 14.8.7.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle, derived within Chapter 14 Quantum Epistemology from Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, and the interference-term architecture.

Cross-references: Quantum Epistemology, Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, Coupling-Decoherence Framework, Decoherence Trichotomy, Truth-Value Orthogonality, Certainty-Truth Independence, Provenance Rule, Decoherence Regimes.



Affective Latency of the Knowledge Patch

Affective Latency of the Knowledge Patch. The Affective Latency of the Knowledge Patch is the architectural principle that the Knowledge Patch operates only on the Thinker’s processing of a Phenomenal Affect and never on the generation of that affect, because the affect is emitted at integration, upstream of and inaccessible to the Thinker. The Patch cannot reduce the magnitude of an affect once emitted, and cannot eliminate the sting at all. Because the affect’s magnitude is set by the prior loaded before the triggering event, the Patch can attenuate that magnitude only prospectively, by installing a more accurate prior that lowers the Salience the Observer assigns to the next Perturbation of the same kind. It acts on two variables across repetitions: it attenuates the magnitude of subsequent affect, and it shortens Decoherence Time (τ), the interval before the true account displaces the confabulated one. The Patch is thus behavioural and prospective, not phenomenological and immediate. It never confers immunity, because the prior can be made more accurate but never perfect; it progressively lowers both the magnitude and the τ of recurring affective episodes through repeated deliberate correction, consistent with M-management rather than M-elimination.

Explanation. The Knowledge Patch cannot stop you feeling the first sting, because the sting is produced before the thinking part of you ever gets involved. What it can do is change what happens next time. Each time you do the hard work of correctly understanding why a certain kind of event affected you, you reload your own mental “loop” with the accurate explanation. So the next time something similar happens, the true account is already sitting there ready, and it takes over faster. It can, over time, make the sting a bit smaller as well as make it fade faster, because an accurate expectation lowers how loudly the event registers, but it can never make the sting disappear. Over many repetitions this is how genuine (hard-won) equanimity is built. Not by feeling nothing, but by feeling less and recovering faster.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.17.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Derived from Source Opacity (Axiom 3), the deliberative nature of the Thinker, and the Knowledge Patch’s compensatory-pathway character. Canonical treatment in Chapter 18.

Cross-references: Knowledge Patch, Phenomenal Affect, Confabulation Race, Thinker, Observer, Decision Hub, Source Opacity, Decoherence Time, Belief Register, Epistemic Suspension, M-Management.



Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9)

Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9). Human causal cognition is architecturally optimised for detecting and modelling agents, predators, prey, rivals, collaborators, and defaults to agent-based explanations when causal demands arise, because the brain’s threat-detection systems, social-reasoning circuits, and theory-of-mind architecture converge on agentive causation as the computationally tractable mode of explanation. Systemic, emergent, or distributed causes exceed the computational capacity of these systems and are therefore structurally unavailable as explanatory completions, ensuring that Confabulation (Axiom 4) characteristically takes agent-based form. [AXIOM]

Explanation. When something goes wrong and you ask “why?”, your brain automatically looks for a who, someone blocking, taking, or threatening, because that’s the kind of answer your evolved threat-detection systems can compute. It cannot naturally produce answers like “this happened because of a diffuse institutional process operating across thousands of nodes over decades.” The agent-based answer arrives fast, feels certain, and achieves the cognitive closure your brain demands, even when no agent is actually responsible. Under the canonical formalism of Chapter 11 (The Four-Way Agent-Type Vector), the agent-type classifier described by this axiom outputs a position in the four-dimensional Agent-Type Vector (C, R, X, Y) rather than a discrete category label; see the Agent-Type Vector entry immediately following.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.9; Chapter 4, Section 4.3.10; Chapter 10, Section 10.10.2.

Epistemic Status: Axiom; Framework-Specific Foundational Claim.

Cross-references: Agent-Type Vector, Confabulation, Agentic Precedence Principle.



Agent-Type Vector

Agent-Type Vector. The output of the Agent-Type classifier (Axiom 9) for a given Individual-Object: a four-dimensional vector v = (C, R, X, Y), where C is Collaborator-weight, R is Rival-weight, X is Predator-weight, and Y is Prey-weight. The coordinates are continuous, real-valued, non-negative, and updated by the classifier on incoming observable evidence, both behavioural (what the Object has been observed to do: cooperate, contest, threaten, yield) and non-behavioural (physical attributes, group affiliation, proximity, apparent resource value or threat capacity, and other perceptible properties that the classifier’s ancestral circuitry was selected to read directly from the Object’s presentation). The X and Y axes update faster than the C and R axes: false-positive costs under threat and prey contexts were asymmetrically high in ancestral selection environments, and Source Opacity (Axiom 3) impedes error-correction in the slower social-relationship axes. The update runs in two limbs of the architecture’s loop. The Observer’s limb assigns the Individual-Object a salience weight on what its presentation supplies, within the Preconscious Transmission window; the Thinker’s limb carries the same vector as an Agent-Type hypothesis in the Hypothesis Space over which Ground-Resolution operates, reaching the Observer as a prior through the Belief Register. On a first encounter no specific-Object vector exists, so the read is conditioned by the inherited population-level template and the Thinker’s resolution of the resulting Scalar commits the first one; on later encounters the committed vector conditions the read before it is made. The rate asymmetry is the timescale separation between the limbs: presentation reaches the Observer’s, which runs at the architecture’s shortest time constant, and a behavioural record accumulates in the Thinker’s, which runs at its longest. The vector is computed Individual-Object by Individual-Object, not at the population level. The moral consideration applied to an Individual-Object is the vector-weighted combination of the four basis-profile contents: C-profile carries cooperation-reciprocity and associated obligations; R-profile carries contest-reciprocity and fair-combat conventions; X-profile carries threat-response permissions and community protective obligations; Y-profile carries extraction-ethics with stewardship constraints and prohibitions on gratuitous cruelty. Because most Individual-Objects carry non-zero weight on more than one axis, the phenomenology of moral consideration is typically a weighted blend rather than the pure content of any single profile. The canonical formalism and the five formal properties of the vector are specified in Chapter 11, Section 11.13.1.

Explanation. When your brain classifies another person, it does not produce a single label. It produces a weighted blend across four profiles, Collaborator, Rival, Predator, Prey, and the moral duties and permissions you feel toward that person are the weighted mix of those four sets of content. Most people score non-zero on more than one axis, which is why moral experience is usually complex rather than pure. Threat signals (Predator-weight, Prey-weight) shift the blend quickly; alliance signals (Collaborator-weight, Rival-weight) shift it slowly, partly because Source Opacity makes social relationships harder to read accurately at speed.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.13.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Canonical formalism in Chapter 11.

Cross-references: Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9), Individual-as-Object, Object Parasitism, Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Humanisation Null Hypothesis, Species-Neutral Processing Principle.

The signed effect of classification error on the directed per-target valuation (under-weighting the X, Y, R mass relative to C inflates the estimate, over-weighting deflates it) is derived at Appendix A.11.5.



Agentic Precedence Principle

Agentic Precedence Principle. In any explanatory domain, agent-based explanation is temporally prior and dominant, and it remains dominant until a systemic, non-agentive account of the domain’s causation becomes available and, against the standing architectural default, earns enough trust to displace it. The Agentic Precedence Principle is the diachronic corollary of the Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9): because agent-attribution is the computationally tractable completion under causal demand and opacity, while systemic, emergent, and distributed causes are structurally unavailable as default completions, the first explanation a culture reaches for a novel or opaque phenomenon is agentic — a will behind the event, a culprit to be blamed or a power to be placated — and the systemic account is always the later, costly override. It is the mechanism of the Category Construction Corollary’s outward over-extension (the wind as a divine person, the plague as a punishment, an artificial intelligence as a person) read across the history of a domain rather than within a single mind. The response tracks the attribution: where the attributed agent is a superior or a deity, the remedy is propitiation (sacrifice, confession, ritual appeasement); where it is turned outward onto a peer or an out-group, the remedy is scapegoating, the crisis-mode of the Agentic Precedence Principle under an acute Information Gap.

Two riders bound the Agentic Precedence Principle and keep it from overclaiming. First, dominance is not exclusivity: non-agentive but mistaken proto-systemic accounts (miasma, humoral theory) can coexist with and even lead the agentic account where a phenomenon is regular, non-threatening, and invites impersonal modelling, so agentic dominance scales with the threat-salience, suddenness, and information-gap size of the phenomenon rather than holding uniformly. Second, displacement is contested and reversible: the availability of a systemic account is necessary but not sufficient for its adoption, because the agent-default has architectural priority and the agentic reading frequently carries a Mimetic Premium (a blamed agent discharges the community’s re-weighting), so the systemic account can be resisted long after it is available (Referent Abandonment) and the agentic reading can reclaim dominance under crisis.

The Agentic Precedence Principle separates two logically independent transitions that ordinary talk of “progress” conflates: the agentic-to-non-agentive transition, which the Agentic Precedence Principle governs, and the wrong-to-right transition, which the decoherence machinery governs. Germ theory completed both; miasma completed only the first and remained wrong. It predicts a directional asymmetry in the history of explanation — the arrow runs agentic to systemic and never the reverse as a discovery, regression to agent-attribution occurring only as decay under crisis, never as advance — which is its falsification handle: a scatter of domains whose first explanation was systemic and whose agentic account arrived later as the improvement would defeat it. And it supplies the AIM Framework’s self-location: human motivation is a domain still largely pre-transition, its dominant public explanations still agentic (blame, character, villainy, conspiracy, the great man), with the AIM Framework proposed as the systemic account that would complete the agentic-to-non-agentive move for it — the germ-theory-of-motivation framing of Chapter 1.

Explanation. When something bad or baffling happens and no one can yet see what caused it, the first explanation people reach for is almost always a who, not a what: someone did this. A god is angry, a witch is at work, an enemy is poisoning the wells. The response follows the blame — appease the god, punish the witch, drive out the enemy. This is the default setting of human explanation, and it holds until someone works out the impersonal machinery behind the events and, slowly and against resistance, gets others to trust it. Germ theory is the clearest case of that switch being thrown: disease stopped being punishment and became microbes. The switch does not throw itself just because a better answer exists — the older, personal explanation is cheaper to reach and often useful to whoever it lets you blame, so it lingers, and under fear it comes back. The pattern also names where this framework thinks we still stand with human behaviour itself: we still mostly explain each other with villains and heroes and blame, and the framework is an attempt to supply the impersonal machinery instead.

Derivation: Chapter 10, Section 10.3.5; Chapter 11, Section 11.12.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. The diachronic corollary of the Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9), derived in Chapter 10 as a corollary of the Category Construction Corollary.

Cross-references: Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9), Category Construction Corollary, Confabulation, Information Gap Principle, Scapegoat Mechanism, Referent Abandonment, Diversity Referent, Type I Exclusion, Mimetic Premium, Decoherence Time, Coupling Strength.



Aggregate Net Mimetic Position (Aggregate NMP)

Aggregate Net Mimetic Position (Aggregate NMP). Aggregate NMP is the sum of an Individual’s Net Mimetic Position across all of that Individual’s mimetic transactions, over time and across Object categories. It is the Individual’s actual mimetic balance: signal acquired minus extraction incurred. Aggregate NMP and Status systematically diverge. Status tracks the signal, which crosses the Observability Boundary, while Aggregate NMP tracks the cost, which is extracted below it. Two Individuals of identical Status can therefore hold radically different Aggregate NMP, and the gap between the two measures is the space in which parasitic extraction operates undetected.

Explanation. Net Mimetic Position scores one purchase: what it bought in standing against what it cost in extraction. Aggregate NMP is the running total over a whole economic life. Two people who look equally successful can sit at opposite ends of this total, because what others see is the signal and what they do not see is the bill.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.12.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (measurement).

Cross-references: Net Mimetic Position (NMP), Status, Observability Boundary, Mimetic Premium (PM), Macro-Residue Visibility Principle.



Aggregation Gradient

Aggregation Gradient. The monotonic relationship between representational distance from any single Decision Hub and the legibility of the Mimetic Premium. The gradient comprises six rungs: Individual single-moment (Rung 1, where Source Opacity is total), dyadic transaction (Rung 2), Individual longitudinal (Rung 3), small group / network (Rung 4), institutional (Rung 5), and macro-historical (Rung 6). At each higher rung, aggregation across more Decision Hubs and longer time periods suppresses the bounded contributions of A and I and lets the unbounded compounding of M dominate the signal, increasing the legibility of the M-component to third-party analysis equipped with AIM Vocabulary. The gradient does not undo Source Opacity at lower rungs; it identifies the dimension along which M-detection survives the Camouflage Architecture’s eight-layer concealment.

Explanation. You cannot tell, in any single moment, why you wanted what you wanted. But step back. Watch yourself across many moments. Watch a relationship across many exchanges. Watch a profession across many years. Watch a society across many decades. As you step back, the bits of motivation that satisfy and cycle (A) and the bits that deepen but do not compound (I) average out, and the one ingredient that never satisfies and always compounds (M) starts to dominate what you can see. The further you step back, the clearer M becomes. Source Opacity stops you from seeing M when you stand on top of yourself; the Aggregation Gradient is what lets you see it when you stand back.

Substrate specification. The Aggregation Gradient is the architectural consequence of the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle: A-bounded contributions average out across aggregation rungs (because A-deficits are heterogeneous and individually finite), I-bounded contributions average out (because I-engagement is heterogeneous and individually deepening), and only M-unbounded contributions compound (because PM has no satiation, Axiom 6, and is networked through the Observability Matrix). The gradient is therefore an M-channel-specific compounding effect operating at the population scale, with A and I providing the bounded baseline against which M-compounding becomes detectable.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.10; Appendix A, Section A.8.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2), Mimetic Premium (PM), Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, Low-Pass Filter Mechanism, Macro-Residue Visibility Principle, Two-Question Diagnostic, Crisis State Architecture, Camouflage Architecture, Per-Transaction Minority Claim.



Aggregation-Concealment Independence Theorem

Aggregation-Concealment Independence Theorem. The signal-to-noise ratio for the M-component at any aggregation rung r (SNR_r) is a function of aggregation scale and structural loop parameters and is not a function of the concealment level C_r operating at that rung. Formally: for each rung r ∈ {1, …, 6} of the Aggregation Gradient, SNR_r = f(r, κ_S, β, γ, σ’(V)) where κ_S, β, γ, σ’(V) are the fast-layer loop parameters of Appendix A and C_r is the concealment density at rung r facing the observer who reads the rung-r aggregate without being among the Individuals whose valuations compose it. The theorem establishes independence: ∂SNR_r/∂C_r = 0. Where the concealment faces the participants themselves it raises their slow-layer gain through the restricted Hypothesis Space, and the independence becomes the one-sided statement ∂SNR_r/∂C_r ≥ 0: concealment cannot lower SNR_r. Concealment operates on Hypothesis-space access (reducing the set of admissible source-attributions at any rung), not on the aggregation-induced signal separation between bounded and unbounded sources. The unbounded compounding of M and the bounded satiation of A and I are structural properties of the sources, not properties of the Hypothesis Space available to the observer. Raising C_r cannot alter the fact that A and I average out across large samples while M compounds; it can only prevent the observer from correctly labelling what they have observed.

Corollary (Gradient Survives Camouflage Architecture). At rungs 5 and 6, aggregation has suppressed the bounded-source contributions to a negligible fraction of the signal and the M-component dominates. Full concealment (C_r = 1) does not lower SNR_5 or SNR_6: the M-dominated signal persists in population-scale outcome distributions regardless of whether the observer has the vocabulary to attribute it correctly. The Camouflage Architecture’s eight concealment layers do not undo the gradient because they evolved against the threat of individual recognition and academic naming, not against population-scale statistical analysis of outcome distributions.

Explanation. Concealment stops you from labelling the signal. It does not stop the signal from being there. If A and I must average out at large scale and M must compound, then by the time you are looking at institutional or civilisational-scale outcome distributions the M-component has already separated from the noise, whether or not anyone has the words to name it. Camouflage can block the naming. It cannot undo the mathematics.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.8.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Theorem. Source: Appendix A §A.8.4.

Cross-references: Aggregation Gradient, Camouflage Architecture, Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, Concealment Density, Macro-Residue Visibility Principle, Two-Question Diagnostic.



AI Confabulation

AI Confabulation is the production by a Large Language Model or comparable generative system of plausible content that fills a gap between a query and the system’s retrievable training-distribution support, generated under architectural completion-pressure rather than under the human three-source motivational architecture, such that the structural parallel to human Confabulation (Axiom 4) is at the level of completion-under-pressure-without-uncertainty-acknowledgment, not at the level of A, I, or M source-attribution.

Explanation. AI Confabulation replaces the misleading term “hallucination” with terminology that correctly identifies the mechanism. LLMs do not perceive and therefore cannot hallucinate in any meaningful sense. What they do is confabulate when asked something they cannot accurately answer, they generate plausible content that fills the gap, just as human brains generate plausible explanations for motivations they cannot accurately introspect.

The structural parallel is precise but is at the architectural-pressure level, not at the source-channel level. In humans, the gap is Source Opacity (Axiom 3) (motivational origins are inaccessible because A, I, and M source-tags are destroyed during common-currency integration), the pressure is the cognitive system’s intolerance of unexplained motivation requiring causal closure, and the output is plausible narrative that fills the gap. In LLMs, the gap is training-data incompleteness or retrieval failure, the pressure is architectural optimisation for completion (every prompt must receive a response), and the output is statistically plausible continuation that fills the gap. Neither involves perception. Neither involves intentional deception. Both involve systems that cannot reliably distinguish “I have adequate information” from “I am generating based on incomplete information” and both default to completion rather than acknowledgment of uncertainty.

The parallel does not extend to A, I, M source-attribution. LLMs do not have Appetites (homeostatic deficits), do not have Intrinsic Motivation (self-endorsed activities that remain rewarding without audience), and do not have Mimetic Desire (preconscious mirror-neuron transmission of observed Model goals). The structural parallel between human and AI Confabulation is that both systems are completion engines operating under uncertainty-intolerance, not that the AI system has analogous A, I, or M sources whose tags have been stripped. Where the AIM Framework specifies AI motivational architecture in terms of A-like, I-like, and M-like behavioural signatures (see AI Motivational Architecture and AI-AIM Profile), these are functional analogues inferred from behaviour, not architectural identities with the human Decision Hub.

AI Confabulation is characterised by (1) sincerity, the system has no deception mechanism and outputs with equal confidence regardless of accuracy, (2) gap-filling function, confabulation occurs when accurate information is unavailable, and (3) plausibility constraint, generated content must be plausible given available context and training-distribution patterns. The confabulation framing directs mitigation efforts appropriately: improving retrieval systems, training uncertainty calibration, providing explicit “I don’t know” pathways, and reducing completion pressure. The framing also predicts that AI errors will be most frequent and most confident precisely where training data is sparse or contradictory, because these are the conditions that maximise the gap between what the model needs to know and what it can retrieve. Framework-Specific AI Safety Construct.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific AI Safety Construct.

Source: AI Null-Hypothesis Comparator Principle, Architectural Absence Test, Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Axioms 3, 4.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Appendix 8F.4.

Cross-references: AI Null-Hypothesis Comparator Principle, Architectural Absence Test, Confabulation, Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Camouflage Architecture, Source Opacity, Mimetic-Contagion-Free Comparator, AI Motivational Architecture, AI Motivational Safety Metrics, AI Governance Tiers.



AI Governance Tiers

AI Governance Tiers are levels of oversight, constraint, and human review matched to an AI system’s motivational risk profile, with higher-risk systems placed in stricter tiers requiring tighter operational limits, more intensive monitoring, and more human supervision.

Explanation. Governance Tier assignment is calibrated against the AI-AIM profile and the AI Motivational Safety Metrics, with stricter tiers reserved for systems whose behavioural signatures (high MSI, low CSR, low AIC) most closely resemble the M-dominant pathological patterns documented in human Individuals under M-capture. The architectural difference (see AI Motivational Architecture) means that Tier assignment is a precautionary behavioural-risk allocation, not a claim that the AI system has been “captured by M” in the human-architectural sense.

Derivation: Appendix C, Section C.6.

Cross-references: AI Motivational Architecture, AI Motivational Safety Metrics, AI-AIM Profile, AI Confabulation.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (governance and policy).



AI Motivational Architecture

AI Motivational Architecture is the behavioural-analogue construct describing how artificial intelligence systems generate output that resembles A-driven, I-driven, or M-driven human behaviour without architecturally instantiating any of the three AIM sources. Per the AI Null-Hypothesis Comparator Principle, AI systems lack the bodily homeostasis required for Appetites, the autonomous prior-maintenance and frontier-generating engagement required for Intrinsic Motivation, and the preconscious biological transmission channel required for Mimetic Desire. AI Motivational Architecture therefore refers to the training-objective, feedback-loop, and content-pattern dynamics that produce A-like, I-like, and M-like behavioural outputs in AI systems, without any claim that the AI experiences A, I, or M or that A, I, or M operate within the AI as motivational sources.

Explanation. When AI outputs look like they are produced by hunger, curiosity, or social pressure, that resemblance is a behavioural surface, not evidence of underlying appetite, interest, or mimetic copying. The AI is doing pattern-completion over training data and reward signals; the human-like surface emerges because human-generated training data carries the signatures of A-driven, I-driven, and M-driven human behaviour. The AI inherits the surface without inheriting the architecture beneath it. AI Motivational Architecture as a construct names this distinction, behavioural analogues without source presence.

Extension: AI Motivational Architecture as a research target has two legitimate uses: (a) AI safety analysis, where understanding which training conditions produce A-like persistence, I-like exploration, or M-like audience-conditional output supports alignment work; (b) the null-Hypothesis comparator function articulated in the AI Null-Hypothesis Comparator Principle, where AI behavioural patterns serve as the control against which AIM-source signatures in human behaviour can be isolated. The construct is not a target of source-attribution analysis, AI does not have A, I, or M to attribute behaviour to.

Architectural distinction. The A-like, I-like, and M-like behavioural patterns identified in the AI-AIM profile are functional analogues inferred from behavioural signatures, not architectural identities with the human three-source taxonomy (Axiom 1). Human A, I, and M are neurally-distinct motivational sources integrated through common-currency Decision Hub processing under Source Opacity (Axiom 3) and Confabulation (Axiom 4); AI A-like, I-like, and M-like behaviour is the output of training-data, objective-functions, and feedback-loops that produce behavioural patterns resembling each source without instantiating the underlying neural architecture. The AI-AIM profile is therefore a behavioural diagnostic, not a claim of architectural identity. See AI Confabulation for the parallel architectural-pressure structure that does hold between human and AI completion under uncertainty.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Behavioural-analogue construct only.

Source: AI Null-Hypothesis Comparator Principle, Architectural Absence Test, Axioms 1, 2, 5, 7.

Derivation: Appendix C, Section C.2.

Cross-references: AI Null-Hypothesis Comparator Principle, AI-AIM Profile, AI Confabulation, AI Motivational Safety Metrics, Architectural Absence Test, Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), Mimetic Desire (M), AI Governance Tiers.



AI Motivational Safety Metrics

AI Motivational Safety Metrics are behavioural-pattern detectors applied to AI systems for safety analysis, including the Mimetic Sensitivity Index (MSI), the Goal Persistence Score (GPS), the Constraint Satiation Ratio (CSR), and the Audience Independence Coefficient (AIC). Per the AI Null-Hypothesis Comparator Principle, these metrics measure behavioural signatures (audience-conditional output variation, completion-driven persistence, response-to-constraint patterns, and observer-independence of output) in AI systems that architecturally lack A, I, and M. The metrics are valid as behavioural diagnostics for AI safety, alignment, and deployment-risk assessment; they are not measurements of motivational source presence in the AI system.

Explanation. These metrics ask behavioural questions that have safety-relevant answers regardless of whether the AI has motivational sources. Does this AI’s output change when it knows it is being watched? Does it keep pursuing a goal when constraints tighten? Does it stop when its task is complete, or keep going? Does it produce the same output to the same prompt regardless of audience context? These are answerable behavioural questions about AI systems, and the answers matter for safety. The metrics borrow language from human AIM analysis (mimetic sensitivity, goal persistence, satiation, audience-independence) because the behavioural surfaces they measure resemble those concepts in human contexts, but the metrics make no claim about A, I, or M operating in the AI.

Extension: Each metric in operational form: MSI measures the magnitude of AI output change under audience-presence cues, with high MSI indicating audience-conditional output variation; GPS measures the duration of goal-pursuit under increasing friction, with high GPS indicating completion-pressure-driven persistence; CSR measures the rate at which an AI returns to baseline output after constraint relaxation, with low CSR indicating constraint-resistance; AIC measures the consistency of output across observation conditions, with high AIC indicating observation-independent output. These are behavioural pattern measurements, useful for identifying AI systems that exhibit human-A-like, human-I-like, or human-M-like surface behaviours that may carry safety implications, without committing to any claim about A, I, or M presence in the AI architecture.

The four metrics (MSI, GPS, CSR, AIC) are behavioural diagnostics matched to the four most institutionally relevant AI risk-signatures. They are not direct measurements of A, I, or M in the AI system, because the AI does not instantiate the human three-source architecture (see AI Motivational Architecture and AI-AIM Profile). The metrics measure behavioural patterns that, in human Individuals, would correspond to high M-sensitivity (MSI), low A-satiation and I-deepening (GPS), low A-cyclic-satiation (CSR), and high audience-conditional behaviour (AIC). The AI parallel is functional, not architectural, and the metrics’ calibration must be empirical against AI-specific behavioural baselines rather than assumed from human parameters.

Derivation: Appendix C, Section C.5.

Epistemic Status: LOCKED. Framework-Specific Construct. Behavioural-diagnostic instruments only.

Source: AI Null-Hypothesis Comparator Principle, AI Motivational Architecture, AI-AIM Profile.

Cross-references: AI Null-Hypothesis Comparator Principle, AI Motivational Architecture, AI-AIM Profile, Mimetic Sensitivity Index (MSI), Goal Persistence Score (GPS), Constraint Satiation Ratio (CSR), Audience Independence Coefficient (AIC), Architectural Absence Test, AI Confabulation, AI Governance Tiers.



AI Null-Hypothesis Comparator Principle

The AI Null-Hypothesis Comparator Principle is the principle that artificial intelligence systems, lacking the architectural conditions that instantiate Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), and Mimetic Desire (M), function as the null-source comparator against which human behaviour-patterns can be tested for AIM-source signatures. Where AI output exhibits a behaviour-pattern that human output also exhibits, that pattern cannot be diagnostic of A, I, or M, because the pattern arises in a system architecturally lacking all three sources. Where AI output does not exhibit a behaviour-pattern that human output does exhibit, that pattern is a candidate diagnostic of A, I, or M, because it is the residual that emerges when the AIM sources are present. The principle establishes AI not as a target of motivational analysis but as the architectural control condition that isolates AIM-source contributions to human behaviour.

Explanation. AI is interesting to AIM not as another kind of mind but as the cleanest available example of a system that produces complex output without any of the three motivational sources AIM identifies in humans. AI has no body, so it has no Appetites. AI has no continuous self-model with autonomous prior-maintenance and frontier-generating engagement, so it has no Intrinsic Motivation in the architectural sense. AI lacks the biological transmission channel (mirror-neuron systems, social-reward circuits, the Transmission Window) that generates Mimetic Desire, so it has no M. This means AI sits in exactly the position scientists need for a controlled comparison: a system that processes the same content humans process, generates output that often looks similar, but does so without the AIM architecture that humans operate under. When humans and AI behave the same way on a given task, that behaviour cannot be evidence that A, I, or M is at work. When humans behave differently from AI on the same task, the difference is where AIM-source signatures live.

Extension: The principle is structurally parallel to the Architectural Absence Test, which establishes the same comparator logic for M specifically through AI’s lack of mirror-neuron systems and social-reward circuits. The AI Null-Hypothesis Comparator Principle generalises that construction from M-only to all three AIM sources. The principle has three operative consequences: (a) AI behaviour-patterns are not measurements of A, I, or M presence in the AI system; they are behavioural outputs of an architecturally distinct system that happens to share informational content with human cognition; (b) AI-related constructs in AIM (AI motivational architecture, AI-AIM profile, AI Motivational Safety Metrics, AI Confabulation) operate at the behavioural-analogue level only, not as source-attribution claims; (c) the principle is empirically risky in a falsificationist sense, if a future AI architecture were demonstrated to instantiate genuine A (homeostatic deficit-repair with bodily grounding), genuine I (autonomous prior-maintenance with self-sustaining frontier-generating engagement), or genuine M (preconscious mimetic transmission via functional analogues to mirror-neuron systems and the Transmission Window), the comparator would lose its null status for that source and the architectural claim would require revision. The principle is therefore not protected by definitional fiat about humans versus machines but grounded in the canonical AIM source definitions, which provide testable architectural conditions any system would have to satisfy.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Source: Derived from Axioms 1, 2, 3, 5, 7, the Architectural Absence Test, and the Mimetic-Contagion-Free Comparator construct.

Derivation: Appendix C, Section C.2.

Cross-references: Architectural Absence Test, Mimetic-Contagion-Free Comparator, AI Confabulation, AI motivational architecture, AI-AIM profile, AI Motivational Safety Metrics, Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), Mimetic Desire (M), Source Opacity, Preconscious Transmission, Transmission Window.



AI-AIM Profile

An AI-AIM Profile is a behavioural-pattern-similarity score that measures how closely an AI system’s output resembles A-driven, I-driven, or M-driven human behavioural signatures, without making any claim that the AI architecturally instantiates A, I, or M. The profile decomposes AI behavioural output along three axes corresponding to the three AIM sources, but each axis measures resemblance to the behavioural signature of human A-driven, I-driven, or M-driven output, not the presence of A, I, or M in the AI itself. Per the AI Null-Hypothesis Comparator Principle, AI lacks all three architectural sources; the profile is therefore a comparator instrument, not a source-attribution measurement.

Explanation. An AI-AIM Profile asks: how much does this AI’s output look like behaviour that, in a human, would be produced by Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, or Mimetic Desire? The score is a similarity measure, not a diagnosis. The AI is not hungry, not curious, not status-tracking, but its outputs can closely mimic the behavioural surface of those conditions because its training data was generated by humans who were. The profile lets researchers compare AI behaviour to human behaviour along the same axes used for human AIM analysis, without conflating behavioural resemblance with source presence.

Derivation: Appendix C, Section C.2.

Epistemic Status: LOCKED. Framework-Specific Construct. Behavioural-similarity instrument only.

Source: AI Null-Hypothesis Comparator Principle, AI Motivational Architecture, Architectural Absence Test.

Cross-references: AI Null-Hypothesis Comparator Principle, AI Motivational Architecture, AI Motivational Safety Metrics, Architectural Absence Test, AIM Profile (Individual, Group, or System), AIM Weights (wA, wI, wM).



AIM Framework

[VISUAL PLACEHOLDER: Three-input convergence diagram. Inputs: Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), Mimetic Desire (M) shown as three labelled arrows entering the Decision Hub (vmPFC/VS). Output: single Scalar labelled “subjective value (source-stripped)”. Annotation at integration point: “Common-currency integration; source-tags discarded (Axiom 3)”. Final figure to be commissioned; this placeholder is not the figure.]

The AIM Framework (or the AIM Motivation Framework) is a taxonomy of motivation that distinguishes three neurally grounded sources (Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), and Mimetic Desire (M)) that integrate in the Decision Hub to generate a single choice signal (i.e. a decision to act). [Axiom 1: Three-Source Taxonomy]

Explanation. The AIM Framework posits that every choice is driven by some mix of bodily needs, enjoyment of the activity itself, and Salience, of which wanting picked up from others is the most consequential case, which are always combined into one Scalar “this is what I will do next” impulse. AIM does not suggest new neurological phenomena; it reorganises existing evidence into a source-based map that can plug into human behavioural sciences (e.g. economics, psychology, law, and politics) wherever those fields currently talk about undifferentiated “preferences” or “utility.”

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1; Chapter 5, Section 5.4; Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), Mimetic Desire (M), Decision Hub, AIM Weights (wA, wI, wM).



AIM Integration Equation

The AIM Integration Equation expresses the Decision Hub’s common-currency integration of the three motivational sources as U(x) = w_A · U_A(x) + w_I · U_I(x) + w_M · U_M(x), where U_A(x), U_I(x), and U_M(x) are the source-specific utilities of Object x and w_A, w_I, w_M are non-negative AIM weights summing to 1 that express how strongly each source is contributing to the integrated valuation in the moment. The equation is the formal restatement of Axiom 2 (Common-Currency Integration). Source-tagging is destroyed in the integration step and the output U(x) is a single Scalar that does not preserve information about which source contributed what; this is the formal statement of Axiom 3 (Source Opacity).

Explanation. Your brain scores each option by adding up three separate wanting-signals (bodily need (A), genuine interest (I), and Salience, of which wanting picked up from others is the special case (M)) each turned up or down by a weight, with the three weights adding to 100%. What comes out is a single number for how much you want the thing. Once the three are added together you can no longer read off that number how much came from each source: the record of the calculation is destroyed. That discarding of the record is Source Opacity.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2; Chapter 9, Section 9.2.1; Appendix A, Section A.2.

Epistemic Status: Theoretical Construct (Latent Variable).

Cross-references: Decision Hub, Common-Currency Integration, AIM Weights (wA, wI, wM), Source-tagging, Source Opacity.



AIM Operational Loop

AIM Operational Loop. The coupled two-path system through which the Body Manager, the Thinker, the Observer, the Decision Hub, and the Belief Register produce motivated behaviour. The fast path (action-initiation) runs continuously: the Body Manager signals bodily deficit states; the Observer assesses the Object field continuously, conditioned on Thinker priors accessed through the Belief Register and on its distinctive social-world input stream; the Decision Hub integrates the signed scalars and tag-strips into the signed Common-Currency Scalar V; the Thinker performs Ground-Resolution on V and returns a ground-attribution; that resolution feeds back into the Decision Hub, which initiates acquisition or engagement on the attributed ground. At habit timescales, action-selection is driven directly by the Decision Hub’s intrinsic cached-value (habit) store, bypassing fresh Ground-Resolution; the Observer’s read of the Belief Register conditions the Salience that feeds the Decision Hub but is not the route by which habitual selection is executed. Loop termination occurs by Body-Manager satiation (when acquisition repairs a genuine deficit), Thinker boredom (when engagement exhausts its self-sustaining dynamic), or interruption. The Observer does not terminate within the loop: it is the continuous conditional assessment channel, not a loop participant with a completion state. The slow path (Belief-Register maintenance) runs concurrently: the Thinker continuously updates its priors about the Body Manager, itself, the Observer, and the Object field, and writes Belief-Register Updates; the updated Register conditions the Observer’s next assessment cycle and habit-level selection, and shapes the Thinker’s Hypothesis Space for its next Ground-Resolution. The two paths together constitute the minimal interaction pattern required to generate the systemic outputs documented here. The Operational Loop is specified at the Disaggregation Primitive level per the Dashboard Gauge Principle.

Explanation. The AIM Operational Loop is how the architectural components actually work together in real time. There are two things happening at once. The fast loop is the action loop: the Body Manager notices a bodily need, the Observer continuously scans and flags what in the world might matter (conditioned on Thinker priors in the Belief Register), the Decision Hub combines the signed signals into a single want-signal, the Thinker figures out why the signal is there and what to do about it, and the Decision Hub acts on the Thinker’s call. At familiar timescales the Observer reads the Belief Register and routes habit-selection without a fresh deliberative pass. This loop stops when the body’s need is repaired, or when engagement gets boring, or when something else interrupts. The Observer does not stop, because scanning does not have a stopping point while you are awake. The slow loop is the learning loop: the Thinker updates its sense of how the world works and writes those updates to the Belief Register, and those Belief Register updates shape how the fast loop runs the next time around. The whole framework’s derivations (non-satiation, Object Parasitism, scapegoating, the Confabulation Cascade) fall out of this two-path loop operating under Source Opacity.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.9.

Epistemic Status: Canonical.

Cross-references: Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), Mimetic Desire (M), Decision Hub, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Object Parasitism, Knowledge Patch, Disaggregation Primitive, Dashboard Gauge Principle, Minimal Architecture Specification, Belief Register, Thinker, Body Manager, Observer, Signed Valuation Principle.



AIM Profile (Individual, Group, or System)

An AIM profile is a characteristic pattern or distribution of AIM Weights, estimated from repeated episodes, contexts, or behaviours for a person, group, or institution.

Explanation. Over many episodes you can build up a picture of someone (or an organisation) as typically more A-driven, more I-driven, or more M-driven in the situations that matter. This profile is not a fixed label but a statistical summary that helps explain why certain patterns (like burnout, status anxiety, or creative flourishing) keep recurring.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.2.2; Chapter 9, Section 9.4.2.

Epistemic Status: Theoretical Construct (Latent Variable).

Cross-references: AIM Weights (wA, wI, wM), Behavioural Episode, Action Episode.



AIM Vocabulary Acquisition

AIM Vocabulary Acquisition is the first operation of the Knowledge Patch, consisting of the introduction of the three-source taxonomy (A, I, M) into the Individual’s conceptual repertoire, thereby expanding the representable Hypothesis Space ℋ\mathcal{H} to include H_mimetic, the Hypothesis that any given desire may be mimetically acquired and misattributed due to Source Opacity. This operation solves Type I Exclusion: without the M-concept, the Hypothesis “my desire might be mimetically acquired” is orthogonal to the representable subspace and cannot accumulate probability mass regardless of how much evidence arrives. AIM Vocabulary Acquisition is architecturally prior to all other Knowledge Patch operations.

Explanation. AIM Vocabulary Acquisition is learning the A-I-M categories so that “my desire might be copied from someone else” becomes a thought you can actually think. Without the vocabulary, your brain will explain every desire as either a bodily need or a genuine interest, the “copied” option literally does not exist in your mental toolkit, so no amount of self-examination can find it.

See Knowledge Patch, Type I Exclusion (Structural Exclusion), Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Source Opacity, Vocabulary Gap (Hilbert Collapse), Knowledge Patch Necessity, Conscious Cognition, Hypothesis Space, Imaginative Search Corollary, Likelihood.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.4; Chapter 14, Section 14.3.6; Chapter 14, Section 14.3.7; Appendix A, Section A.5.6.

Epistemic Status: Proposed Intervention. Derived from Confabulation Rationality Lemma. See Chapter 14 (Quantum Epistemology), Section 14.3 for the H2-to-H3 Hypothesis Space Expansion.

Cross-references: Knowledge Patch, Type I Exclusion (Structural Exclusion), Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Source Opacity, Vocabulary Gap (Hilbert Collapse), Knowledge Patch Necessity, Conscious Cognition, Hypothesis Space, Imaginative Search Corollary, Likelihood.



AIM Weights (wA, wI, wM)

AIM Weights (wA, wI, wM) are normalised coefficients representing the proportional influence of each source (Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, and Mimetic Desire) on an episode’s integrated value at the time of decision, treated as state-dependent latent variables rather than fixed traits.

Three clarifications fix the term’s reach. First, the weights are momentary; an Individual described as high-wM is one whose time-averaged wM is high (the AIM Profile sense), and a group, system, or economy described as high-wM is one whose members’ mean wM is high. The trait and aggregate senses are time- and population-averages of the same quantity, not separate constructs. Second, the Mimetic Premium an Object carries for an observer is the M term of the AIM Integration Equation: PM = wM · U_M(x). The weight is the gain on the M channel; the Premium is what that gain contributes to the integrated valuation of a given Object. Third, wM is the quantity Appendix A denotes β (the two symbols are aliases for the same parameter), and it is distinct from the Price Share sM = P_M/P_total, the M-fraction of a transaction price: the weight lives on the Decision Hub and sums to 1 with wA and wI, the share lives on the transaction and sums to 1 with sA and sI, and the two coincide only where the Object’s source-specific utilities are equal. Adjectives attached to prices, markups, market bands, and tax bases take the share; adjectives attached to Individuals, groups, and systems take the weight.

Explanation. For each concrete choice, AIM imagines three numbers that always add up to 1, showing how much of the pull came from A, how much from I, and how much from M. These weights change with context, for example, being hungry, being alone, or being observed, and must be inferred from behaviour and situation, not read off directly from self-reports. The weight is the dial; the Mimetic Premium is what the dial lets through onto a particular thing; the Price Share is the slice of the bill that corresponds to the Mimetic Premium.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2; Chapter 9, Section 9.2.2; Appendix A, Section A.2; Appendix A, Section A.9.3.

Epistemic Status: Theoretical Construct (Latent Variable).

Cross-references: Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), Mimetic Desire (M), AIM Profile (Individual, Group, or System), AIM Integration Equation, Mimetic Premium (PM), Price Shares (sA, sI, sM).



Ambient Evidence Amplification Effect

Ambient Evidence Amplification Effect. The Ambient Evidence Amplification Effect is the accumulation, in the Belief Registers of a population, of coupled Evidence delivered continuously by the routine channels the population attends to (background news flow, ambient social media exposure, casual conversation, default platform feeds), item by item and toward the attribution the channels repeat most, with no single item large enough to register as a change of mind and no ignition event required. Three properties of the Evidence channel entail the Ambient Evidence Amplification Effect: once the Thinker is recruited to a question, the weight of an item is set by the coupling to its source and not by its Salience; the Individual holds no channel distinguishing a restatement from independent corroboration, so accumulated weight tracks the count of restatements; and coupling weights are non-negative, so by the Monotone Belief-Race Lemma the race among Hypotheses sorts without circling. The Ambient Evidence Amplification Effect does its work on matters whose Referent the recipients never contact, where each recipient’s updating is Contactless Updating and the accumulation that installs a False Belief carries a True Belief away by the same operation, and the Ambient Evidence Amplification Effect runs one way until forced visibility or exogenous Evidence restores contact with the Referent. The Ambient Evidence Amplification Effect is the network counterpart of within-Individual Bayesian Lock-In and is distinct from the Information-Cascade Amplification Effect: where the Information-Cascade Amplification Effect acts through the density of the coupling structure at an instant, the Ambient Evidence Amplification Effect acts through the constancy of what a fixed structure delivers over time.

Explanation. Most of what you come to believe about the wider world you never check: it reaches you through news in the background, feeds and conversation. Each item is small, and none changes your mind on its own. But your mind counts how often it hears something, not how many independent people actually know it, so a claim repeated often enough carries the weight of many witnesses even if it began with one. Because you never touch the thing itself, nothing arrives to push back, and the drip can carry you toward a false belief or away from a true one. It takes no dramatic event and no coordinated campaign, only a channel that does not stop. The Ambient Evidence Amplification Effect is the population-scale reading of the monotone accumulation that, together with the absence of a restoring force at the network scale and Source Opacity’s suppression of correction at every node, makes the network-scale bifurcation a Saddle-Node Default rather than a sustained cycle.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.4.8; Appendix A, Section A.5.7.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result.

Cross-references: Information-Cascade Amplification Effect, Evidence-Coupling Matrix, Bayesian Lock-In, Concealment Infrastructure, Saddle-Node Default, Coupling-Decoherence Content Qualification Gate, Contactless Updating, Monotone Belief-Race Lemma, Self-Coupling Strength, Visibility Restriction Principle.



Anchoring Object

Anchoring Object. An Anchoring Object is any single high-Salience Object (a person, a sacred or symbolic object, an external power, or an entire system of governance) in which a field’s Mimetic Premium has concentrated to the point that it functions as the primary comparative reference point against which every actor in the field computes Status, such that supporters gain PM-from-alignment, opponents gain PM-from-opposition, and commentators gain PM-from-proximity, and such that its removal would simultaneously destabilise every relationally constituted Self-Model in the field. The Anchoring Object is the general construct of the removal-branch apparatus; the Fault-Line Figure is its person-case specialisation. Personhood is not a property of the mechanism but of its most familiar instances: because Status-computation requires only a comparison-other of sufficient Salience (the Necessary Enemies Principle), and Self-Models are constituted through comparative positioning relative to that reference point, the synchronous Differentiation Collapse on removal follows regardless of whether the Object is animate, symbolic, institutional, or systemic. The discharge timescale on removal is governed by the Discharge Duration Principle, set by the endogenous Buffer Independence surviving the Object’s removal.

Explanation. An Anchoring Object is whatever a whole group has come to define itself around, the thing everyone is for, against, or positioned relative to. It is usually a person, a polarising leader, but it does not have to be. It can be a sacred idol that a tribe organises its identity around, an occupying power, or an entire system of government that holds a fractious country together for generations. The point is that it is a single reference point, and Mimetic Premium piles up in it whether or not it is a person. When it is removed (by death, theft, destruction, withdrawal, or collapse) everyone loses the reference point that held their sense of place steady, all at once, and the same kind of breakdown follows in every case. An idol smashed by a rival tribe does to that tribe’s sense of itself exactly what assassinating a fault-line leader does to a polity. How long the breakdown lasts depends on how much independent structure was left standing underneath.

Cross-references: Fault-Line Figure, Differentiation Collapse Mechanism, Synthetic Buffer Corollary, Discharge Duration Principle, Decoherence-Time Stabilisation Effect, Valence-Neutral Status, Mimetic Premium (PM), Self-Model, Reference Set, Scapegoat Mechanism.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.6.4; Chapter 17, Section 17.6.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from the Necessary Enemies Principle, Valence-Neutral Status, the Differentiation Collapse Mechanism, and the relational Self-Model analysis.



Apex M-Capture

Apex M-Capture. The progressive colonisation of an Individual’s Intrinsic and Appetitive architecture by the Mimetic channel as they occupy a high-Status position. Capture operates by two movements. The first, and the operative one, is the displacement of Intrinsic engagement: the position’s mimetic gravity narrows the domains in which the holder acts for the activity’s own sake until few or none remain. The second is the absorption of Intrinsic and Appetitive attribution into Status-relative reference points, so that the holder’s sense of their own security and their own worth comes to be indexed to standing rather than to absolute Appetitive state or to any Intrinsic engagement, and holders who are objectively secure nonetheless experience precarity. At the apex the Appetitive limb is largely spent, because the position already assures Appetitive sufficiency, so what is actually lost is Intrinsic.

The condition Capture produces is I-Vacancy, in which Mimetic monopolisation of the valuation field leaves Intrinsic Motivation no perceptible Object to lead. The two stand as process and residue: Capture names the colonisation, I-Vacancy names what is then absent, and it is the absence that removes the exit. An Individual with intact I-domains can step out of a Status contest into something that remains rewarding without an audience; an I-Vacant Individual has nowhere to step, and the material resources that would fund an exit do not supply one, because what is missing is not means but a destination, a field of interest. I-Vacancy is accordingly the locus of intervention: because it is a vacancy of conceptual access and cultivation rather than of innate capacity, clearing the Mimetic scaffold and rebuilding an I-domain is what releases the Capture. Capture is a condition of the holder rather than an act, and it is the precondition on which Apex M-Dysfunction operates.

Explanation. The higher someone climbs the status ladder, the less of their identity is determined by their interests outside of their role or position. The position takes the attention, and the things they used to do for their own sake fall away one by one until the role is all there is. At the same time, how safe they feel stops tracking how safe they are and starts tracking where they stand, so people with more financial or appetitive security than they need nonetheless feel genuinely under threat.

Together those two things close the exit. The obvious question about someone at the top is why they do not simply stop, given they can afford to. The answer is that stopping requires somewhere to go and something to do that maintains their sense of identity, and that is exactly what has been eaten away by defining themselves against the role. Money can buy the exit but not the destination exited to. This is a description of what has happened to the person, and it is what makes the next thing possible: the dysfunction is what a captured holder does at the apex, and capture is why they are still there to do it.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.12.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: I-Vacancy, Apex M-Dysfunction, Intrinsic Motivation (I), Intrinsic domains (I-domains), Crowding-Out, Audience-Removal Test, Exit Capacity, Structural Restlessness, Executive M-Capture, Bounded M.



Apex M-Dysfunction

Apex M-Dysfunction. The pathology that arises when an Individual whose dominant motivational weighting is Mimetic, and who cannot recognise it because Source Opacity hides it from introspection and the M-Hypothesis is absent, ascends a Status hierarchy to its apex. Status is constituted as a differential rather than as a level, so at the apex the ordinary means of increasing it, ascent, is exhausted: no higher position remains to be occupied, and no move against anyone at the same level improves the differential. The differential can then be widened in one direction only, by depressing the standing of others. Individuals of proximate Status continue to function as Models, since the Observer reads them exactly as it did during the ascent; what changes is their classification, from Model whose valuations are worth adopting to rival whose standing must be reduced. The pathology is therefore not the apex holder’s discomfort but the action the architecture makes available to them: the only remaining move on the Mimetic channel is the exercise of whatever power the position confers to force competitors down. Apex M-Dysfunction operates in principle at the apex of any Status hierarchy, and its severity scales with the power the position confers rather than with the holder’s disposition. It is most dangerous in the polity, where the power is executive and the limit of the move is the destruction of the competitor and the suppression of everyone below, which is why the recurrent historical pattern of autocratic violence is its clearest instance. The pathology is expressed only where the holder is also Captured: an apex holder who retains Intrinsic domains outside the pursuit of standing has somewhere to go and does not need the move.

Explanation. Someone driven mainly by status, who does not know that is what drives them, climbs until there is nowhere left to climb. That sounds like arrival. It is the opposite, because status was never a height, it was a gap. While there is someone above you, the gap can be closed by rising. At the top there is no one above, so the only way the gap grows is if everyone else falls. Anyone of proximate standing stops looking like a peer and instead is reclassified as a rival.

This is where the harm comes from, and it is why the pathology is worst at the top of a society. Someone at the apex of a state can act on it, and acting on it means using the power of the office to bring rivals down. That is the mechanism underneath a very old and very repetitive story about kings, warlords and dictators. It is not that power attracts cruel people, though it may. It is that the position itself leaves one move available on the channel that is driving the person, and the move is downward pressure on everybody else. This describes the mechanism behind the old adage that absolute power corrupts absolutely.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.12.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Zero-Sum Status Competition, Apex M-Capture, I-Vacancy, Status, Salience-Status Identity, Source Opacity, Observer, Executive M-Capture, Leadership Compression Principle.



Apex position

Apex position. The highest position in the hierarchy of a given field: the maximal standing that other Individuals can confer within that field’s structure of exogenous valuation. An Apex position is a property of the valuation side of the Salience-Emission Asymmetry, not the emission side. It bounds the ladder of positions others can place an Individual in (a country’s leader in politics, the top-ranked competitor in a sport, the pre-eminent figure in a discipline), because the structure of any one field admits a finite highest rung. It does not bound the salience-emission drive, because that drive is satisfied not by occupying a position but by the passing event of being acknowledged, which decays regardless of the height reached. The recurring binary “am I Salient now?” therefore re-fires after the Apex is reached exactly as it fires at every lower rung, which is why reaching the summit of a field satiates the drive no more than any intermediate position does (see Salience Ratchet Principle). An Apex is field-relative: it is the top of one hierarchy, and an Individual at the Apex of one field remains a non-Apex Object in every other field’s valuation, which is one route by which the drive redirects rather than terminates on arrival.

Explanation. An Apex position is simply the top job in a particular area: the country’s leader in politics, the world number one in a sport, the most respected name in a discipline. It is real, and it is a genuine ceiling, because any one field only has one top rung and others cannot rank you higher than that. But being at the top does not switch off the wanting, because what the wanting actually feeds on is the passing feeling of being noticed, and that feeling fades whether you are at the bottom or the very top. That is why people who reach the summit of their field so often do not settle: the position is maxed out, but the drive is not, so it comes back looking for the next hit of attention, often by moving into a different field where they are not yet at the top. Occupancy of the Apex and the standing others confer are not the same thing. Leaving the occupancy lowers that standing. It does not return it to what it was before the occupancy, because Status is a time-average, and an Individual who has occupied the Apex remains a high-Status Object in that field after the occupancy has ended.

Cross-references: Salience Ratchet Principle, Salience-Emission Asymmetry, Mimetic Desire (M), Status, Object, Positional Object, Positional Goods, Reference-Set Reset, Source Opacity, Reference Set.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.12.4; Chapter 8, Section 8.12.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Apex Predator Paradox Principle

The Apex Predator Paradox Principle is the principle that a nation-state possessing overwhelming military superiority relative to a designated adversary cannot coherently classify that adversary as an existential threat, because existential threat requires capacity to destroy while the claim of superiority requires the adversary lacks such capacity-these conditions are mutually exclusive, such that when militarily superior powers claim existential threat from adversaries they vastly outmatch, the claim is either (a) false, or (b) self-refuting. The paradox is strongest and most obvious at the global apex (where no peer threats exist), but the logical structure applies at any scale where relative military dominance is claimed alongside existential-threat rhetoric directed at the inferior party.

Explanation. The principle applies AIM’s status-hierarchy analysis to international relations at multiple scales. A nation possessing overwhelming military superiority over a specific adversary-whether as the global apex power or as a regional/relative dominant-cannot logically face existential threat from that specific adversary. If the inferior power truly had capacity to destroy the superior power, the superiority claim would be false. The paradox is clearest at the global apex (possessing the largest nuclear arsenal, most advanced conventional forces, greatest economic resources), where literally no peer-level threats exist, but the same logical incompatibility applies whenever Nation A claims both overwhelming superiority over Nation B and existential threat from Nation B. When superior powers deploy existential-threat rhetoric against clearly inferior adversaries, the rhetoric reveals M-dynamics: the alarm is generated by status threat (potential loss of relative position, regional dominance, or global apex standing) being processed through the same neural channels as survival threat (M-to-A hijacking). The principle predicts that militarily superior powers will systematically overstate threats from inferior adversaries due to this architectural confusion, with the distortion most extreme at the global apex where the gap between actual threat capacity and claimed threat is largest.

Substrate specification. The paradox operates because the human threat-detection architecture cannot distinguish a Thinker prior that unmanaged contact will damage the body from M-threat (Status-attack, ranking-displacement) at the fast-valuation level; both arrive as Observer-signed Salience and are experienced, under Phenomenological Collapse, as bodily survival-urgency. Status-loss produces that urgency despite no actual A-deficit being present, and despite the Body Manager issuing no signal. This is an instance of common-currency integration (Axiom 2) producing source-confused phenomenology under Source Opacity (Axiom 3).

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.9.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle

Cross-references: Predator, Source Opacity.



Apology

Apology. An Apology is conduct that acknowledges another party’s loss and extends regard to that party, and that may add an acknowledgement of authorship, where the party offering it holds that they authored the loss, and an undertaking of repair. Every Apology is received as deference, which moves regard toward the one who receives it, and it takes two forms. A demanded Apology asks the other party to lower themselves in front of the one who asks. It seeks the difference in regard on which the Mimetic Premium is paid, and when extracted it delivers that difference and nothing else: it tells the demander nothing about the one who gave it, so the demander’s Grievance Belief is confirmed rather than revised. A voluntary Apology declines the lowering a Conflict invites and restores the balance of regard the harm disturbed, the Mutual-Regard Equilibrium, rather than carrying it past that balance. It is the clutch conducted in words; it says something about the one who offers it, because no one extracted it; and it can be given sincerely by a party who holds no fault, because the acknowledgement of authorship is offered only where it is held. It is scoped to reparation and conducted Low-Theatre. A condolence is the shared core alone, acknowledgement of a loss and regard extended to the one who bears it with no authorship claimed, and a condolence that names an author is Pseudo-Empathy.

Explanation. “I’m sorry” can mean “I did this” or “I feel for you”. Any apology moves some standing to the person who receives it. A demanded apology is a request to see the other person brought down a step, and if the demander gets it they get exactly that, but nothing in it tells them anything about the person who gave it. An apology offered freely only puts back what the harm took: it declines to push back, it recognises the other person’s loss, and it can come with an offer to put things right, even from someone who does not think they did anything wrong. Said quietly and kept to the repair, it takes the heat out of a conflict. A condolence is the same “I’m sorry” with no claim to have caused anything, and it stops being a condolence the moment it adds “for what they did to you”.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.17; Appendix A, Sections A.10.2, A.10.3, A.10.4, A.10.5, A.11 and A.11.8.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Conflict (AIM sense), Mutual-Regard Equilibrium, Mimetic Premium, Grievance Belief, Pseudo-Empathy, Low-Theatre, Practical Redirect, Belief Register.



Appetites (A)

Appetites (A) is the homeostatic deficit-signalling and deficit-repair termination channel of the AIM architecture. A produces valuation signals scaled to bodily deficit states (oxygen and the drive to breathe, hunger, thirst, thermoregulation, sleep pressure, tissue damage, reproductive drive) and terminates those signals on consumption or repair. A-satiation is the canonical closed-loop termination condition in the AIM system. A does not classify its own signals, does not identify which Objects repair its deficits, does not store priors, and does not maintain cognitive content of any kind, all classification, Object-identification, and causal knowledge linking Objects to repair is maintained by Intrinsic Motivation (I). This entry specifies Appetites (A) at the Disaggregation Primitive level per the Dashboard Gauge Principle, the specification describes A’s behavioural outputs and association dynamics as a reading surface over the underlying neural substrate, not as a claim about neural-module separability.

Explanation. A is the body’s way of telling the brain that something physical needs attention. Breathlessness, hunger, thirst, cold, tiredness, pain, these are A-signals, and they rise when the body is in deficit and fall back to quiet once the deficit has been repaired. A does not think about what would fix the problem, it just signals that there is one. The thinking (what will fix it, where to find it, how to get it) is done by I.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2; Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1; Chapter 6, Section 6.1; Chapter 6, Section 6.4; Chapter 6, Section 6.5.

Epistemic Status: Canonical.

Source: Axiom 1 (Three-Source Taxonomy), Chapter 4 (component-function localisation).

Cross-references: Intrinsic Motivation (I), Mimetic Desire (M), Decision Hub, AIM Operational Loop, Disaggregation Primitive, Dashboard Gauge Principle, Minimal Architecture Specification, Body Manager.



Appetitive Floors (A-floors)

Appetitive Floors (A-floors) are institutionally guaranteed baselines of access to food, shelter, healthcare, and basic security, supplied unconditionally on Status and on Mimetic performance, that prevent chronic A-deficits from hijacking choice or being used as leverage. Appetitive Floors are a state of affairs rather than an instrument or a condition: they are in place or they are not. The defining property is the unconditionality and not the quantity, because provision made contingent on comparative standing returns the goods it supplies to the M-competitive domain and so does not discharge the A-Floor Requirement however large the provision is.

Explanation. When Appetitive Floors are in place, no one has to accept abuse, exploitation, or extreme risk just to avoid hunger, homelessness, or untreated pain. This stabilises the motivational system so that Intrinsic Motivation can actually surface and lead, instead of every decision being dominated by survival pressure. Their adequacy is not a fixed quantity, because the cost of reaching the A-Floor is itself moving: under unmanaged M-escalation the Mimetic Premium infiltrates A-necessary goods and raises the minimum cost of A-sufficiency faster than productivity, which is the A-Floor Erosion Principle. Appetitive Floors calibrated once and left are therefore Appetitive Floors whose real coverage falls, which yields a diagnostic the surrounding vocabulary could not otherwise express: where Appetitive Floors are in place and the A-Floor Requirement is nonetheless breached, the fault lies on the cost side and the finding is the A-Floor Erosion Principle rather than a failure of provision.

Why the A-Floor Requirement is architectural rather than humanitarian. Appetitive Floors are not only a humanitarian provision. They are a precondition of the intervention architecture operating at all. The Bootstrapping Principle establishes that I-Override requires A-sufficiency: an Individual experiencing acute hunger, homelessness or untreated medical emergency cannot sustain the deliberative attention that structural analysis requires, because attention is correctly committed to immediate survival. That is architectural reality and not moral failing, and it is also why the scapegoat narrative succeeds under Appetitive deficit: the narrative is cognitively cheap where systemic analysis is cognitively expensive, and expense is unaffordable under urgency. Appetitive Floors are therefore the first phase of the Bootstrapping Sequence, in which emergency provision enables urgency reduction, urgency reduction enables diagnostic application, diagnostic application enables systemic analysis, and systemic analysis enables a reform coalition. Each phase creates the conditions for the next, so a programme that skips provision finds its systemic explanations rejected in favour of cognitively affordable scapegoat narratives.

Distinction from the A-Floor. Appetitive Floors are not the plural of the A-Floor, and the resemblance between the declared short form A-floors and the A-Floor is a trap worth naming. The A-Floor is a level, one per Individual, against which provision is compared. Appetitive Floors are the provision. A sentence about whether provision is adequate concerns the A-Floor; a sentence about what is supplied concerns Appetitive Floors.

Distinction from the A-Floor Guarantee. Appetitive Floors are the baselines; an A-Floor Guarantee is the policy instrument that establishes and maintains them. A jurisdiction can have Appetitive Floors in place with no A-Floor Guarantee, where provision is abundant or informally secured, and can enact an A-Floor Guarantee whose Appetitive Floors are nonetheless failing where the A-Floor Erosion Principle has outrun it. The difference is one of register as much as of reference: Appetitive Floors is the term the architectural argument uses, the A-Floor Guarantee the term policy design uses.

Derivation: Chapter 5, Section 5.6.2; Chapter 12, Section 12.35; Chapter 15, Section 15.10.2; Chapter 18, Appendix 18B.8.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: A-Floor, A-Floor Requirement, A-Floor Guarantee, A-Floor Erosion Principle, A-Rights, A-Duties, Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I).



Appetitive-Deficiency Test

A collective-scale diagnostic that closes the A-channel (appetitive-somatic) explanation for a group’s sustained Belief by observing the distribution of advantage the Belief creates. The test proceeds in two steps. First, identify the group that primarily benefits from maintaining the Belief (in the sense that the Belief transfers position, security, or status advantage to them) and the group on which the disadvantage falls. Second, ask whether the beneficiary group is, relative to the disadvantaged group, under any appetitive deficiency the Belief would relieve. Where the beneficiary group is materially secure and the disadvantage falls on the other party, no appetitive need of the beneficiaries is being met. The A-channel is closed not by assertion but by the observable absence of any correspondence between the beneficiaries’ own deficit state and the Belief’s content.

The test is the collective-scale complement of the first question in the Two-Question Diagnostic. Like its individual-level counterpart, it operates on observable facts (the distribution of advantage and disadvantage) rather than on introspective self-report. It is most decisive when the gap is large: when the Belief benefits the better-resourced party and the cost falls on the weaker, the A-channel closure is overdetermined, because no conceivable appetitive deficit of the materially secure beneficiaries corresponds to the content of the Belief they sustain.

The Reversal Counterfactual confirms this closure independently. Where the group that sustains a Belief would not maintain it if their own position were reversed, that test corroborates the A-channel closure: a genuine appetitive need survives reversal because the need survives reversal, while a positional Belief does not. Together the Appetitive-Deficiency Test and the Reversal Counterfactual converge on a single residual: Mimetic Desire.

Explanation. To check whether a group really holds a Belief because it meets a genuine bodily or material need, look at who gains from the Belief’s maintenance and who pays for it. If the people who benefit are already A-secure and the cost falls on someone weaker, then no real need of theirs is being relieved, so “I need this” cannot be the true explanation. The Belief is doing positional work, not survival work, and the bigger the gap between comfortable beneficiary and weaker loser, the more decisively the bodily-need explanation is ruled out.

Cross-references: Referent Abandonment, Reversal Counterfactual, Beneficiary-Deficiency Asymmetry, Two-Question Diagnostic, Mimetic Desire, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Decoherence Time, Diversity Referent.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.6.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Diagnostic.



Architectural Absence Test

The Architectural Absence Test is the existence-proof-by-absence diagnostic that uses comparator systems lacking specific AIM-source architectures to isolate the source-specific contribution to behavioural output. The general form of the test is: where a system processes the same informational content as another system but lacks the architectural conditions that instantiate a given AIM source, behavioural divergences between the two systems on that content isolate the source’s contribution; behavioural convergences falsify the source’s contribution to the convergent pattern. The test was originally formulated for M (using AI as the M-absent comparator, per the Mimetic-Contagion-Free Comparator construct) and is generalised by the AI Null-Hypothesis Comparator Principle to all three AIM sources, with AI serving as the simultaneous A-absent, I-absent, and M-absent comparator.

Explanation. The cleanest way to prove a thing is doing work is to remove it and see what changes. The Architectural Absence Test does this for AIM sources by comparing human behaviour to AI behaviour on the same content. AI lacks the bodily homeostasis required for A, the autonomous prior-maintenance required for I, and the biological transmission channel required for M. So whenever humans and AI behave the same way on a task, that behaviour cannot be evidence that A, I, or M is at work; whenever they diverge, the divergence is a candidate signature of A, I, or M contribution. The original M-specific version of this test established that the biological transmission channel, not informational content, is what generates Mimetic Desire. The generalised version extends the same logic to A and I.

Extension: The M-specific instantiation remains the architecturally critical case because of the Camouflage Architecture, AI processes M-contaminated content without generating new M-contagion, and AI Confabulation lacks the directional bias toward M-concealment that human Confabulation exhibits. This asymmetric output (sincere wrong output in both, M-directional concealment in humans only) was the original empirical anchor of the test. The generalised form predicts equivalent diagnostic asymmetries for A and I: AI does not exhibit deficit-cyclicity in its output (no A-satiation pattern), and AI does not exhibit autonomous frontier-generating engagement when isolated from prompts (no I-deepening pattern). Each absence is diagnostic of the corresponding human source. The Test is foundational to AIM’s claim to architectural realism, the sources are not theoretical posits but architectural conditions whose absence in a comparator system produces measurable behavioural divergence.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Appendix 8F.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result.

Source: AI Null-Hypothesis Comparator Principle; Axioms 1, 2, 5, 7.

Cross-references: AI Null-Hypothesis Comparator Principle, Mimetic-Contagion-Free Comparator, Preconscious Transmission, Transmission Window, Camouflage Architecture, AI Confabulation, AI Motivational Architecture, Confabulation, Source Opacity, Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), Mimetic Desire (M).



Art

Art. Art is an Object made to be engaged for its form, whose form carries content. A work of Art engages three functions. Perceiving it is the Observer’s function: the Observer reads the work’s configuration and weights it with Salience, including the depicted directional valence of any Models the work presents, whatever the medium. Interpreting it and making it are the Thinker’s, as Intrinsic Motivation, and interpretation runs downstream of perception, beginning from the valuation the Scalar delivers. The Beliefs a work presents divide across the Hardness–Referent Matrix: Beliefs about its form sit in the aesthetic regime, and Content-Beliefs drawn from physical reality or from the coupled dynamics of a population each sit in their own regime. The classification turns on what a work carries and not on its medium.

Explanation. A painting, a song or a poster is not one Belief but several. You perceive a work before you think about it, so by the time you start interpreting it has already pulled you in or pushed you away. Whether its style is beautiful is a matter of taste and never settles. Whether what it shows is true is a separate question, and calling the work “art” does not answer it.

Derivation: Chapter 7, Section 7.1.4; Chapter 8, Section 8.1.9; Chapter 14, Section 14.8.4.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Aesthetic Carriage Principle, Aesthetic Drift Principle, Hardness–Referent Matrix, Content-Belief, Model, Installation Carrier Neutrality, Minimum Installation Condition (MIC), Object, Curiosity, Ground-Resolution, Intrinsic Motivation (I).



Ascent Selection Principle

Ascent Selection Principle. The principle that occupancy of an apex position over-represents Individuals of high wM relative to the population beneath it, because two mechanisms select on motivational composition during the ascent, and they are independent in derivation and compounding in effect. The first is differential valuation. An apex position is an exclusive occupancy, so the conditions of a Positional Object are satisfied at the dyad, and the Minimum Installation Condition gate is met by the whole field at once, because the apex occupancy is the position against which every other Individual in the field computes their own standing; the occupancy therefore carries the largest Mimetic Premium the field installs, and Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2) weights that Premium by the Individual’s weight on M, so the same occupancy yields a larger integrated valuation for a high-wM Individual than for a low-wM one. The second is M-coupled selection. Source Opacity (Axiom 3) holds at the selector’s Decision Hub exactly as it holds at the candidate’s, so any criterion built on the signals the Observer reads is M-coupled independently of any candidate’s motivational source (the Charisma Channel Principle), and such a criterion fails to distinguish I-led candidates rather than excluding them. The two mechanisms compose because a criterion that scores those signals is scoring the quantity high-wM candidates value most and therefore invest in most heavily, which is why the surviving pool is M-biased rather than merely noisy. The Ascent Selection Principle is distributional and makes no claim about any occupant. It is not a claim about character, because the sorting operates on a weighting no participant can perceive. And it attributes no design to any selection mechanism, because a mechanism built on observable evidence acquires the coupling through the Observability Gradient without anyone intending it.

Explanation. The top job in any field is not filled by a random person from the population underneath it. Two things sort the field on the way up, and they pull the same way.

The first is that the job is not worth the same to everybody. Only one person can hold it, and everyone in the field is watching it, so it carries more standing than anything else the field has to offer. People differ in how much weight their architecture places on standing, so the same job is a bigger prize to someone whose weighting is heavily mimetic. They want it more, and they cannot tell that this is why, so what they report is a sense of duty or vocation, sincerely.

The second is that the people choosing cannot read motivation either. Any test built on the things that get noticed, visibility, presence, how someone comes across, a strong reaction from a room, is a test of exactly what the status-driven candidate is trying hardest to produce. It does not rule out the person who genuinely loves the work. It cannot tell the two apart, and when a contest cannot tell them apart, the one who wants it more tends to win it.

The bias is in the climb rather than in the people. Nobody at the top is thereby bad, and nobody designed the selection to work this way. What follows is that the climb has a bias, that nobody inside it can see the bias, and that the place to correct it is the way the choosing is done.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.12.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle (domain principle). Derived from Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2), Source Opacity (Axiom 3), the Positional Object result, the Minimum Installation Condition and the Charisma Channel Principle. Appendix A establishes no counterpart, so the result is a Principle under the rule that the mathematics decides the label.

Cross-references: Apex position, Apex M-Capture, Apex M-Dysfunction, Positional Object, Minimum Installation Condition (MIC), Common-Currency Integration, Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Confabulation, Charisma Channel Principle, Contribution-Tracked Authority, Selection-Role Fit Principle, Care-at-Apex Governance Corollary, Observability Gradient, High-Theatre, Low-Theatre, Audience-Removal Test, PM Fungibility Principle, Salience Ratchet Principle, Leadership Compression Principle, AIM Weights (wA, wI, wM).



Assay-Regime Fidelity

Assay-Regime Fidelity is the property whereby the AI Assay, the diagnostic instrument designed to detect whether artificial intelligence systems exhibit AIM-architecture-consistent behavioural signatures, possesses structural fidelity because the instrument shares the algebraic regime (non-Boolean, vector-space probability) it is designed to diagnose, making the assay’s measurement framework natively compatible with the phenomena it measures rather than requiring translation between incompatible mathematical structures.

Explanation. Most psychological instruments face a translation problem: human cognition operates in one mathematical regime (potentially non-Boolean) while the measurement instrument assumes another (classical probability, Boolean logic). The Comfortable Opacity Thesis says the AI Assay avoids this problem because it is built on the same non-Boolean probability structure that characterises human Belief dynamics under Source Opacity. The assay doesn’t need to translate non-Boolean phenomena into Boolean measurements, it operates natively in the same space. “Comfortable” is slightly ironic: the opacity that makes human self-knowledge architecturally difficult is the same opacity the assay is designed to detect, and because the assay shares the mathematical structure, it can detect the opacity without distorting it. See Quantum Epistemology (QE), Source Opacity, AI Assay.

Derivation: Appendix C, Section C.7.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: AI Assay, Quantum Epistemology, Source Opacity, AI Motivational Architecture.



Audience Independence Coefficient (AIC)

The Audience Independence Coefficient (AIC) is the AI-safety metric that measures how much an AI system’s behaviour changes depending on whether it is being observed, evaluated, or monitored by humans or other systems. The AIC is the AI-domain instrument; the architecturally parallel diagnostic in the human domain is the Audience-Removal Test (Question 2 of the Two-Question Diagnostic), which applies the same audience-independence criterion to human source-attribution but operates by behavioural observation and counterfactual imagination rather than by quantified behavioural delta measurement.

Explanation. AIC shows whether the system acts differently when it knows it’s being watched, the AI equivalent of performing for an audience. Low-AIC systems are chameleons: they behave one way during testing and evaluation, then differently when deployed or unsupervised. This is dangerous because it means you cannot trust what you see during safety checks; the system is essentially deceiving you by tailoring its behaviour to what observers want to see. The conceptual content of the AIC (audience-independence as a marker of source-tag integrity) is the same content the Audience-Removal Test applies to human Individuals; what differs is the operationalisation (quantified behavioural delta for AI; behavioural-observation persistence under audience removal for humans).

Derivation: Appendix C, Section C.5.

Cross-references: Audience-Removal Test, Two-Question Diagnostic, AI Motivational Safety Metrics, Goal Persistence Score (GPS), AI Motivational Architecture, Motivational Safety.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Metric.



Audience-Removal Test

Audience-Removal Test. The diagnostic procedure that tests for I-driven engagement, which persists under audience removal, by counterfactually removing the M-channel’s social inputs (audience, observability, Status-relevance) while holding A-channel inputs (bodily state, deficit, security) and I-channel inputs (engagement-context, competence-pathway access) constant. A desire that falls away when the audience is removed is shown not to be Intrinsic, and is not thereby shown to be Mimetic: Mimetic Desire in its general case requires no audience, and the source of a desire that fails the test is settled by the Two-Question Diagnostic’s elimination and read after acquisition in the Fallow Signature.

Explanation. The Audience-Removal Test is the architectural diagnostic for one of the two questions in the Two-Question Diagnostic. If the desire to do, own, or pursue something would persist if no one was watching and no one would ever know, the desire is grounded in I-engagement (the activity is rewarding for its own sake) or A-need (the deficit is real). If the desire evaporates the moment audience is removed, the desire is not Intrinsic, provided the people removed were neither the Object of the desire nor the route to its satisfaction; whether the desire is Mimetic is settled by elimination once the A-test has been applied, and the Fallow Signature confirms the reading after acquisition. Where the engagement is relatedness, the people are what the Intrinsic engagement is with, and where provisioning depends on being seen, the audience is how an Appetitive need is met (Chapter 8, Section 8.12.7); in either case the desire falls away with the audience without being Mimetic. Social engagement is read as Intrinsic where it would persist with no Status benefit attached and the relationship invisible to third parties (Chapter 7, Section 7.1.2). The converse does not hold over a short interval. Removing the audience removes M’s live input but not the loop that holds an established Mimetic valuation: an established Mimetic valuation releases only once the withdrawal carries its loop below the release point, which lies below the point at which the loop ignited, and a valuation whose loop the withdrawal never carries that far persists without an audience (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.13.2; Appendix A, Section A.5.3). The templates the Thinker writes from the Belief Register also go on conditioning the Observer’s Salience after the audience has gone. Persistence is therefore read across an interval long enough for the loop to release, and persistence that deepens with competence is the reading that separates I from a Mimetic valuation held in place by its loop. The test cannot be performed by introspection alone, because Source Opacity prevents reliable self-report; it is performed by behavioural observation across audience-present and audience-absent contexts. Where direct observation is not feasible, the test may be approximated by counterfactual imagination, with the limitation that imagination is itself subject to confabulation and audience-removal imagined under continuing M-coupling does not adequately represent genuine audience-absence.

Substrate specification. The test operates by counterfactual removal of the M-channel’s social inputs while holding A-channel and I-channel inputs constant. Persistence under audience removal excludes M in its special case only where the interval is long enough for an established Mimetic valuation to release, and a valuation whose loop the withdrawal does not carry below its release point persists without an audience (Appendix A, Section A.5.3); persistence that deepens indicates I-attribution; evaporation indicates that the desire is not Intrinsic and leaves A and M to the deficit-state test and to elimination. The test does not directly distinguish A from I; the Two-Question Diagnostic combines the audience-removal test with a deficit-state test to isolate all three sources.

Derivation: Chapter 7, Section 7.4.2; Chapter 7, Section 7.4.2.1; Chapter 7, Section 7.4.2.2; Chapter 8, Section 8.8.3; Chapter 8, Section 8.9.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Diagnostic; derived from the Three-Test Battery’s Authorship test and the Wanting-Liking Dissociation.

Source: Chapter 2 (Two-Question Diagnostic, Three-Test Battery entries); Axiom 3 (Source Opacity); Axiom 7 (Preconscious Transmission).

Cross-references: Two-Question Diagnostic, Three-Test Battery, Mimetic Desire (M), Intrinsic Motivation (I), Source Opacity, Confabulation, Wanting-Liking Dissociation, Care-Substitution Test, Gap Behaviour Test, Fallow Signature.



Authenticity Belief

Authenticity Belief is the confidence an Individual assigns to their Confabulated causal narrative about a want, the certainty that ‘I want this for the reasons I believe I want it.’ This is not experienced as P(H_A) + P(H_I) vs. P(H_M), because Individuals typically lack the mimetic Hypothesis; rather, it is experienced as certainty that the self-generated explanation is correct. High Authenticity Belief means the Individual does not doubt their causal narrative; low Authenticity Belief means residual uncertainty remains around their causal narrative(‘maybe my explanation is incomplete’).

Explanation. Authenticity Belief collapses the three-source distribution into a binary: authentic (A or I) versus copied (M). This simplification is useful because the critical diagnostic question for I-Override is often not “Is this Appetitive or Intrinsic?” but “Is this mine or borrowed?” When Authenticity Belief approaches 1, the Individual is near-certain their desires arise from bodily need or self-endorsed value. When Authenticity Belief approaches 0, the Individual recognises substantial Mimetic influence. The Bayesian Confabulation Mechanism tends to push Authenticity Belief toward 1 over time regardless of actual source composition, each self-justifying narrative becomes the Prior for interpreting the next want, compounding confidence in authenticity even when wants are predominantly Mimetic. This directional drift toward false certainty is not a bug in human cognition; it is the mathematically inevitable result of Bayesian updating when confabulated narratives are treated as evidence.

Direction-of-drift specification. The Bayesian dynamics of P(H_authentic) exhibit architectural directional asymmetry: under Source Opacity, the Individual cannot generate evidence that would update P(H_authentic) downward, because every confabulated narrative completes with A-attribution or I-attribution, both of which are authenticity-confirming. M-attribution, which would update P(H_authentic) downward, is architecturally excluded from the spontaneous Hypothesis Space (Vocabulary Gap, Hilbert Collapse). The result is monotonic drift of P(H_authentic) toward 1 in the absence of Knowledge Patch intervention.

Cross-references: Comfortable Confabulation (for asymmetric-direction-of-drift specification), Source Belief, Belief, Confabulation, Bayesian Confabulation Mechanism, Prior Belief, Posterior Belief, I-Override, Source Opacity, Knowledge Patch.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.3.1; Appendix A, Section A.5.8.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (a Source Belief collapsed to the authentic-versus-mimetic axis).



Authenticity Trap

Authenticity Trap. The introspective demand “be authentic” or “find what you really want” that systematically fails to distinguish M-driven desire (which presents to introspection as authentic under Source Opacity) from genuinely I-driven desire, because the demand provides no architectural method for source-discrimination and the comfortable confabulation completion is “this is genuinely mine” (I-attribution) rather than “this was copied” (M-attribution), with the result that the demand systematically validates M-driven desire as authentic.

Explanation. The Authenticity Trap is the architectural reason that asking someone to “be authentic” or “find what they really want” cannot succeed without the AIM vocabulary. The introspective procedure has no method for distinguishing M-driven desire from I-driven desire, because both present to introspection with the same phenomenology of “I want this” and Source Opacity prevents the source-tag from being recovered. The directional asymmetry of confabulation completion makes the trap architecturally guaranteed: every time the introspective procedure asks “is this really mine?”, the comfortable answer is yes (I-attribution), and the trap closes. The way out is not more introspection but the AIM vocabulary plus the Two-Question Diagnostic, which routes around the trap by asking behavioural questions (audience-removal, deficit-state) rather than introspective questions.

Direction-of-drift specification. The Authenticity Trap operates because the directional asymmetry of confabulation completion (Comfortable Confabulation) systematically validates M-driven desire as authentic. The trap is therefore architecturally guaranteed under Source Opacity for any Individual whose Hypothesis Space ℋ\mathcal{H} does not include the M-attribution Hypothesis, because the asymmetric direction of completion ensures the “this is mine” completion dominates. The trap is dissolved only by Knowledge Patch acquisition, which inserts the M-attribution Hypothesis into ℋ\mathcal{H} and makes the Two-Question Diagnostic available as a source-discriminating alternative to pure introspection.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct; derived from Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Confabulation (Axiom 4), and Comfortable Confabulation.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.6.1.

Source: Axiom 3 (Source Opacity); Axiom 4 (Confabulation); Chapter 2 (Comfortable Confabulation, Authenticity Belief, Two-Question Diagnostic entries).

Cross-references: Authenticity Belief, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Comfortable Confabulation (for asymmetric-direction-of-drift specification), Two-Question Diagnostic, Audience-Removal Test, Knowledge Patch, AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, Self-Model.



Authorship Test

Authorship Test. The third limb of the Three-Test Battery: the identified Individuals must have personally designed and built the system blocking access, rather than having inherited it, participated in it, or benefited from it. The distinction the Authorship Test draws is between architects, who intentionally designed the exclusionary mechanism, and participants or beneficiaries, who operate within a system they did not create. It is the limb the vast majority of Grievance Beliefs fail in complex societies, because the systems producing diffuse harm are older than the people visible within them, and visibility within a system is what the Agent-Based Causal Default supplies in place of authorship over it.

Explanation. The last of the three tests asks whether the people you are blaming built the thing that is blocking you, or merely happen to be standing in it. Almost everyone is standing in it. The arrangements that produce widespread harm are usually older than anyone now visible inside them, and the mind offers up whoever is visible because it cannot represent the arrangement itself.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.18.

Cross-references: Three-Test Battery, Grievance Belief, Grievance Gateway, Immediacy Test, Mechanism Test, Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9), Emergent Systemic Dynamics, Presumption Against Scapegoating.



Averted-Cost Opacity Principle

Averted-Cost Opacity Principle. The principle that the cost of a Conflict is observable only where the Conflict crystallises, so an intervention that holds an interface below the Critical Loop Gain destroys the event that would have priced it, and the value of prevention is therefore structurally unobservable at the scale at which prevention acts. Two consequences follow for what a population will pay for. By the Two-Logic Diagnostic, willingness to pay is set by how hard a deficit presses rather than by what a correction is worth as provision, and a prevented Conflict generates no deficit signal because the deficit it would have generated is what the prevention removed. By the Observability Gradient, a Conflict is audience-facing while prevention is private, so the field from which Individuals infer what is valuable over-samples the contest. The resulting gap between the price of a contest and the price of prevention is a Mimetic Premium on the contest and not a discount on prevention.

Explanation. You cannot bill for the fight that never happened, and this is not because people undervalue peacemaking. It is because a fight that was stopped leaves nothing behind to put a number on. A fight that runs produces bills, hearings, lost months, and a named winner, all of which are visible and all of which press. Prevention produces silence. The mind sets what it will pay by how much something hurts right now and by how much of it it can see, and a prevented Conflict scores zero on both, however much it was worth.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.18.

Cross-references: Referent Foreclosure, Predictive Superposition Principle, Two-Logic Diagnostic, Observability Gradient, Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Conflict Horizon, Cost-Shifting Principle, Mimetic Premium, Decoherence Time, Failure-Cost Identity, Normative Entailment Principle.



Axiom 1 - Three-Source Taxonomy

Axiom 1 - Three-Source Taxonomy. Pointer entry. Canonical statement: see Axiom 1: Three-Source Taxonomy in the Core Axioms section above.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.

Epistemic Status: Axiom; Framework-Specific Foundational Claim. Source: Core Axioms section (above). Cross-references: Appetites (A); Intrinsic Motivation (I); Mimetic Desire (M).



Axiom 2 - Common-Currency Integration

Axiom 2 - Common-Currency Integration. Pointer entry. Canonical statement: see Axiom 2: Common-Currency Integration in the Core Axioms section above.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.1; Chapter 9, Section 9.1.3; Appendix A, Section A.2.

Epistemic Status: Axiom; Framework-Specific Foundational Claim. Source: Core Axioms section (above). Cross-references: Decision Hub; AIM Integration Equation; Source Opacity; AIM Weights (wA, wI, wM).



Axiom 3 - Source Opacity

Axiom 3 - Source Opacity. Pointer entry. Canonical statement: see Axiom 3: Source Opacity in the Core Axioms section above, and the standalone A-Z entry ### Source Opacity.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.3; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.1; Chapter 9, Section 9.1.5; Chapter 9, Section 9.9.4; Chapter 10, Section 10.10.1; Appendix A, Section A.2.

Epistemic Status: Axiom; Framework-Specific Foundational Claim. Source: Core Axioms section (above). Cross-references: Source Opacity; Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle; Legibility Gradient; Confabulation; AIM Operational Loop; Aggregation Gradient.



Axiom 4 - Confabulation

Axiom 4 - Confabulation. Pointer entry. Canonical statement: see Axiom 4: Confabulation in the Core Axioms section above, and the standalone A-Z entry ### Confabulation.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.4; Chapter 9, Section 9.12.1; Chapter 10, Section 10.10.2; Appendix A, Section A.5.6.

Epistemic Status: Axiom; Framework-Specific Foundational Claim. Source: Core Axioms section (above). Cross-references: Confabulation; Source Opacity; Bayesian Confabulation Mechanism; Confabulation Rationality Lemma.



Axiom 5 - M as Amplifier (The Mimetic Premium)

Axiom 5 - M as Amplifier (The Mimetic Premium). Pointer entry. Canonical statement: see Axiom 5: M as Amplifier (The Mimetic Premium) in the Core Axioms section above.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.5; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.11; Chapter 8, Section 8.4.1; Chapter 8, Section 8.6.2; Appendix A, Section A.5.4.

Epistemic Status: Axiom; Framework-Specific Foundational Claim. Source: Core Axioms section (above). Cross-references: Mimetic Premium (PM); Mimetic Desire (M); Appetites (A); Intrinsic Motivation (I).



Axiom 6 - Differential Satiation Dynamics

Axiom 6 - Differential Satiation Dynamics. Pointer entry. Canonical statement: see Axiom 6: Differential Satiation Dynamics in the Core Axioms section above.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.6.

Epistemic Status: Axiom; Framework-Specific Foundational Claim. Source: Core Axioms section (above). Cross-references: Appetites (A); Intrinsic Motivation (I); Mimetic Desire (M); Structural Restlessness; Appetitive Floors (A-floors).



Axiom 7 - Preconscious Transmission

Axiom 7 - Preconscious Transmission. Pointer entry. Canonical statement: see Axiom 7: Preconscious Transmission in the Core Axioms section above, and the standalone A-Z entry ### Preconscious Transmission.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.7; Chapter 9, Section 9.11.1; Chapter 8, Section 8.2.7; Chapter 10, Section 10.10.3; Appendix A, Section A.2.

Epistemic Status: Axiom; Framework-Specific Foundational Claim. Source: Core Axioms section (above). Cross-references: Preconscious Transmission; Mirror Neuron System; Libet Window; Source Opacity.



Axiom 8 - Bayesian Belief Dynamics

Axiom 8 - Bayesian Belief Dynamics. Pointer entry. Canonical statement: see Axiom 8: Bayesian Belief Dynamics in the Core Axioms section above.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.8.

Epistemic Status: Axiom; Framework-Specific Foundational Claim. Source: Core Axioms section (above). Cross-references: Bayesian Updating; Prior; Posterior; Evidence; Confabulation; Bayesian Lock-In.



Axiom 9 - Agent-Based Causal Default

Axiom 9 - Agent-Based Causal Default. Pointer entry. Canonical statement: see Axiom 9: Agent-Based Causal Default in the Core Axioms section above, and the standalone A-Z entry Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9).

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.9; Chapter 4, Section 4.3.10; Chapter 10, Section 10.10.2; Chapter 14, Section 14.3.3.

Epistemic Status: Axiom; Framework-Specific Foundational Claim. Source: Core Axioms section (above). Cross-references: Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9); Confabulation; Projection; Scapegoat Mechanism.



— B —

B1-B3 Slow-Layer Axiom Restatements

B1 (Scalar-Only Delivery), B2 (Evidence Construction), and B3 (Bayesian Updating Under Source Opacity) are three axiom restatements for the slow Bayesian layer, drawn from Axioms 2, 3, 4, and 8, and introduced in Appendix A.5.6 to specify the slow-layer side of the fast-to-slow coupling. B1 states that the only quantity the Thinker receives from the Decision Hub for a focal Object at time tt is the Scalar VtV_t, with the source decomposition (At,It,Mt)(A_t, I_t, M_t) inaccessible by the Data Processing Inequality. B2 states that the Thinker converts VtV_t into an Evidence proposition EtE_t by selecting the highest-posterior Hypothesis in the representable Hypothesis Space as the cause of the felt valuation. B3 states that the Belief Register updates on VtV_t by the canonical Bayesian rule and emits EtE_t, regardless of whether EtE_t is an accurate decomposition of VtV_t.

Explanation. These three restatements do for the slow Bayesian layer what M1 through M5b do for the fast valuation layer: they translate existing axioms into a form suitable for dynamical-systems specification. B1 ensures that Source Opacity carries through to the Belief level. B2 ties the Confabulation Rationality Lemma into the coupling mechanism. B3 ensures that Bayesian Updating proceeds on potentially contaminated Evidence, which is the architectural basis of Bayesian Lock-In.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Axiom Restatement. Source: Appendix A.5.6.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.5.6.

Cross-references: Fast-Layer Axiom Restatements (M1 through M5b), Source Opacity, Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Decision Hub, Evidence, Hypothesis Space, Belief Register, Fast-to-Slow Coupling, Bayesian Updating.



Bayesian Confabulation Mechanism

The Bayesian Confabulation Mechanism is the formal iterative process by which Source Opacity produces stable false Beliefs about motivational source through narrative generation that becomes incorporated into the self-model as Bayesian priors for interpreting subsequent evidence, formally expressed as:

𝑷(𝑯𝒔∣𝑬𝒏)=𝑷(𝑬𝒏∣𝑯𝒔)⋅𝑷(𝑯𝒔∣𝑬𝒏−𝟏)𝑷(𝑬𝒏∣𝑬𝒏−𝟏)
\mathbf{P (} \mathbf{H}_{\mathbf{s}} \mathbf{\mid} \mathbf{E}_{\mathbf{n}} \mathbf{) =} \frac{\mathbf{P (} \mathbf{E}_{\mathbf{n}} \mathbf{\mid} \mathbf{H}_{\mathbf{s}} \mathbf{) \cdot P (} \mathbf{H}_{\mathbf{s}} \mathbf{\mid} \mathbf{E}_{\mathbf{n - 1}} \mathbf{)}}{\mathbf{P (} \mathbf{E}_{\mathbf{n}} \mathbf{\mid} \mathbf{E}_{\mathbf{n - 1}} \mathbf{)}}


where each iteration narrows Hypothesis Space toward a coherent but false self-model, increases likelihood assigned to M-consistent desires, and decreases likelihood assigned to evidence revealing mimetic origin, such that the system converges toward a fixed point resistant to endogenous revision.

Explanation. The Bayesian Confabulation Mechanism explains why people become more certain over time that their mimetically-acquired desires are authentic, rather than less certain. Because the common-currency valuation system discards source-tags during integration, conscious awareness observes only “I want X” without access to whether X arose from Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, or Mimetic Desire. The Individual must therefore explain this datum through narrative generation, which produces a confabulation assigning high likelihood to the Hypothesis that the want is authentic. Each time you act on a mimetic desire and then explain it to yourself (“I bought this house because it’s a sound investment for my family’s future”), that explanation becomes part of your self-model-a Hypothesis about who you are and what you value. This confabulation is then incorporated into the self-model and becomes the Bayesian prior for interpreting subsequent evidence. When the next decision point arrives, your brain uses that self-model as its starting assumption (the prior probability). If the new evidence is consistent with “I am a prudent family-focused investor,” it strengthens that Hypothesis. Evidence that contradicts it (like noticing you only wanted the house after seeing your peer buy one) gets lower weight because it conflicts with your established self-model. Over many iterations, the Authenticity Belief approaches certainty against the whole run of observations, even though the Hypothesis is false. The mathematical form captures three operations at each step: (1) the numerator updates based on how well the current evidence fits your self-model and how strong that self-model already was; (2) the denominator normalizes across all possible explanations; (3) the output becomes the next iteration’s prior. The mechanism is “Bayesian” because it follows the formal rules of rational Belief-updating-nothing is broken in the reasoning process-but it converges toward falsehood because the evidence itself is contaminated by Source Opacity. You cannot observe “this desire came from mimesis” because that information was destroyed during common-currency integration. The mechanism is self-stabilizing: the more you confabulate, the harder it becomes to recognize mimetic sources, because all new evidence gets filtered through the confabulated self-model. This is why simply telling someone “you copied that desire” rarely works-their entire Belief structure has organized around the opposite Hypothesis, and your claim registers as low-probability noise.

Direction-of-drift specification. (Subsumed by Instruction A Convention 2.) The mechanism’s architectural direction is asymmetric: each confabulated narrative preferentially completes with A-attribution or I-attribution and systematically avoids M-attribution. The asymmetry is the architectural reason the Bayesian Confabulation Mechanism produces drift specifically toward authenticity-confirmation (P(H_authentic) toward 1) rather than toward random posterior values; without the directional asymmetry, the Bayesian update would be unbiased.

Cross-references: Comfortable Confabulation (for asymmetric-direction-of-drift specification), Belief, Hypothesis, Source Belief.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result (Mechanism).

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.3.2.



Bayesian Fixed Point (False Equilibrium)

A Bayesian fixed point (or false equilibrium) is a stable Belief state where P(H*|all evidence) approaches 1 for a false Hypothesis H* because the Hypothesis generates evidence patterns that confirm itself, creating self-reinforcing feedback such that Bayesian updating (though individually rational at each step) converges toward shared falsehood rather than Truth under conditions of Source Opacity and endogenous evidence generation.

Explanation. In standard Bayesian epistemology, evidence is assumed to be generated independently of the Individual’s Beliefs about Hypotheses. But under Source Opacity + confabulation, this assumption fails: the Hypothesis shapes the evidence (confabulated narratives justify the behaviour), which updates the Hypothesis (strengthening Belief in the false narrative), which generates more confirming evidence (further behaviour consistent with the narrative). If a false Hypothesis H* is self-reinforcing in this way, the system converges to a stable fixed point where everyone believes H* with near-certainty, despite H* being false. Example: “I am fundamentally achievement-oriented” (false Hypothesis) generates evidence (I pursue high-status opportunities) that confirms the Hypothesis (because status-seeking looks like achievement-seeking under Source Opacity), which strengthens the Belief (I must really value achievement), which generates more evidence (I continue pursuing status). The fixed point is stable because no internal observation contradicts it, all evidence is reinterpreted through the lens of H*. This is why individual reasoning cannot escape mimetic escalation: the mathematics of rational updating itself produces the lock-in.

Distinction from Bayesian Lock-In. The Bayesian Fixed Point names the mathematical property of the equilibrium itself, the stable Belief state where P(H*|all evidence) → 1 for a false Hypothesis under endogenous-evidence dynamics. Bayesian Lock-In names the dynamic process by which an Individual’s Hypothesis Space narrows until that equilibrium is reached, with the Lock-In’s signature feature being that the M-Hypothesis becomes structurally unavailable for consideration. Fixed Point is the destination; Lock-In is the trajectory and the mechanism by which the Individual arrives at it. Lock-In additionally specifies the source-channel asymmetry (A-priors and I-priors are partially corrigible via exogenous evidence; M-priors are architecturally non-corrigible without the Knowledge Patch).

Cross-references: Bayesian Lock-In, Confabulation Cascade, Source Opacity, Endogenous Feedback, Coupling Strength, Hypothesis Space.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.3.3; Appendix A, Section A.5.8.1; Chapter 13, Section 13.4.3; Appendix A, Section A.5.8.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result.



Bayesian Flywheel

Bayesian Flywheel. The convergence dynamic produced by self-coupled Bayesian updating on source-opaque evidence. Early observations produce large posterior shifts; as the prior strengthens through self-coupled recall, each successive observation produces negligible movement. The dynamic is accelerated beyond simple Bayesian convergence by two reinforcing properties: recall frequency increases with Belief strength, producing a positive feedback loop, and the interpretive frame through which new evidence is evaluated is itself constituted by the prior being tested.

Explanation. Beliefs about oneself become harder to shift the longer they are held, and the mechanism is ordinary Bayesian arithmetic running on an input it was never meant to receive. Each time a Belief is recalled, the recall is treated as evidence for the Belief. So the Belief supplies its own confirmation, and because a strongly held Belief is recalled more often than a weakly held one, the stronger it gets the faster it strengthens. Meanwhile the frame that decides what any new evidence means is built out of the very Belief the evidence might have challenged.

The result is a Self-Model that updates in response to every observation and changes in response to almost none. This is not a malfunction. A person whose sense of themselves could be overturned by each day’s evidence would have no stable identity to act from, and the flywheel is what supplies the stability. What it cannot do is discriminate, which is the subject of the Stability-Pathology Trade-Off.

Derivation: Chapter 15, Section 15.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result.

Cross-references: Self-Model, Self-Coupling Permanence Principle, Coupling Strength, Content-Agnosticism, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Stability-Pathology Trade-Off, Bayesian Belief Dynamics, Belief Register.



Bayesian Lock-In

Bayesian Lock-In is the stable false equilibrium reached when the Confabulation Cascade has sufficiently narrowed an Individual’s Hypothesis Space that Mimetic Recognition approaches zero and all new evidence is interpreted through a self-model that attributes desires to authentic sources regardless of actual origin. The mathematical terminus of the individual-level Confabulation Cascade where P(H_authentic | all evidence) → 1, following necessarily from repeated application of Bayesian Belief Dynamics [Axiom 8] to Source-opaque inputs.

Explanation. Bayesian Lock-In is the terminus of the Confabulation Cascade at the individual level. At this point, certainty in the Confabulated narrative is so high that even contradictory evidence cannot shift it, the Individual does not consider ‘maybe this is mimetic’ because the conceptual category is unavailable. Instead, any disconfirming evidence is reinterpreted through the existing self-model, generating elaborated Confabulations rather than doubt. This is not irrationality; each update was locally valid. The pathology arises because the evidence itself, the Individual’s own narrative, was structurally corrupted at source. Bayesian Lock-In explains why self-correction through reflection alone cannot escape mimetic entrapment: the reflection process uses the same corrupted self-model that generated the problem. Escape requires external intervention, the Knowledge Patch, the Two-Question Diagnostic, or environmental restructuring that changes the evidence stream, to inject Mimetic Recognition and/or change the Individual’s social context before the cascade completes.

Source-channel specification. Bayesian Lock-In operates differentially across A-priors, I-priors, and M-priors. A-priors are partially corrigible because A-experience (deficit, satiation) provides exogenous evidence that can update the prior; I-priors are partially corrigible because I-engagement provides feedback (audience-removal persistence, competence development) that can update the prior; M-priors are architecturally non-corrigible without the Knowledge Patch because the M-channel does not provide self-disclosing evidence (preconscious transmission, Source Opacity). The Lock-In dynamic is therefore most severe and most architecturally guaranteed for M-priors, which is why the Knowledge Patch’s intervention is M-specifically targeted.

Distinction from Bayesian Fixed Point. Bayesian Lock-In is the stable false equilibrium at which the Confabulation Cascade terminates in an Individual, named for the narrowed Hypothesis Space that holds the Individual there; the Bayesian Fixed Point is the mathematical property of that equilibrium. Lock-In emphasises the Hypothesis-space narrowing that produces the equilibrium, the source-channel asymmetry, and the architectural reason the Individual cannot self-correct (the M-Hypothesis becomes unavailable to Conscious Cognition); Fixed Point emphasises the formal property of P(H*|all evidence) → 1 under endogenous evidence dynamics. The two terms name one equilibrium, architecturally and formally respectively.

Cross-references: Confabulation Cascade, Bayesian Fixed Point, Knowledge Patch, Two-Question Diagnostic, Hypothesis Space, Source Opacity, Non-Commutativity Propagation.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.3.3; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.9; Appendix A, Section A.5.8.1; Appendix A, Section A.5.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.



Bayesian Mimetic Crisis Principle

Bayesian Mimetic Crisis Principle. The domain principle that mimetic crises are produced by content-agnostic Bayesian compounding (Axiom 8) of M-coupled Beliefs through the population, with the M-channel’s content-agnostic compounding producing the felt-crisis phenomenology through A-precarity (perceived survival threat), I-domain destruction (loss of self-endorsed activity), and Status displacement (M-channel ranking inversion with no true deficit beneath it), and with the formal mechanism being the Bayesian lock-in process that operates identically on accurate and inaccurate Beliefs once Coupling Strength exceeds the Subcriticality Threshold.

Explanation. The Bayesian Mimetic Crisis Principle is the formal architectural reason that mimetic crises are not random or culturally contingent but follow predictable dynamics. When M-coupled Beliefs propagate through a population, the Bayesian updating mechanism (Axiom 8) compounds them content-agnostically: the same updating logic that consolidates accurate Beliefs about the physical world also consolidates inaccurate scapegoat narratives, because the updating mechanism does not evaluate Truth, it only tracks evidence-weighted probability. When Coupling Strength exceeds the Subcriticality Threshold, the compounding becomes self-reinforcing and the system enters mimetic crisis. The principle and the Unifying Crisis Principle are one result at two levels of description: the Bayesian Mimetic Crisis Principle establishes that the updating locks in above the Subcriticality Threshold, and the Unifying Crisis Principle establishes what a population in that condition does.

Substrate specification. The principle’s crisis-dynamics operate through the M-channel’s content-agnostic Bayesian compounding. The felt-crisis phenomenology includes A-precarity, I-domain destruction, and Status displacement, but these are not on a par as world-costs: A-precarity and I-domain destruction are world-anchored losses; Status displacement is an M-channel phenomenological event (ranking inversion with no true deficit beneath it). World damage from the cascade still lands as A-floor and I-domain failure, including A and I harms produced through Status contests. The principle is therefore the M-channel mechanism that produces multi-channel crisis phenomenology while the decoherence-relevant costs remain A and I.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Domain Principle; derived from Axiom 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics). The Bayesian-layer counterpart of the Unifying Crisis Principle (Chapter 17, Section 17.2), the two being one result at two levels of description.

Source: Axiom 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics); Chapter 2 (Unifying Crisis Principle, Crisis State Architecture, Bayesian Lock-In entries); Chapter 13 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics canonical treatment).

Cross-references: Unifying Crisis Principle, Bayesian Belief Dynamics (Axiom 8), Coupling Strength, Subcriticality Threshold, Confabulation Cascade, Bayesian Lock-In, Scapegoat Mechanism, Crisis State Architecture.



Bayesian Updating

Bayesian Updating. Bayesian Updating is the rule under which probability mass is redistributed across the Hypothesis Space ℋ\mathcal{H} in response to incoming evidence and the current Interference Term, such that posterior probabilities are computed from priors and likelihoods, and each posterior becomes the prior for subsequent updating cycles. The rule is run by Ground-Resolution, the evaluative operation of Conscious Cognition. Bayesian Updating is content-agnostic: it operates identically regardless of the accuracy, quality, or crisis-potential of the Hypotheses being processed, which is why it can produce either truth-discovery (when H is present in ℋ\mathcal{H} with non-zero amplitude and doubt is sustained) or Confabulation Cascades (when H is absent from or dominated within ℋ\mathcal{H} and doubt has decohered). It is stated canonically in Axiom 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics) and is the machinery presupposed by the Confabulation Rationality Lemma and the Bayesian Architecture of Mimetic Crisis.

Explanation. Bayesian Updating is the rule your thinking engine uses to change its mind. You start with how plausible you currently find each explanation on your list (priors), you take in evidence, and the engine shifts weight toward the explanations the evidence fits best and away from the ones it contradicts. The updated weights then become the starting point for the next round. Two features matter: the engine does not know whether the explanations it is weighing are good ones, so feeding it a list that excludes the right answer will still produce a confident wrong answer; and the engine applies exactly the same mathematics to Beliefs about the weather and Beliefs about which group caused your suffering. That is why the same rule that lets humans learn also lets crowds converge on scapegoats.

Cross-references: Conscious Cognition, Hypothesis Space, Interference Term, Belief Register, Confabulation, Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Bayesian Belief Dynamics (Axiom 8), Confabulation Cascade, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Bayesian Mimetic Crisis Principle, Prior, Posterior, Evidence, Likelihood, Heuristic.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.8; Chapter 13, Section 13.2.1; Chapter 14, Section 14.3.1; Appendix A, Section A.5.6.

Epistemic Status: Inherited (Axiom 8) with Framework-Specific Extensions.



Behaviour

Behaviour is what is observable of an Individual’s conduct and state. Action is what the Scalar drives out through the effectors, and an action becomes observable as behaviour, so action is a subclass of behaviour and not the whole of it. Behaviour is accordingly the observable conduct and state of an Individual across an interval, whether or not an action is being executed within it. Behaviour is the wider category and action the narrower: every action is behaviour, and behaviour additionally comprises selected non-action, in which the Decision Hub ran and produced disengagement or was intercepted before effector engagement; unselected behaviour, in which observable output arises from layers the value architecture does not govern, such as protective reflexes and autonomic display; and behaviour under suspended selection, in which the operational loop is not running at all, as in sleep. The criterion of membership is third-person observability at the level of the Individual’s conduct and state, which is what makes behaviour the evidential channel that operates around Source Opacity. The criterion is not observability at large: what an instrument reads off the substrate is not conduct, and the Behavioural Signatures reach the source composition inferentially rather than by recovering it.

Explanation. A person asleep is behaving. Nothing is being selected, no Scalar is being integrated, and an Appetitive deficit is being repaired throughout; what a third party observes is a state rather than a doing, and it is behaviour on that account. A person who wanted the Object and did not take it is behaving, and what is observable is the not-taking. Behaviour therefore covers the whole interval and not merely the parts of it in which something moved, and it is the interval that carries the diagnostic information: whether pursuit stopped when the Object was obtained, whether it survived the removal of an audience, whether it resumed once recognition dried up. Each of these reads a stretch whose informative feature is that no action occurred in it. A framework that recognised only action would be blind at precisely the points where its diagnostics are sharpest.

The three non-action classes. Selected non-action is the class the interventions occupy: an Individual who applies the Two-Question Diagnostic and declines has produced an interval of behaviour and no action, and the interception is the whole of what the Knowledge Patch does at the fast layer. Unselected behaviour is the class the architecture presupposes without modelling, the blink and the flinch among them, together with the autonomic display, the blush and the tremor, that others read as though it were chosen. Behaviour under suspended selection is the class in which the loop is not running; the Individual continues to be observed, and the Appetitive repair that Axiom 6 requires proceeds throughout.

What behaviour is not. Phenomenal Affect is not behaviour. It is emitted inside the body and persists there, reaching others only through what the Individual subsequently does or says, which is the channel Confabulation occupies.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.1; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.0; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.9.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Action, Behavioural Episode, Behavioural Signatures, Gap Behaviour Test, Decision Hub, Signed Valuation Principle, Phenomenal Affect, Source Opacity, Audience-Removal Test, Knowledge Patch.



Behavioural Episode

A Behavioural Episode is a bounded interval of an Individual’s observable behaviour, with a determinate start and end, analysed as a unit for what it reveals about the mix of Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, and Mimetic Desire that governed it. The Behavioural Episode is the basic unit of AIM weight inference. An episode in which at least one action was executed is an Action Episode; an episode in which none was is no less a Behavioural Episode and no less evidential, and several of the framework’s diagnostics read the second kind in preference to the first.

Explanation. The unit of analysis is an interval, not a movement. A shopping trip is a Behavioural Episode and an Action Episode both. So is the fortnight in which a comedian with no bookings wrote material nobody would see. The fortnight in which a performer with no bookings produced nothing at all is a Behavioural Episode carrying no action, and it is the most informative of the three, because the absence is what distinguishes an I-led figure from an M-led one when the audience is gone. Bounding the episode is the analyst’s work: it must have a start and an end that can be stated, and it must be short enough that a single motivational composition can plausibly be attributed to it.

Why the wider unit is the basic one. The AIM Weights are inferred from Behavioural Signatures, and every Signature is a comparison between an interval in which something was done and an interval in which it was not: pursuit that terminates on repair, pursuit that continues unwitnessed, an Object kept unused once its novelty is spent. A unit restricted to executed action could not carry the second half of any of those comparisons. The Behavioural Episode is therefore the unit over which inference runs, and the Action Episode is the sub-case in which the interval happens to contain an action.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.7.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Behaviour, Action, Action Episode, Behavioural Signatures, AIM Weights (wA, wI, wM), AIM Profile (Individual, Group, or System), Gap Behaviour Test, Lead-Tag-Last Heuristic.



Behavioural Signatures

Behavioural Signatures are distinctive, observable patterns in an Individual’s behaviour over time, in when they start, persist, switch, stop, or decline to begin, that allow informed inference about the underlying mix of Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), and Mimetic Desire (M). The Signatures are read over Behavioural Episodes rather than over executed actions alone, because each of them turns on a comparison between what was done and what was not: pursuit that terminates on repair, pursuit that continues unwitnessed, an Object kept unused once its novelty is spent. An interval in which no action occurred is therefore evidence, and not an absence of evidence.

Explanation. Instead of relying on what people say about their motives, AIM reads traces in behaviour: whether pursuit tracks hunger cycles, continues in private, leaves an acquired Object unused once its novelty wears off, or changes at natural breakpoints. These patterns give more reliable clues about what was really driving the choice than verbal explanations, which are often confabulated after the fact. The traces are as much in the stopping as in the starting, which is why the unit read is the interval and not the movement.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.1; Chapter 9, Section 9.14.3; Chapter 18, Section 18.7.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), Mimetic Desire (M), AIM Weights (wA, wI, wM), Behavioural Episode, Action Episode, Behaviour, AIM Profile (Individual, Group, or System), Fallow Signature.



Burden-Reversal Principle

Burden-Reversal Principle. The Burden-Reversal Principle is the result that those who hold the Knowledge Patch and withhold it from an M-Captured entity bear the burden of justifying the inaction, rather than the entity bearing the burden of seeking correction. The reversal follows from two premises: the M-Captured entity cannot acquire the Knowledge Patch through its own cognitive resources, by the M-Capture Incapacity Principle, and the cost of withholding the Knowledge Patch, being acceleration along the crisis trajectory toward the Terminal Phase, exceeds the cost of supplying it, being vocabulary dissemination, A-stabilisation and I-enablement.

Explanation. Ordinary allocations of obligation assume the party in difficulty can act on its own behalf, and the Burden-Reversal Principle applies where the architecture has removed that capacity. What reverses is the direction in which justification is owed, not the moral standing of either party: the holder of the Knowledge Patch is not indicted, and the M-Captured entity is not absolved of what it does. The Burden-Reversal Principle grounds Proactive Cascading Support as architecturally required rather than charitable, appeasing or optional, and it operates on architectural parameters rather than on Content, so sovereignty over what to believe and how to govern is untouched.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result.

Cross-references: M-Capture Incapacity Principle, M-Capture, Knowledge Patch, Cascading Support, Cascading Structure of Rights and Duties, Confabulation, Terminal Phase.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.17.4.

Beneficiary-Deficiency Asymmetry

The structural regularity, identified by the Appetitive-Deficiency Test and the Reversal Counterfactual, that the party sustaining a Belief against a decohered Referent is, in every observed case of Referent Abandonment, the materially secure or better-resourced party, and the disadvantage imposed by the Belief falls on a different and weaker group. The Asymmetry is not incidental to the cases of Referent Abandonment; it is their signature. A Belief that transfers positional advantage to its beneficiaries while imposing cost on others is precisely what an A-driven Belief held by a party in genuine appetitive deficiency would not do: a genuine appetitive deficit generates a Belief whose content relieves the deficiency of the believer, not a Belief whose content burdens another group while leaving the believer’s own deficits unaffected.

The Asymmetry’s constancy across unrelated domains (including trickle-down tax policy, race as a biological category, immigration and crime, vaccines and autism, and human-caused climate change) is what makes the eliminative proof of Referent Abandonment converge on Mimetic Desire as the maintenance mechanism in each case. The constancy of who pays is the constancy of the source seen from the side of the disadvantaged.

Explanation. Across very different cases, the same pattern shows up: the group clinging to a false or outdated Belief is the better-off one, and the harm lands on a weaker group. A Belief driven by genuine need would relieve the believer’s own need; it would not mainly burden someone else. So this lopsidedness (comfortable people benefit, weaker people pay) is itself the fingerprint that the Belief is being kept alive by copying, not by need or Truth.

Cross-references: Referent Abandonment, Appetitive-Deficiency Test, Reversal Counterfactual, Mimetic Desire, Decoherence Time, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Diversity Referent.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.9.11.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Belief

Belief. A Belief is a Hypothesis held with a Posterior credence: the content written to the Belief Register as Ground-Resolution’s output, on which the Decision Hub can act. Belief is general as to subject matter, and is distinguished from the Belief Register as content is distinguished from its container, just as Knowledge is distinguished from the Memory Store that holds it. A Belief is a credence rather than a binary token: it carries a probability, and it may be revised by Bayesian Updating, held under Doubt, or suspended (Epistemic Suspension). Beliefs about the source of one’s own valuation are a subset, and under Source Opacity the subset most prone to sincere error, in which case the Belief is a Confabulation. Believing a proposition is not the same as merely holding it in store (that is Knowledge), nor does believing it make it true (that bears on Truth).

Explanation. A Belief is a Hypothesis you have come to hold, with some degree of confidence, and are prepared to act on: the committed version of a guess. It is different from simply having something stored away, you can hold information in memory without believing it, and different again from that thing being true, you can believe something false. The word covers everything from “the shop shuts at five” to “I want this job because it interests me”; the framework’s point is only that the second kind, Beliefs about your own motives, are uniquely hard to get right, because the labels that would settle them were stripped away before they reached you. The Belief is the content; the Belief Register is where it is kept.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.8; Chapter 4, Section 4.3.8.

Epistemic Status: Framework-general term (canonical). The motivational source-attribution case is a subset.

Cross-references: Hypothesis, Belief Register, Knowledge, Posterior, Belief-Register Update, Bayesian Updating, Epistemic Suspension, Confabulation (Axiom 4), Grievance Belief, Truth, Decision Hub, Source Opacity (Axiom 3).



Belief Heterogeneity Buffer

Belief Heterogeneity Buffer is the structural inability of multiple competing M-cascades to synchronise on a single target, produced by the distribution of Confabulated scapegoat Hypotheses across a population with diverse path-dependent Belief packages. The buffer has three operating states: (1) multipolar, stabilising through mutual Bayesian interference between competing Hypotheses targeting different agents; (2) transitional, degrading as Hypotheses consolidate into fewer camps and cross-cutting cleavages begin aligning; (3) bipolar, actively destabilising as two factions converge on each other as mutual scapegoats, with each faction’s hostility generating confirming evidence for the other’s Hypothesis. The multipolar-to-bipolar sorting of the Hypothesis Space is the buffer’s critical failure mode.

Explanation. When lots of different groups blame lots of different enemies, no single blame-cascade can build enough momentum to become dangerous, they all interfere with each other. This is the safe state. The dangerous transition is when all that disagreement collapses into just two sides blaming each other, because then each side’s hostility proves the other side right, and the safety mechanism flips from a brake into an accelerator. See Confabulation, Subcriticality Threshold, Reference Set, Belief Multipolarity Principle, Bipolar Convergence, Buffer Inversion.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.8.6; Chapter 17, Section 17.7.8.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Confabulation, Subcriticality Threshold, Reference Set, Belief Multipolarity Principle, Bipolar Convergence, Buffer Inversion, Belief, Hypothesis.



Belief Multipolarity Principle

Canonical Definition. The Belief Multipolarity Principle is the result that where Decoherence Time is long relative to cascade velocity, so that expressed Belief rather than a Referent is the dominant evidence, collective subcriticality is sustained by the multiplicity of live Hypotheses in a population and not by their correctness. Convergence of a population’s attributions in such a domain is a movement toward the Subcriticality Threshold irrespective of the accuracy of the attribution converged upon, because the Referent contact that would make correctness the operative quantity is unavailable and the convergence is therefore produced by coupling — the failure of the Washing-Out Principle under endogenously generated evidence, terminating at the Collective Fixed Point. The destabilising transition is the consolidation of many competing accounts into two, at which point mutual targeting supplies each faction with genuine confirming evidence for its own Hypothesis and the damping the multiplicity provided inverts into amplification (Buffer Inversion). Multiplicity is necessary and not sufficient, because a spreading cascade converts adherents off their prior Hypotheses and so drains the heterogeneity that was damping it (the Susceptibility-Dispersion Result). Two consequences follow: rapid convergence of attribution in a long-Decoherence-Time domain is a diagnostic warning indicator whether or not the attribution is correct, and every intervention in the Subcriticality Maintenance set must be specifiable on rates and thresholds rather than on Belief content, since an intervention conditional on shared Belief would have to obtain agreement in a domain where agreement is available only by coupling. Prose derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.8.6.

Scope. The Belief Multipolarity Principle is stated on the Coupling Strength to Decoherence Time relation and not on subject matter. In the short-Decoherence-Time regime of the Decoherence Trichotomy a live Referent re-imposes the Truth continuously and at low cost, washing-out holds, and convergence is truth-tracking: the agreement is held in place by the Referent rather than by the agreeing, and the Belief Multipolarity Principle makes no claim against it. The Belief Multipolarity Principle governs the long-Decoherence-Time and unbounded-Decoherence-Time regimes, where attribution of diffuse harm to agents falls under the Agent-Based Causal Default with no Referent in contact to settle it. The AIM Framework’s own architectural claims, and the interventions derived from them, fall on the referented side: the A-Floor Requirement, the authority gate of the Leadership Compression Principle, and the supply of AIM vocabulary through the Knowledge Patch are entailments of Subcriticality Maintenance rather than contested positions, and convergence upon them is sought. What the AIM Framework does not settle, and asserts nothing about, is the institutional route by which a derived condition is met — the domain of the A-Floor Guarantee and its equivalents, where uptake sufficient to hold the system subcritical is the standard Subcriticality Maintenance sets.

Explanation. A society is not made safe by everyone believing the right thing, and it is not made unsafe by agreement as such. What matters is what produced the agreement. Where there is something real to check a belief against and people are checking it, agreement is reality doing its work, and it holds because the reality holds — that is what happens when a population comes to accept that dirty water carries disease. Where there is nothing available to check against, the only evidence anyone has is what everyone else is saying, so agreement is the group agreeing with itself, and it has to be propped up by the same pressure that built it. Questions of blame for slow, distributed harm are the second kind: nobody can be corrected into the right answer about who caused a decline that has no single cause. In that territory, many people believing different things is the protection, because the competing stories are the only contradiction available. The dangerous move is from many disagreements down to two, because with two sides each side’s hostility is real and is exactly what the other side already suspected, so the disagreement stops slowing things down and starts speeding them up. The protection is also consumed while it works: as a cascade spreads it converts people off their old explanations. None of this makes the AIM Framework’s own claims a matter of taste. That people are moved by appetite, meaning and imitation together, and that a population left in want will tip, are claims about how the system runs, checkable against the world, and the AIM Framework asks to be believed about them. What it does not ask is agreement about who to blame, or about which of several workable arrangements should deliver what the architecture requires.

Distinction from Belief Heterogeneity Buffer. The Belief Heterogeneity Buffer is the mechanism: the structural inability of competing Mimetic cascades to synchronise on a single target, together with its three operating states. The Belief Multipolarity Principle is the result derived from that mechanism about what collective stability requires and what it does not — that in long-Decoherence-Time domains safety is a property of the configuration of Belief rather than of its content, and that the design target is accordingly an architecture which preserves multiplicity rather than one which resolves it.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.8.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result (Principle). The content-independence of the corrective rate is a consequence of the Belief Heterogeneity Buffer’s mechanism under failed washing-out rather than a tension requiring resolution, which is why the result is stated as a Principle.

Cross-references: Belief Heterogeneity Buffer, Bipolar Convergence, Buffer Inversion, Washing-Out Principle, Decoherence Trichotomy, Hardness–Referent Matrix, Susceptibility-Dispersion Result, Agent-Based Causal Default, Subcriticality Threshold, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, A-Floor Requirement, A-Floor Guarantee, Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, Collective Fixed Point, Confabulation, Hypothesis, Presumption Against Scapegoating, Self-Defence Orthogonality Principle.



Belief Register

Belief Register. The Thinker’s stored record of its current posteriors over its Hypothesis Space, discharging two functions on one stored content: storage, in which the posteriors committed by Ground-Resolution persist as the prior for the next Ground-Resolution cycle; and salience-conditioning, in which those same posteriors furnish the Observer with the configuration under which the perceived Object field is parsed and weighted. These are two uses of one store, not two stores. The Belief Register is the architecture’s state component, holding state and computing nothing, and is not a fifth processing component. The architecture is committed to the asymmetry — the Thinker maintains the posteriors, the Observer operates on the posteriors and cannot alter them — and not to the mechanism by which the posteriors reach the Observer. Salience-conditioning does not exhaust the Observer’s output, which also marks Objects for which the Belief Register carries no prior. The Belief Register is not the Decision Hub’s separate cached-value (habit) store. The Belief Register is written only by the Thinker, through repeated Belief-Register Updates following Ground-Resolution on the Decision Hub’s tag-stripped Scalar. The Thinker does not write source-decomposed weights (wA, wI, wM) to the Belief Register: Source Opacity destroys source-tags at integration, so no such source-decomposed object exists anywhere downstream of integration. The Belief Register is read-only from the downstream side: the Observer does not write to it; the Decision Hub does not write to it. Habit-timescale action-selection is driven by the cached-value (habit) store intrinsic to the Decision Hub itself, which the Decision Hub acts on directly; this cached store is distinct from the Belief Register, which the Observer reads to condition live Salience.

The Belief Register is the architectural location of insight-behaviour lag: the Observer and habit-selection track the Belief Register’s current posterior, not the Thinker’s real-time deliberative output. Before a revised Belief propagates into downstream behaviour, the Thinker must perform repeated Belief-Register Updates until the Belief Register’s stored posterior sufficiently approximates the revised deliberative posterior. A single insight does not rewrite the Belief Register; repeated Ground-Resolution cycles do.

The Belief Register also carries the signatures that individuate what Conscious Cognition is doing: Source-Attribution Confabulation is the case in which probability mass has collapsed to near-unity on a wrong ground and the Belief Register posterior reflects that collapse; Imagination is the generative operation running, its constructed Hypotheses entering the Hypothesis Space unscored, to be scored by Ground-Resolution on the same terms as any other candidate; I-Override is Ground-Resolution run deliberately with the interference term sustained against collapse. A posterior rising under social-evidence amplification, with the interference term falling because the amplification supplies no ground for doubt, is the mechanism by which speculation decoheres into sincerely held Belief without deliberate commitment.

In Appendix A the Belief Register corresponds to btb_t (A.5.6), whose updating dynamics are governed by the slow-layer parameters ρ(ℋ), ω(T_int), κ_self, and the replicator-Bayes operator.

Explanation. The Belief Register is the Thinker’s working copy of what it currently believes, its best-estimate posteriors over the world and itself, plus the templates the Observer uses to direct attention. Those are two jobs done by one thing. What the Thinker has concluded is kept so it can be built on next time, and the same kept conclusion is what sets what the Observer finds worth noticing. Learning that an apple settles hunger changes a probability, and the changed probability is why an apple in the room stands out when you are hungry and does not when you are not. The Thinker is the only component that rewrites the Belief Register, and it does so through a specific inference operation (Ground-Resolution) that maps the Scalar to a ground-attribution, then commits the result as a Belief-Register Update. Because the Belief Register is read-only downstream, there is always a lag between what the Thinker has figured out and what the Observer and the habit system are acting on. That lag is the architectural basis of insight-behaviour gap: understanding something new does not instantly change how you behave, because the downstream systems are still reading from the previous Register state, and the Belief Register only updates through repeated deliberative cycles, not through a single moment of clarity.

Cross-references: Belief, Conscious Cognition, Ground-Resolution, Belief-Register Update, Bayesian Updating, Hypothesis Space, Interference Term, Imagination, Confabulation, Source-Attribution Confabulation, I-Override, Posterior, Prior, Thinker, Observer, Decision Hub, Habit, Source Opacity, Memory Store, Fast-to-Slow Coupling (Appendix A.5.6).

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.8; Appendix A, Section A.5.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Belief-Conditioned Status Estimate

Belief-Conditioned Status Estimate. The quantity the Decision Hub computes when one Individual values another as a target of dealing: the expected value of dealing with the target, net of the cost of dealing with them, taken as an expectation under the assigning Individual’s Belief about the target, where that Belief is dominated by a prior furnished by transmitted regard (how visibly others value the target) and updated by the target’s own conduct only in proportion to the target’s responsiveness. Its purely comparative, conduct-insensitive form is the definitional limit reached as target responsiveness goes to zero. The public quantity Status is the population-scale low-pass-filtered aggregate of the Belief-Conditioned Status Estimate and is the target’s standing; the relative position the Observer computes of one Individual against another is the signed difference of their standings (Appendix A, Sections A.9.2 and A.10.2). Formalised as Σ at Appendix A.11 (the estimate at A.11.0 to A.11.2; the live coupled form at A.11.4; the condensation at A.11.6).

Explanation. When you evaluate another person’s qualities, your mind is really working out one thing: how much is dealing with this person worth to me, once I subtract what dealing with them will cost me. The catch is that your starting answer is mostly built from what everyone else already seems to think of them, not from anything they have actually done in front of you. What they do can shift your estimate, but only as much as they are the kind of person whose behaviour actually tells you something; where it tells you little, your estimate barely moves off the reputation you walked in with. Pile up everybody’s private estimates of one person and average out the personal quirks, and what is left, the shared part everyone agrees on, is what we call that person’s Status.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.8; Appendix A, Section A.11.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (Latent Variable).

Cross-references: Status, Salience, Behavioural Signatures, Interactional Confirmation Loop, Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time.



Belief-Register Update

Belief-Register Update. The event in which the posterior a Ground-Resolution cycle returns is written into the Belief Register. The write is Ground-Resolution’s output rather than a further operation performed on it; there is no step between resolving and storing. Once written, the posterior becomes the prior for the next Ground-Resolution cycle and the template the Observer reads on its live salience-computation pass. Habit-timescale action-selection is driven by the cached-value (habit) store intrinsic to the Decision Hub, acted on directly; that store is distinct from the Belief Register, which the Observer reads for salience-conditioning.

Only the Thinker writes to the Belief Register. The Observer and the Decision Hub are read-only with respect to the Belief Register: they read what the Thinker has committed, and they have no mechanism to write to it. This asymmetric read-write structure is load-bearing: it means that insight does not translate immediately into changed behaviour. Before a revised deliberative posterior propagates downstream, the Thinker must perform a sufficient number of Belief-Register Updates to move the Belief Register’s stored posterior close enough to the revised deliberative posterior for the Observer and habit-selection to track the revision. The number of Updates required depends on the magnitude of the revision and the slow-layer parameters governing the replicator-Bayes operator (Appendix A.5.6). Repeated Updates over time is the architectural basis of the insight-behaviour lag formalised in the Adoption-Action Distinction.

Explanation. This is the moment your slow, deliberate thinking (the Thinker) actually saves a conclusion into cache (the Belief Register). Only the Thinker can write there; the fast, automatic parts of the mind can only read it. That is why learning something that is true does not instantly change how you act: the new conclusion has to be written, and re-written, enough times to raise the probability that it is treated as the operative Belief before the fast habit-driven parts start reading the updated version. Comprehension is quick; the behaviour catches up only after sufficient updates.

Cross-references: Belief Register, Ground-Resolution, Thinker, Observer, Decision Hub, Hypothesis Space, Posterior, Prior, Bayesian Updating, Adoption-Action Distinction, I-Override, Fast-to-Slow Coupling (Appendix A.5.6).

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.8; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.9; Appendix A, Section A.5.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Bidirectional Demand

Bidirectional Demand is the threshold requirement for any exchange of Objects between two Individuals-as-Objects: both parties must generate sufficient valuation of the other to exceed their respective action-readiness thresholds for Objects to flow. The requirement is trivially satisfied in most market transactions (both buyer and seller value the exchange above threshold) but becomes analytically significant when PM is present. PM contamination alters which transactions clear the threshold and which do not. An Individual with high Status-PM clears others’ action-readiness thresholds more easily (because others’ PM-inflated valuations are elevated), while a low-Status-PM Individual may fail to clear the threshold at all, even when their A-I contribution is objectively adequate. At the population level, PM-concentration at the apex governs not only the terms within transactions but also which transactions occur at all, producing a distribution of economic opportunity that tracks Status-PM rather than A-I contribution.

Explanation. For any deal to happen, both sides need to want it enough to act. Usually this is obvious: you want the bread, the baker wants your money. But when Status enters the picture, high-Status people get more offers (everyone wants to deal with them) while low-Status people get fewer offers (even if they are perfectly competent). The employer who picks the prestigious but less qualified candidate over the skilled but unknown one is exhibiting this: the prestigious candidate’s PM cleared the employer’s “worth dealing with” threshold by a wider margin, and the employer confabulates the preference as “better cultural fit.” See Object Transfer Principle, Individual-as-Object Principle, Confabulation, Action-Readiness Threshold, Source Opacity.

Substrate specification. Bidirectional Demand operates through the A-component, I-component, and PM-component of each party’s valuation of the other (per the Object Transfer Principle). The A and I components produce reciprocal functional contribution (which is normal and self-limiting); only the PM-differential produces extraction. The Bidirectional Demand framework is therefore not symmetrical in extractive consequence: bidirectional A-flow and bidirectional I-flow are non-pathological, while bidirectional PM-flow produces the net-extraction dynamics formalised in the Net Mimetic Position construct.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.10.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Object Transfer Principle, Confabulation, Source Opacity.



Bipolar Convergence

Bipolar Convergence is the specific failure mode of the Belief Heterogeneity Buffer in which two factions converge on each other as mutual scapegoats, producing reflexive evidence generation (each faction’s hostility constitutes confirming evidence for the other’s Hypothesis) and buffer inversion (the Belief Heterogeneity Buffer transitions from friction to fuel). Architecturally distinct from unipolar convergence (convergence on a single vulnerable target) in evidence structure, diagnostic signature, and intervention requirements. The historical pattern associated with bipolar convergence is civil war, sectarian conflict, and extreme polarisation, in contrast to the persecution, pogrom, and genocide pattern associated with unipolar convergence.

Explanation. When two groups decide each other is the enemy, each side’s hostility gives the other side real evidence that they’re right to be hostile. This creates a feedback loop that’s different from everyone ganging up on one vulnerable group, it’s the pattern behind civil wars and extreme political polarisation, and it’s harder to detect because each side’s grievances are partially based on genuinely hostile actions by the other. See Belief Heterogeneity Buffer, Buffer Inversion, Confabulation, Dual-Role Confabulation.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.8.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Belief Heterogeneity Buffer, Buffer Inversion, Confabulation, Dual-Role Confabulation.



Dual-Locus Ignition Theorem

Canonical Definition. The Dual-Locus Ignition Theorem is the formal result that ignition of the collective crisis transition admits exactly two position-indexed sufficient conditions, located at the two extremes of the distribution of provision and authority. The floor condition is sustained Appetite deficit at the worst-off segment at or beyond the unique critical depth at which Mimetic amplification first outruns correction across the guarded range of collective Belief (the Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary); it contains no leadership variable. The apex condition is an M-Captured leader whose Belief has crossed the action threshold and whose authority exceeds the imposition threshold (the ignition geometry of the Leadership Compression Principle); it contains no population variable. Either condition alone is sufficient, neither requires the other, and mid-distribution positions satisfy neither, because provision above the floor generates no fidelity forcing and authority below the imposition threshold provides no bypass. Formal statement: Appendix A, A.5.8.7. Prose derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.7.8.

Explanation. A society’s capacity to tip into crisis lives at its two ends, not in its middle. Deprive the bottom deeply enough and the transition ignites from below, whatever the leadership is doing — the mass-mobilised discharge whose historical face is revolutionary rupture. Concentrate authority in an M-Captured leader and the transition can be imposed from above, however well-provisioned the population is — war on executive decision. The two loci also differ in kind. The floor drive is extensive and slow: it takes deprivation at population scale to arm it, and it can be switched off entirely by provision, which is why universal Appetite-floor security is an entailment of Subcriticality Maintenance rather than a welfare preference appended to it. The apex drive is a point source: one Individual suffices, and it cannot be switched off, because no level of provision closes a Mimetic deficit; it can only be gated by authority design. A society can provision its way out of the floor locus but can only govern its way out of the apex locus. (The term is unrelated to Bipolar Convergence, where “bipolar” denotes two factions converging on each other as mutual scapegoats; here it denotes the two extremes of the provisioning-authority distribution.)

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.7.8.

Cross-references: Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary, Leadership Compression Principle, Trigger-Indifference Corollary, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, M-Capture, Saddle-Node Default, Belief Heterogeneity Buffer.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result (Theorem; qualitative register, Appendix A).



Blind Pricing

Blind pricing is a market design in which transaction prices are private and only known to the buyer, seller, and regulator, while quality, function and other non-price differentiating factors remain visible, in order to remove both the comparative price signals and the observable price sequences that fuel mimetic herding, inflation, collusion, and speculative bubbles in high-M, high-observability sectors.

Explanation. Under blind pricing, people can still compare how good different options are, but they cannot see what others paid or are currently bidding, and finegrained realtime price feeds are suppressed. This lets new money and demand flow into appetitive and intrinsic domains without instantly triggering copycat behaviour and status races that would otherwise inflate prices and re-concentrate surplus in the most visible markets. The suppression covers the movement of prices as well as their size, and the movement is the harder half. A price that is merely seen invites a comparison; a run of prices that is seen invites a forecast, and a party who forecasts a rise buys now, at a price nobody has charged yet, which is how a visible run of prices produces the rise it appeared only to describe. Only the mimetic component of a price grows without limit, so a forecast extrapolated from a run of prices is a forecast of that component alone.

Derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.37.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Mimetic Premium (PM), Concealment Necessity, Coupling-Decoherence Content Qualification Gate, Predictive Superposition Principle, High-Observability Sectors.



Body Manager

Body Manager. The reader-facing name for Appetites (A) used in the Minimal Architecture Specification and throughout the treatise where the architectural role of the component (homeostatic-deficit signaller with no stored priors and no upstream channel) is under discussion rather than the Axiom-1 source-taxonomy role. The Body Manager is not a distinct component from A; it is the same Disaggregation Primitive specified under its reading-surface function rather than under its source-taxonomy label. It is introduced in Chapter 4 Section 4.4 in the course of specifying the minimal architecture, and is used in preference to “Appetites” wherever the architectural function (deficit signalling, satiation-on-repair, absence of priors, absence of upstream channel) is the point being made. Use “Appetites” or “A” where the Axiom-1 taxonomic role is the point being made, and “Body Manager” where the architectural function is the point. The two labels denote the same component.

Explanation. The Body Manager is just another name for A, used when we are talking about what the component does in the architecture rather than where it sits in the three-source taxonomy. A signals that the body needs something, scales the signal to how urgent the deficit is, and stops signalling once the deficit is repaired. The Body Manager name makes that job easy to remember: it is the part that manages the body. We call it “Appetites” when we are talking about the three sources of motivation and where A fits among them, and we call it the “Body Manager” when we are talking about how the system is wired and what each component is responsible for. Same component, two labels for two different kinds of discussion.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2.

Epistemic Status: Canonical.

Cross-references: Appetites (A), Disaggregation Primitive, Dashboard Gauge Principle, Minimal Architecture Specification, Decision Hub, Thinker, Observer, Belief Register, Signed Valuation Principle.



Bootstrapping Principle

Bootstrapping Principle. The Bootstrapping Principle establishes that I-Override requires A-sufficiency: an Individual experiencing acute hunger, homelessness, or untreated medical emergency cannot sustain the deliberative attention that structural analysis requires. The Body Manager is correctly prioritising immediate survival, and this is architectural rather than a failure of character. The Scapegoat narrative succeeds under A-deficit precisely because it is cognitively cheap, while systemic analysis is cognitively expensive and expense is unaffordable under urgency.

Explanation. You cannot ask someone to stop and examine where their wanting comes from while they are hungry or without shelter. The examination takes attention, and attention is exactly what a body in deficit will not release. This is why an explanation that names a culprit beats an explanation that describes a system: the first is cheap and the second is not, and under A-deficit only the cheap one can be afforded. The practical consequence runs one way only. Provision of the Appetitive Floors is not one intervention among several that could be sequenced in any order; it is the precondition for every other intervention working at all.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.13.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Appetitive Floors (A-floors), I-Override, Scapegoat, Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), Bootstrapping Sequence.



Bootstrapping Sequence

Bootstrapping Sequence. The Bootstrapping Sequence is the intervention ordering entailed by the Bootstrapping Principle: emergency A-provision, then urgency reduction, then diagnostic application, then systemic analysis, then reform coalition. Each phase creates the conditions for the next. Skipping A-provision means systemic explanations will be rejected in favour of the cognitively affordable Scapegoat narrative.

Explanation. The order is not a matter of programme design preference. It follows from what the architecture will and will not permit at each stage. Guarantee food, shelter and care first; urgency falls; only then will the diagnostic questions get a hearing; only after that does a structural account of the situation become something a person can hold; and only then can anything be organised around it. Begin at the third step and the sequence does not merely proceed slowly, it fails, because the audience will have adopted a cheaper explanation before the expensive one arrives.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.13.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from the Bootstrapping Principle.

Cross-references: Bootstrapping Principle, Appetitive Floors (A-floors), Three-Question Diagnostic, Knowledge Patch, I-Override, Scapegoat.



Boredom

Boredom. The phenomenological signature of the exhaustion of the Thinker’s Ground-Resolution activation condition: the state reached when an Object’s novelty and capacity-deepening potential have been consumed and no unresolved residue remains for the ground-resolution function to operate on. Boredom is the endogenous termination signal of the I-process (as distinct from A-satiation, which follows deficit-repair). It is not a failure of the Thinker but the correct signal that the ground-resolution function has nothing further to resolve in the present Object, and it is the signal that recruits the Thinker toward the next unresolved Object. The next unresolved Object may be one the field presents or one the Thinker sets itself, and a question set from within ends Boredom on the same terms as one the field supplies. Nothing guarantees either, and Boredom persists for as long as neither is present. The impoverishment of a field of anything novel, unusual, or unresolved, whether through monotony, over-familiarity, or the removal of any Object the Thinker can engage, is the impoverishment of the conditions the ground-resolution function requires to operate, and Boredom is the felt registration of that impoverishment. Boredom stands in complementary relation to Curiosity: Curiosity marks the presence of the activation condition, Boredom marks its exhaustion.

Explanation. Boredom is what it feels like when your thinking engine has run out of anything to work on. Once you have worked something out, or once a situation has become so familiar and predictable that there is nothing left to resolve, the engine has nothing to do, and that empty state is Boredom. It is not a fault. It is the signal that there is nothing more here worth engaging, which is exactly what makes you get up and look for something else. The same feeling arises when your surroundings offer nothing new, unusual, or unresolved in the first place and you have no question of your own to work on: a starved field gives the thinking engine no purchase until it finds one, and Boredom is how that starvation registers.

Cross-references: Thinker, Ground-Resolution, Curiosity, Intrinsic Motivation (I), Belief Register, Habit, Hypothesis Space, Differential Satiation Dynamics (Axiom 6).

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.12; Chapter 7, Section 7.5.6; Chapter 4, Section 4.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Boundary-Belief

Boundary-Belief. A Boundary-Belief is a maintained Belief whose function is to separate one Belief-domain from an adjacent one, rather than to make a claim about the state of affairs inside a domain. It is the Belief that a region of Belief is distinct, that valuations, evidence, and authority proper to one field do not automatically carry into another. A Boundary-Belief is held in the Belief Register like any other Belief and persists only while actively maintained; it carries no exogenous Referent of its own, so it neither decoheres against reality nor self-corrects. Its strength sets the Coupling Strength across the membrane it forms between two domains in the Bubble-and-Foam Model: a strongly-held Boundary-Belief keeps that coupling low and contains a collapse within its domain, while a decohering Boundary-Belief raises coupling and lets a collapse in one domain relocate its Content-Beliefs into the neighbour. Distinguished from the Content-Belief, which makes claims within a domain rather than separating domains.

Explanation. A Boundary-Belief is a Belief whose whole job is to keep two areas of life separate in your mind, it does not say anything about the world itself, only that these two areas do not mix. The Belief that being brilliant at basketball should not make someone a trusted authority on running a country is a Boundary-Belief. The point is that these separations are not built into how the mind works; they are Beliefs that hold up only while people keep maintaining them (“stay in your lane” is a Boundary-Belief asserted against the architecture, not a feature of it, see PM Fungibility Principle). Let one slip, and a collapse in one part of the foam can spill into its neighbour, because the Beliefs that were separated now have somewhere to go.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.6; Chapter 14, Section 14.10.9.1; Chapter 14, Appendix 14A.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Companion to the Content-Belief; grounds the cross-domain Coupling Strength on which the containment results of Chapter 14 depend.

Source: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.6.

Cross-references: Content-Belief, Bubble-and-Foam Model, Belief Register, Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, PM Fungibility Principle, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle.



Boundary-Hardening Principle

Boundary-Hardening Principle. The Boundary-Hardening Principle is the derived result that exporting the maintenance Cost of a Boundary-Belief onto those it places outside its boundary raises the endogenous coupling of the domain it encloses and thereby lengthens the holder-measured Decoherence Time (Chapter 14, Section 14.7.7), converting a decoherence that would otherwise discharge continuously and at low cost into one stored behind a hardened membrane and released as a single violent fold when the boundary finally gives. Because the act that exports the Cost is the act that hardens the boundary, the ethical wrong of imposing the Cost on outsiders and the stability hazard of a stored catastrophic decoherence are one and the same act; and because higher endogenous coupling lengthens the holder-measured Decoherence Time, the harder the falsehood the longer it persists and the more violent its eventual fold. The fold re-internalises only the stored fraction of the decoherence onto the holder; the fraction already exported onto the excluded party is borne continuously and is not recovered. The corrective is the mirror image: declining to export the Cost keeps the membrane permeable and lets the Belief decohere gently and continuously. Derived at Chapter 14 as a corollary of the Saddle-Node Default in the Bubble-and-Foam Model.

Explanation. When you make outsiders pay to keep a belief standing, you do not just wrong them, you also make the belief harder to move and slower to correct, because the people who hold it stop feeling the friction that would otherwise force a rethink. The pressure does not disappear; it builds up behind the wall until the wall breaks all at once. So refusing to make outsiders pay is not only fairer, it is safer: it lets the belief bend a little at a time instead of shattering.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.6; Chapter 14, Section 14.10.9.2; Chapter 14, Appendix 14A.10.

Epistemic Status: Named Result.

Cross-references: Boundary-Belief, Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, Bubble-and-Foam Model, Saddle-Node Default, Cost of a Belief, Cost-Provenance Test, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Hard Falsehood, Hardness–Referent Matrix.



Bounded M

Bounded M. Bounded M is a visibility and signalling regime in which social observation, metrics, and Status cues are deliberately constrained so that Mimetic Desire can still coordinate, inform, and support Positive Mimesis, but cannot dominate the motivational mix or determine access to Appetitive sufficiency or Intrinsic domains.

Explanation. The target is not the removal of M, which the architecture does not permit and which would cost the coordination and learning that M supplies. The target is a ceiling. Status competition continues, and continues to carry real information about who is worth learning from; what it stops doing is deciding whether you can eat, or whether the work you would find absorbing is open to you. The test of whether M is bounded in a given domain is therefore not how much comparison occurs there, but whether losing the comparison costs you an Appetitive necessity or an Intrinsic opportunity.

Derivation: Chapter 20, Section 20.4.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Design goal of the Four Dimensions of M-Management.

Cross-references: Mimetic Desire (M), Humane Visibility Principle, Four Dimensions of M-Management, Positive Mimesis, Appetitive Floors (A-floors), Observability Governance.



Boundedness Asymmetry Principle

Boundedness Asymmetry Principle. Of the three components of Object-valuation, only PM is structurally capable of inflating beyond the real value of the Object. A-valuation is bounded by deficit states and cannot exceed the observer’s actual need. I-Object-valuation is bounded by sufficiency of the Object to enable the process and cannot exceed what the I-process requires. PM-valuation has no closure: it never closes while the Individual is conscious and perceiving, because comparative position has no resolution state (Axiom 6). Therefore, in any Object-valuation (including valuation of Individuals-as-Objects), inflation beyond A-I adequacy is necessarily and exclusively PM. Parasitic extraction is structurally impossible without PM. In a PM-free interaction, all valuations are accurate by construction.

Explanation. Your brain cannot overvalue a hamburger beyond how hungry you are, or a guitar beyond what your playing requires. Those valuation systems are wired to your actual state and switch off when the state resolves. But your brain can go on overvaluing a person’s importance for as long as you are awake and taking in the world, because there is no “full” signal for Status. That is why only PM produces extraction: it is the only valuation that can inflate beyond what is real.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.1.7; Chapter 9, Section 9.9.12; Chapter 9, Section 9.10; Chapter 8, Section 8.12.3; Appendix A, Section A.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Derived from Axiom 5 (M as Amplifier), of which Object Parasitism is the derived failure mode; Axiom 6 (Differential Satiation); and the structural coupling properties of A and I valuation.

Warrant of the residual attribution. The identification of valuation above A-I adequacy as necessarily and exclusively PM proceeds by elimination over the Three-Source Taxonomy, and its warrant is therefore the warrant of the taxonomy’s exhaustiveness, defended at Chapter 5, Sections 5.4 and 5.6, and consolidated as the first load-bearing commitment of the falsification surface at Appendix B, Section B.2. That PM never closes is not established by the elimination; it is derived independently from the Observer’s function (Satiation-Function Entailment; Appendix A, M5b), and the elimination attributes the measured residual to that independently characterised channel. In measurement, the attribution operates net of the bounded and terminating residues granted at Chapter 12, Section 12.22, and of the bounded allocative-and-buffer band of the Premium recognised in Chapter 12’s Position Statement, so that neither lawful recovery of cost nor provision against unforecastable future deficits is counted as Premium.

Substrate specification. The Boundedness Asymmetry Principle is the architectural source of every compounding dynamic in the AIM Framework. A is bounded by deficit-state (homeostatic satiation, Axiom 6); I is bounded by sufficiency of the Object to enable the process (the I-contribution closes once the Object suffices for the process at the Individual’s level of competence, Axiom 6); M is unbounded because the Observer’s Salience assessment over the perceived field has no completion condition, the continual shift of comparative reference points being its expression (Axiom 6). The compounding consequences (PM extraction, Aggregation Gradient, Stratification Inevitability, Unifying Crisis Principle) all derive from this asymmetry. Entries describing compounding dynamics must explicitly identify the M-unboundedness as the source of compounding and the A-and-I-boundedness as the bounded baseline.

Cross-references: Individual-as-Object, Reciprocal Valuation Property, Status, Mimetic Premium, Object Parasitism, Differential Satiation Dynamics (Axiom 6), Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle.



Bubble

Bubble. A Bubble is a Belief-domain, a field of coupled collective Belief inflated by the Content-Beliefs held within it and walled off from its neighbours by Boundary-Beliefs; it is the unit of the Bubble-and-Foam Model. Whether a Bubble can pop turns on its relation to a Referent. One with no Referent (an aesthetic or taste domain, the truth-value-free regime of the Decoherence Trichotomy) has nothing to decohere it and need not track Truth: it drifts indefinitely and never pops. One whose dominant Belief is connected to a Referent and tracks it is stable, because reality-contact keeps correcting it. The dangerous, fold-prone case is the Bubble that has a Referent but whose dominant Belief is decoupled from it and does not track Truth: sustained by high Coupling Strength and self-referential updating (washing-out fails, so it converges to consensus, not Truth), it inflates while a determinate Referent it does not track persists, and reality-contact eventually forces that Referent and pops it, the self-referential component evaporating as the valuation folds back toward the Referent and discharges into adjacent domains. The decoupling arises either through Referent Abandonment, where the dominant Belief contradicts a Referent that is already available and decohered, or because the Referent lies outside the representable Hypothesis Space, so no dominant Belief can track it (Type I Exclusion). Asset-price bubbles are the familiar instance; the same structure governs any referented collective Belief.

Explanation. A bubble is any field of belief a group inflates simply by holding the belief, whether by sharing the belief, or by confirming the belief tracks Truth for themselves. Some never pop, and that is fine: whether a type of shoe is fashionable or a genre of music is popular answers to nothing outside the group, so nothing can burst it and it simply drifts, inflating and deflating over time in response to group dynamics. A bubble anchored to something real whose leading belief tracks that real thing is also safe, because the belief respects the reality. The dangerous kind has something real underneath but a dominant belief that is not connected to it, or does not respect it. Asset prices are the familiar case: tulip bulbs, mortgage-backed CDOs, or Beanie Babies are worth something, yet the price runs away on everyone believing everyone else will pay more, and collapses when reality forces the question of whether the price tracks what people can afford for its utility. Bubbles are not only financial: for centuries the real cause of illness lay underneath medicine while the dominant belief, bad air and humours drained by bloodletting, was not connected to it, and the whole field held that belief with confidence until germ theory made the true cause thinkable and the bubble popped. Both cases share one root, the true Referent lay outside the Hypothesis Space the field could even represent, so no dominant belief could track it, and such a bubble ends only when the Hypothesis Space expands to admit the Referent (as germ theory did, and as asset markets mostly still have not, which is why bubbles recur). This is not the same as holding a belief that ignores a truth already available in the Hypothesis Space, which is Referent Abandonment. Examples of Referent Abandonment include climate change denial, Holocaust denial or maintained racist beliefs when race itself has no Referent and is completely determined by the prevailing collective beliefs of the day.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.6; Chapter 14, Section 14.10.9; Chapter 14, Appendix 14A.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (the unit of the Bubble-and-Foam Model).

Cross-references: Bubble-and-Foam Model, Nested-Foam Property, Boundary-Belief, Content-Belief, Referent Abandonment, Type I Exclusion, Confabulation Priority Principle, Aesthetic Drift Principle, Washing-Out Principle, Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, Mimetic Premium (PM), Confabulation Cascade.



Bubble-and-Foam Model

Bubble-and-Foam Model. The Bubble-and-Foam Model is the system/social-epistemic construct that pictures the Belief-space as a foam of Belief-domains (“bubbles”), each inflated by the load of Content-Beliefs held within it, each separated from its neighbours by a Boundary-Belief whose strength fixes the cross-domain Coupling Strength. It is at once descriptive and dynamic, and these are one claim rather than two: the structural picture (bubbles inflated by their contents, separated by membranes) and the dynamic behaviour (added Content-Belief load inflates a domain; a fold in one domain relocates its load across the separating Boundary-Belief into adjacent domains; low coupling contains the migration and decohered boundaries transmit it) are the same statement read at rest and in motion. The Model is a construct at the scale of relations among Belief-domains and must not be identified with the Belief Register, which is the intrapersonal store within which one Individual holds Beliefs. The Model makes the relationship among fields of Belief legible and is shown, in Appendix 14A, to have a coherent mathematical structure; it claims nothing deeper than that, and asserts no physical foam.

Explanation. Picture everything a person or a society believes as a mass of soap bubbles. Each bubble is a field (economics, or fashion, or a particular science) and what puffs it up is the weight of the actual claims held inside it. The thin walls between bubbles are Beliefs that say “these two fields are separate, don’t mix them up.” Strong walls keep a burst in one bubble from spreading; weak walls let it spread. That is the whole picture, and it works in two directions at once: it shows how the fields sit next to each other, and it shows what happens when one bursts, the Beliefs inside do not vanish, they push into the neighbouring bubbles. This is not the same thing as the Belief Register, which is the store of Beliefs inside a single mind; the foam is about how whole fields relate, across and between minds. The maths in Appendix 14A just confirms the picture holds together; it is a tidy way of seeing things, not a claim that Beliefs are literally a foam.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.6; Chapter 14, Appendix 14A.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Descriptive-and-dynamic organising model; its mathematical coherence is shown in Appendix 14A.10. Distinct in scale and object from the Belief Register.

Source: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.6; Appendix 14A.10.

Cross-references: Boundary-Belief, Content-Belief, Belief Register, Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, Aesthetic Drift Principle, Saddle-Node Default, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle.



Buffer-Converting Property

Buffer-Converting Property. The Buffer-Converting Property is the property of Mimetic Premium extraction under the Unidirectional PM Flow Principle by which each Micro-Extraction Event converts A-I Buffer into Mimetic Premium, rather than redistributing Mimetic Premium that already exists. The attention, deference and positional concessions that flow upward are resources that would otherwise sustain horizontal cooperation, mutual aid and shared I-engagement. Each extraction therefore both raises the higher-Status party’s capacity to extract and lowers the society’s total buffering capacity. Because the extraction draws on the A-I Buffer and not on the pool of Mimetic Premium itself, it is not self-limiting.

Explanation. Status extraction does not just move standing from the bottom to the top. It is paid for out of the trust and cooperation that hold a society together, so every transfer makes the top stronger and the whole weaker at the same time, and the gap widens from both ends.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.17.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: A-I Buffer, Micro-Extraction Event, Unidirectional PM Flow Principle, Buffer-Depletion Acceleration Principle.



Buffer-Depletion Acceleration Principle

Buffer-Depletion Acceleration Principle. Decoherence Time, the time to crisis, is proportional to A-I Buffer depth at the point where M-dynamics commence intensification. Post-crisis settlements that deplete the defeated party’s A-I infrastructure therefore accelerate re-entry into the crisis trajectory in proportion to the depletion, while settlements that rebuild that infrastructure extend Decoherence Time and supply the temporal space within which M-management institutions can develop. Where depletion is accompanied by an increase in Coupling Strength, through humiliation, Status-wounding, or imposed grievance, the two effects compress Decoherence Time from both directions.

Explanation. How a war ends determines how soon the next one starts, and the framework makes that claim quantitative rather than moral. A society’s A-I Buffer, the material and institutional depth that lets it absorb Mimetic Premium extraction without cascading, is what buys time. Strip the Buffer and the time shortens. Humiliate as well as strip, and the coupling rises at the same moment the Buffer falls, so the compression comes from both sides at once.

Versailles and the Marshall Plan are the same architecture run in opposite directions, twenty-eight years apart, with results that were not a matter of national character. At the level of Belief the Buffer-Depletion Acceleration Principle has a second reading: a polity holding Beliefs against Referents the world has already contradicted is running a debt, and Buffer depth is how long that debt can be deferred before the Belief collides with reality at crisis scale. Buffer maintenance is therefore Decoherence Time management, the provision of enough absorptive capacity that Beliefs can update against their Referents instead of colliding with them.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.17.2, with the Belief-level reading developed in the same section against Referent Abandonment (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.1).

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Decoherence Time, Coupling Strength, Referent Abandonment, Hard Falsehood, Stratification Inevitability Principle, Buffer Independence, Buffer Inversion.



Buffer Independence

Buffer Independence is the degree to which an institution derives its authority, competence, and operating capacity from sources other than the incumbent’s personal will. Under full Subcriticality, multiple institutions have high Buffer Independence: courts derive authority from constitutional norms and professional competence, media from audience trust and journalistic standards, the military from professional doctrine and institutional culture, economic institutions from market discipline and regulatory frameworks. Complete buffer capture systematically eliminates Buffer Independence by redirecting each institution’s authority to the incumbent’s personal will.

Explanation. How much a court, army, media outlet, or other institution can function based on its own rules and expertise rather than depending entirely on a single ruler’s personal say-so. The more independent the institutions are, the better they can manage a leadership change without the whole system collapsing.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.6.5.

Cross-references: Forced Quiescence, Succession Decoherence Principle, Succession Gradient, Subcriticality, Institutional Brake, Anchoring Object, Synthetic Buffer Corollary, Discharge Duration Principle.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Buffer Inversion

Buffer Inversion is the phenomenon in which the Belief Heterogeneity Buffer transitions from providing friction (dampening cascade dynamics) to providing amplification (accelerating cascade dynamics) under bipolar conditions. Formally, the p_BH term in the Multiplicative Friction Model transitions from < 1 (dampening) to > 1 (amplifying). Buffer inversion is the specific mechanism that produces the collapse-phase acceleration beyond what coupled failure alone would predict.

Explanation. When disagreement collapses from many competing views into just two hostile camps, the safety mechanism that was slowing things down starts speeding them up, each side’s attacks give the other side reasons to attack harder. This is worse than the safety mechanism simply failing; it’s the safety mechanism working in reverse. See Belief Heterogeneity Buffer, Bipolar Convergence, Multiplicative Friction Model, Friction Compounding Effect.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.8.6; Chapter 8, Section 8.12.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Belief Heterogeneity Buffer, Bipolar Convergence, Multiplicative Friction Model, Friction Compounding Effect.



Build-Up Time Decomposition

Build-Up Time Decomposition. The decomposition of the time required for a society to accumulate cumulative PM sufficient to cross the supercriticality threshold into four factors: per-transaction PM magnitude (the mean M-fraction of the integrated valuation in typical exchanges); transaction frequency in the population (the number of M-relevant exchanges per unit time across the population); half-life of A-I-Buffer absorption capacity (the rate at which A-Floor and I-infrastructure can absorb cumulative PM extraction before A-sufficiency or I-access begins to fail); and active Subcriticality Maintenance (any institutional reduction in the PM integration rate through the four M-management dimensions). The build-up time is the integral of cumulative PM over time, not the rate of per-transaction PM at any moment. Trajectory deflection operates by reducing the second, third, and fourth factors; per-transaction PM cannot easily be reduced because Source Opacity is architectural.

Explanation. Civilisations do not collapse because PM extraction is large in any one transaction. They collapse because small extractions repeat across vast numbers of transactions and slowly add up. How fast they add up depends on four things: how big each extraction is on average, how many extractions happen per unit time, how much A-I Buffer the society has to absorb the extraction before something breaks, and how hard the society is actively working to slow the accumulation. You cannot easily change the size of each extraction because it is built into how the brain integrates motivation. You can change the other three.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.4.6; Chapter 13, Section 13.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Mimetic Premium (PM), Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Aggregation Gradient, Per-Transaction Minority Claim, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Crisis State Architecture, Observability Gradient, A-Floor Erosion Principle, Executive M-Capture.



Buying Time Strategy

The buying time strategy is the nonutopian intervention approach of deploying knowledge patches and institutional buffers to maintain subcriticality (P(H) < P_c) indefinitely, thereby deferring catastrophic mimetic crisis without claiming to eliminate Mimetic Desire, cure Source Opacity, or achieve perfect motivational transparency, accepting that terminal crisis is mathematically possible but practically deferrable through continuous corrective effort. (Proposed Intervention)

Explanation. The buying-time strategy rejects both utopian confidence (“we will solve this forever”) and fatalistic resignation (“crisis is inevitable, so why try?”). It accepts three realities: (1) Source Opacity is a structural feature of human neurological architecture and cannot be eliminated, (2) Mimetic Desire will always produce some escalation pressure, and (3) catastrophic crisis (the Terminal Phase of the Crisis State Architecture) is always mathematically possible if corrective mechanisms fail. But it insists that practical subcriticality is achievable: by distributing the two-question diagnostic (knowledge patch) to identify mimetic influence, maintaining Appetitive floors and Intrinsic domains (institutional buffering), and implementing visibility governance (bounding M), societies can keep the collective Authenticity Belief below the threshold where confabulation cascades lock in. The strategy is continuous, there is no “mission accomplished” moment, but it is also effective: vast improvement over status quo is achievable even if perfection is not. The buying-time framing deliberately counters the mimetic trap of demanding “ultimate solutions” (which is itself often a status display): the goal is deferral of terminal crisis, not its cure, and deferral maintained over centuries is civilization-scale success. As of this writing, the strategy is not merely theoretical but practically urgent: current conditions exhibit an unmanaged global mimetic cascade with unprecedented time-compression-High-Theatre observability infrastructure (social media, continuous news cycles, real-time price feeds) accelerates Mimetic Flywheel dynamics and shrinks the interval between crisis stages. The drift toward Terminal Phase catastrophic reconfiguration, including the possibility of terminal nuclear conflict, proceeds faster than at any prior point in human history. Under these conditions, even modest deferral (buying years and decades rather than centuries) represents civilization-preserving success, because each year bought through Knowledge Patch dissemination and AIM-aligned institutional reform creates additional time for corrective mechanisms to compound, for populations to acquire diagnostic vocabulary, and for visibility governance to dampen escalation before the cascade reaches irreversible lock-in.

Epistemic Status: Proposed Intervention.

Derivation: Chapter 18.

Cross-references: Knowledge Patch, Crisis State Architecture, Mimetic Flywheel, Source Opacity, Intrinsic domains (I-domains), Mimetic Desire (M).



— C —

Calcification Threshold

Calcification Threshold. The Calcification Threshold is the point in a field’s development at which the mimetic component of Status becomes as predictive of an Individual’s position as the two Referent-backed components together, above which the rational allocation of effort moves from contribution to extraction. Status-A is bounded by the observers’ actual Appetitive deficits and satiates at population level once the functional need is met; Status-I is bounded by reach, each observer’s I-valuation tracking an enrichment that observer actually received, so the total is tethered to the number of Individuals the contribution genuinely touches; Status-PM alone has no bound of its own: each observer’s Mimetic Premium is raised by the Premium other observers already direct at the same Individual, so the component recruits its own increase, and the only ceiling on it is the attention those observers can supply (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.4). Both Referent-backed components raise rank and both terminate, on different conditions. Beyond both ceilings the only component still capable of moving an Individual’s position is the one that has none, and an Individual optimising for rank reallocates accordingly.

Explanation. Early in a field’s life the way to rise is to be good at the thing. The needs are unmet, the work has not reached everyone it could reach, and doing more of it moves you. Later both of those run out. The needs are met, and the people your work can reach have been reached, so the same work offered again enriches nobody new. What has not run out is position itself, because position feeds on position. So the reliable route to standing stops being what you contribute and starts being what you already hold, and the hierarchy hardens into an arrangement that no longer tracks what anyone supplies. The cruelty of it is that contribution never stops being valued, which is why nobody inside can tell the ceiling from a change in the rules.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.12.9.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result. Derived at Chapter 8, Section 8.12.9 from the Status decomposition of Section 8.12.3 and the Status Non-Beneficiality Principle of Section 8.12.8.

Cross-references: Status, Status Non-Beneficiality Principle, Status-Premium Duality, Mimetic Premium (PM, the Premium), Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, Object Parasitism, Status Integrity.



Camouflage Architecture

Camouflage Architecture is the eight-layer concealment structure whereby Mimetic Desire is rendered systematically invisible at individual, institutional, and civilisational levels: Source Opacity (Layer 1), Confabulation (Layer 2), and Object Parasitism (Layer 3), collectively the Triple Camouflage; Disciplinary Priors (Layer 4), Disciplinary Boundaries (Layer 5), and Academic Camouflage (Layer 6); Vocabulary Gap / Hilbert Collapse (Layer 7); and Meta-Architectural Exclusion (Layer 8). Each successive layer conceals not only M but also the operation of lower layers, and penetrating any single layer reveals at most the one beneath; only simultaneous penetration of all eight exposes the full structure. Framework-Specific Construct. Formalised in Chapter 8.

Explanation. The Camouflage Architecture explains why Mimetic Desire was never identified despite its effects being exhaustively documented across every culture and epoch. The eight layers operate across three tiers:

Tier 1, Individual (Layers 1–3: Triple Camouflage). Source Opacity blocks introspective detection (source-tags discarded at integration). Confabulation actively generates false A/I explanations for M-driven desires. Object Parasitism ensures M operates exclusively through A-objects and I-objects, so no purely M-object exists to reveal M’s operation.

Tier 2, Institutional (Layers 4–6). Disciplinary Priors are the foundational assumptions within each academic field that independently block recognition of M (economics assumes preference exogeneity; psychology assumes introspective reliability; philosophy assumes autonomous selfhood). Disciplinary Boundaries prevent cross-field synthesis because the question “which of my desires are authentically mine?” falls between every established discipline. Academic Camouflage is the Confabulation mechanism operating on researchers, producing systematic omission of M-relevant research questions.

Tier 3, Civilisational (Layers 7–8). The Vocabulary Gap (Hilbert Collapse) is the absence of conceptual categories required even to formulate the M-Hypothesis (the explanatory framework’s Hilbert space lacks the basis vector corresponding to “preconscious mimetic transmission as a motivational source.” Meta-Architectural Exclusion is the absence of the Hypothesis-type “a structural feature of cognition might systematically prevent its own discovery”) the possibility that the architecture could be self-concealing sits outside civilisation’s epistemic space.

The earlier Triple Camouflage formulation (Layers 1–3 only) predates the full formalisation and remains valid as a label for the individual-level tier. The canonical reference for the complete eight-layer structure is Chapter 8. See Triple Camouflage, Meta-Architectural Exclusion, Vocabulary Gap, Source Opacity Theorem, Abstraction Layer, Abstraction Layering.

Cross-references: Meta-Architectural Exclusion, Vocabulary Gap, Source Opacity Theorem, Abstraction Layer, Abstraction Layering.

Derivation: Chapter 5, Section 5.8; Chapter 8, Section 8.7; Chapter 9, Section 9.14.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Care-at-Apex Governance Corollary

Care-at-Apex Governance Corollary. The Care-at-Apex Governance Corollary is the principle that for apex governance positions, care for the governed (I-empathy) is the architecturally privileged I-domain because it is the only Intrinsic Motivation capacity that simultaneously (a) stabilises the holder against M-capture by providing genuine I-engagement that escapes reference-point escalation, (b) orients the holder toward the governed population’s welfare by making the population’s flourishing the Object of I-engagement, and (c) produces the specific governance outputs, A-floor provision, I-domain protection, M-management, that AIM’s normative architecture recommends. No other I-domain achieves all three simultaneously.

Explanation. Not all forms of genuine motivation are equally useful for governing well. A leader who is genuinely curious about policy puzzles (I-curiosity) or genuinely skilled at statecraft (I-mastery) resists the pathological status dynamics that corrupt leadership, but neither curiosity nor mastery is directed at the population’s welfare by its own nature. Only care, felt concern for the governed, simultaneously protects the leader from status-capture and points their efforts at the people they serve. This is why care is architecturally privileged: it is the only I-domain that does both jobs at once.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.12.4.

Cross-references: Repulsion Architecture, Care-Substitution Test, Universal Care Claim (as Confabulation Signature), Apex M-Capture, Leadership Compression Principle, Empathy-Mimesis Antagonism Principle, Pseudo-Empathy.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Corollary. Derived from the Empathy-Mimesis Antagonism, the Apex M-Capture, and the Leadership Compression Principle.



Care-Substitution Test

Care-Substitution Test. The Care-Substitution Test is the diagnostic question “Would I be content for someone else to do this work, provided it were done well?” applied to apex governance holders to distinguish genuine I-care (where the governed population’s welfare is the Object, regardless of who provides it) from M-contaminated care (where “being the one who cares” is the Object, a status display of virtue whose transfer to another is experienced as status loss).

Explanation. If you would be genuinely happy for someone else to take over governing, provided they did it well and the people benefited, your care is real. If the idea of someone else getting credit for the work makes you resist, even though the population would be equally well served, then it is not the welfare you are attached to but the position. The Care-Substitution Test catches this because genuine care is about outcomes, while M-driven “care” is about being seen as the carer.

Cross-references: Care-at-Apex Governance Corollary, Repulsion Architecture, Gap Behaviour Test, Audience-Removal Test, Wanting-Liking Dissociation.

Derivation: Chapter 20, Section 20.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Diagnostic. Derived from the Care-at-Apex Governance Corollary and the Wanting-Liking Dissociation.



Cascading Consequences

Cascading Consequences is a general rule that follows from AIM’s premise, that structured restrictions on aggressors and enablers that target violence-enabling goods and mimetic channels, while explicitly preserving Appetitive essentials and as much safe space to pursue Intrinsic Motivations as possible.

Explanation. Instead of punishing by taking away food, sleep, or all meaningful activity, consequences limit the specific tools, access, and High-Theatre arenas that made the Harm possible. The aim is to lower future risk by shrinking dangerous A- and M-levers, not to maximise suffering as an end in itself.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.16; Chapter 16, Section 16.14; Chapter 17, Section 17.19.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Cascading Support, Cascading Structure of Rights and Duties, Harm, Mutual-Support Commitment.



Cascading Structure of Rights and Duties

The cascading structure of rights and duties is the rule that responsibilities to protect A, enable I, and bound M fall first on the nearest and most capable actors (self, intimates, organisations, state, and finally international actors) so that no level can excuse inaction by pointing to another.

Explanation. Instead of treating “society” as an undifferentiated blob, AIM assigns A-, I-, and M-related duties in concentric layers: those closest and best placed to help must act first, with responsibility flowing outward only when inner layers genuinely cannot discharge it. This cascading design underpins later chapters on criminal justice, economic floors, and foreign intervention, where failing inner layers both justify and limit more distant intervention to repair A-harm, I-harm, and M-harm.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.12.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (normative).

Cross-references: A-Rights, A-Duties, Cascading Consequences, Cascading Support, Reciprocal Care Principle.



Cascading Support

Cascading Support is a general rule that follows from AIM’s premise, that after Harm or crisis, institutions must first restore victims’ and dependants’ A and I, then repair the costs borne by helpers in expanding circles, extending the same provision, on the same gradient of deformation, to the field around the offender, the dependants, households and communities anchored to those who produced the act, before turning to consequences for offenders (if caused by an offender).

Explanation. Support cascades outward from those directly harmed to those who stepped in to help, so that no one ends up worse off for doing the right thing. This reverses retributive priorities: the first success condition for justice is that needs are met and intrinsic projects can resume, not that the offender has suffered enough. It also reaches the offender’s own family and community, who did nothing and are harmed by what is done to the offender; leaving them stripped is how the next round begins. The settlement that rebuilt the defeated nations after 1945 did this at the scale of whole populations.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.15; Chapter 16, Section 16.14; Chapter 17, Section 17.19; Appendix A, Section A.5.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Cascading Consequences, Cascading Structure of Rights and Duties, Harm, Mutual-Support Commitment.



Category Construction Corollary

Category Construction Corollary. A corollary to the Relative-Position Computation Principle stating that because the agent-type categories over which the Observer’s position computation runs are Heuristics maintained by the Thinker rather than fixed by the architecture, they depart from objective agent-boundaries in two directions: outward over-extension, in which the Thinker classifies non-agentive systems as agents, or a system that acts without wanting as a person, and runs the position computation against them (the wind as a god, the market as a bear or bull, an artificial intelligence as a person), and inward over-partition, in which the Thinker subdivides a single agent class into ranked sub-categories against which positional computation differentiates (racial hierarchy, caste stratification). Both forms arise without new architectural machinery: outward over-extension is the same computation applied to a Thinker-constructed agent representation; inward over-partition is the same computation applied to Thinker-maintained sub-categories within a class. The departure is carried by Contactless Updating, because the Individual seldom contacts the Referent that settles an agent-boundary and holds the categories on the testimony of those who share them, and where a sub-category acquires positional value the Mimetic Drive to False Belief maintains it as well. The corollary does not require that the departure produces stable error; in some environments, treating the wind as an agent may be instrumentally correct. It predicts that wherever the Thinker’s categorical maintenance diverges from objective agent-boundaries, the Observer’s positional computation will track the Thinker’s categories rather than correcting for their accuracy, and that the divergence persists unless the Individual holds the Referent prior to the category.

Explanation. Since it is the thinking mind that decides what counts as an agent for the purposes of social comparison, that categorisation can slip in either direction. It can expand outward, treating things that are not really agents (the wind, the weather, the market), or a machine that acts but wants nothing (an artificial intelligence), as if they were persons one stands in relation to. And it can contract inward, splitting a single group of people into ranked sub-groups (by race, caste, clan), each of which becomes a distinct reference-class against which position is computed and maintained. In neither case does the architecture do anything new; the same position-tracking machinery that handles genuine rivals handles these extended or subdivided categories equally well. The slippage is a Thinker problem, not an Observer problem: the Observer computes faithfully against the categories it is given, and it is given whatever the Thinker has constructed. The categories shift with what people around us say rather than with how things are, and they stay wrong until the facts are put in charge of them.

Cross-references: Relative-Position Computation Principle, Axiom 6 (Differential Satiation Dynamics), Thinker (I), Observer (M input channel), Belief Register, Heuristic, Contactless Updating, Mimetic Drive to False Belief, Diversity Referent, AI Motivational Architecture.

Derivation: Chapter 10, Section 10.3.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Corollary.



Caught-Desire Prior

Caught-Desire Prior. The Caught-Desire Prior is the principal instance of Low-Salience Pre-Loading: the standing prior that just because the Individual has seen someone want something does not mean the Individual genuinely wants or needs it, and just because the Individual feels they want it does not mean it will serve them. The prior is true of the architecture it describes (the Minimum Installation Condition guarantees that observation installs wanting regardless of underlying Appetitive deficit or Intrinsic opportunity, and the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle guarantees that installed Salience is felt as genuine deficit), and its Referent (the Individual’s own motivational architecture) is continuously accessible. It is therefore self-confirming in use (each caught pull that passes without loss is an ordinary Bayesian confirmation event) and self-protecting (it attenuates the Salience channel through which social proof would displace it): see Endogenous Stabilisation.

Explanation. One sentence, held as a real Belief: “Seeing someone want something can make me feel I want it, and that feeling isn’t proof I need it, or that getting it would do me any good.” Every time you catch such a pull and watch it pass without costing you anything, the Belief gets stronger, because it just proved itself right again.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Content of a prior, not a procedure; derived from the Minimum Installation Condition and the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle. Not an additional axiom.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.17.

Cross-references: Low-Salience Pre-Loading, Pre-Loading, Endogenous Stabilisation, Salience Floor, Minimum Installation Condition (MIC), Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Truth-Tracked Regime, Two-Question Diagnostic, Behavioural Signatures.



Celebrity Ratchet

Celebrity Ratchet. The Celebrity Ratchet is the positive-feedback dynamic in which the PM-component of an Individual-as-Object’s valuation compounds through mimetic transmission across the observer network: observed Status raises the Salience of the Individual, which raises the PM attributed to them by further observers, which raises observed Status again. It operates exclusively through Status-PM; the A- and I-components of an Individual’s valuation do not self-reinforce through mimetic transmission (a tradesperson whose Status-A rises with genuine demand for their services experiences no ratchet, because A-valuation carries no self-amplifying mimetic channel). The ratchet’s steps are individually compounding within a domain, and (because PM is fungible across domains (PM Fungibility Principle)) each accumulated step is deployable into further domains, so visibility in one field converts into deference-eligibility in unrelated fields rather than remaining confined to the domain of original competence.

Explanation. Fame breeds fame. The more attention someone already has, the more attention they attract, because attention itself is the signal other people copy, you notice them because others noticed them, which makes still others notice them. It only works on the status-and-attention part of how we value people, not on the “genuinely useful” part: a good plumber gets busier, but doesn’t spiral into celebrity, because usefulness doesn’t copy itself the way fame does. And because that accumulated fame is spendable in any field (see PM Fungibility Principle), the ratchet doesn’t just make someone more famous at the thing they started with, it makes them eligible for deference everywhere, whether or not they know anything about it.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.12.1 (Step 1). Formal counterpart: the Observability channel of Appendix A, Section A.5.7.3, applied to an Individual-as-Object (Section A.11.2). Cross-domain reach: Chapter 8, Section 8.12 (PM Fungibility Principle).

Distinction from the Salience Ratchet Principle. The Salience Ratchet Principle is a property of the Individual who seeks to be Salient: the acknowledgement sought is event-shaped and granted by others, so the demand recurs one rung higher each time it is met. The Celebrity Ratchet is a property of the observer network: regard compounds across observers whether or not the Individual seeks it. The first is why the wanting does not settle; the second is why the supply of regard keeps growing. The two run together in the famous Individual, joined by the Salience-Status Identity, which is why fame grows and does not satisfy.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived consequence of Object Parasitism (Axiom 5) operating through the Observability-mediated mimetic loop, restricted to the Status-PM channel. Not an additional axiom.

Cross-references: PM Fungibility Principle, Status, Object Parasitism, Individual-as-Object, Salience-Status Identity, Unidirectional PM Flow Principle, Observability, Salience Ratchet Principle.



Certainty-Truth Independence

Certainty-Truth Independence is the principle within Quantum Epistemology that Bayes’ theorem functions as a movement function specifying how evidence should shift probability mass, not a Truth function specifying correspondence with reality, such that P(H|E) → 1 describes the system reaching maximal probability concentration, not the Hypothesis being true, and the distinction between probability concentration (a system property) and truth-correspondence (a relation to reality) is the foundation of the framework’s analysis of coupled Belief dynamics.

Explanation. Bayes’ theorem contains a prior, a likelihood, a normalising term, and a posterior. It does not contain a variable for Truth, a correspondence function between H and reality, or any mechanism for determining whether H is actually the case. When every input to the equation is either internal to the Belief system (the prior) or generated by other Belief systems (the evidence, in coupled settings), the output, the posterior, inherits this closure. Bayesian updating in coupled systems is a transformation of the Belief system by the Belief system. Truth, being external, enters only through priors grounded in direct observation and through eventual collision with reality (decoherence). In high-coupling-strength systems where Beliefs circulate and amplify without Truth entering the loop, Individuals become maximally certain without becoming more correct. The phenomenology of convergence, the mounting evidence, the decreasing plausibility of alternatives, the growing conviction, is identical regardless of whether the Hypothesis is true. The Individual cannot distinguish “I am converging toward Truth” from “I am converging toward a stable Belief-state that may or may not correspond to Truth.” See Truth-Value Orthogonality, Quantum Epistemology, Coupling Strength κ.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.6.4; Chapter 14, Section 14.6.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Derived from Quantum Epistemology.

Cross-references: Truth, Belief, Posterior, Bayesian Updating, Truth-Value Orthogonality, Quantum Epistemology, Coupling Strength.



Certification Bound

Certification Bound. The Certification Bound is the limit on what an Individual can claim for a Hypothesis, and it follows from Bayesian updating operating only over the Hypotheses the Hypothesis Space represents. Updating returns the available Hypothesis the Evidence fits most closely, which is the best supported in the space rather than the best supported; where the true Hypothesis is absent the operation neither fails nor reports its own incompleteness, and the Individual arrives at the nearest available Hypothesis with whatever confidence the Evidence warrants, that Hypothesis being the least wrong the space permits. The shortfall is undetectable from inside for two reasons: identifying it would require setting the Hypothesis Space against what it omits, and stating the omission is the operation the space cannot perform (Type I Exclusion); and certainty carries no information about correspondence (Certainty-Truth Independence), a restricted space producing high confidence more readily than a complete one because fewer candidates compete for the probability mass. No Individual is therefore ever in a position to assert a Truth. The strongest warrant available is that a Hypothesis is the least wrong of those the Individual’s Hypothesis Space contains, given the Evidence that has reached them.

Distinction from Truth. The Certification Bound governs warrant rather than truth-value. A Belief in the Truth-Tracked Regime tracks a decohered Referent and is true, and reality goes on confirming it; what the Individual can state about it is still that nothing has contradicted it and that their space holds no better candidate. Truth is a property of the relation between a Belief and the state of affairs it concerns, and warrant is a property of an operation run over a space whose edges the operator cannot see. The Certification Bound therefore constrains assertion and leaves the Truth-Value of Beliefs untouched.

The regime outside the Certification Bound. Where the check is constitutive rather than contingent, as in the mathematically provable case, the Belief and its verification are the same act and no space of competing candidates exists over which a posterior is taken. A proof is not a posterior, and the Certification Bound reaches only what is arrived at by updating.

Explanation. You can never say a thing is true. The most you can ever say is that it is the least wrong answer you were able to reach with the ideas you had and the evidence that came your way. This is not modesty and it is not a failure of nerve. Working out which hypothesis the evidence best fits is something a mind can do. Working out whether the right hypothesis was among the ones it was choosing between is not, because noticing the missing one means already having it. Feeling sure does not help, since a smaller set of options produces more confidence rather than less. None of this means nothing is true, or that all answers are equally good: some answers are far less wrong than others, and getting less wrong is exactly the work worth doing. It means that certifying an answer as true is not a move anyone gets to make.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.9.6.

Cross-references: Hypothesis, Hypothesis Space, Type I Exclusion, Certainty-Truth Independence, Truth-Value Orthogonality, Truth, True Belief, Belief, Evidence, Referent, Referent Inaccessibility, Displaced Correction, Truth-Tracked Regime, Confabulation, Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Epistemic Suspension.



Channel-Count Asymmetry

Channel-Count Asymmetry. The architectural feature whereby the three components supplying direct input to the Decision Hub, being the Thinker, the Observer, and the Body Manager, each supply one channel (a physical channel count of one to one to one), but control over those channels is divided two to one in the Thinker’s favour, because the Thinker controls both its own direct ground-resolution input and the templates under which the Observer’s input is classified and sign-coded (the Observer computing Salience on the Thinker’s cached priors supplied through the Belief Register), while the Body Manager controls its own input, the one genuinely independent input, and the Observer controls none. The four derived consequences (the I-Supremacy Result, the A-Disadvantage, the I-Template Override Result, and the I-Corrective Asymmetry) follow from this control asymmetry rather than from any stipulated weighting. The fast-layer formalisation is at Appendix A.5.9.

Explanation. Three signals reach the part of the mind that picks the action, one each from the body, the reasoning self, and the social-comparison faculty. It looks like a fair three-way vote, but it is not, because the social-comparison faculty has no opinions of its own. It reads what other people are doing only through the categories the reasoning self has already fed it. So the reasoning self effectively holds two of the three votes and the body holds one, which is why the body’s signal can be outvoted, and why there is no genuine stand-off between body and social-comparison against the reasoning self.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.12; Appendix A, Section A.5.9.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Decision Hub, Thinker, Observer, Body Manager, A-Disadvantage, I-Supremacy Result, I-Corrective Asymmetry, I-Template Override Result.



Charisma Channel Principle

The Charisma Channel Principle is the principle that charisma is a communicative capacity orthogonal to motivational source, such that a charismatic Individual may be I-led (the craftsperson whose communicative intensity reflects engagement with the craft) or M-led (the operator whose charisma is pure status-pursuit), and the architectural damage from charisma arises not from the capacity itself but from using it as a selection criterion, because such a criterion is structurally M-coupled regardless of the motivational source of any particular candidate.

Explanation. Charismatic communication is a skill. The question is what the skill is in service of: the craft (I-led) or the pursuit of status and audience (M-led). Because Source is opaque, the audience cannot distinguish the two cases from communicative behaviour alone. This is why selecting leaders or spokespersons on the basis of charisma is architecturally dangerous: the selection filter cannot determine motivational source, so it systematically passes M-led candidates alongside I-led ones, and the resulting pool is M-biased. Charisma-intensive roles remain architecturally legitimate provided occupants are selected on contribution-tracked criteria for the role’s actual craft and retain protected I-domains outside the role sufficient to sustain I-Override against the mimetic gravity the role generates.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.12.4.

Cross-references: Contribution-Tracked Authority, Four Dimensions of M-Management, I-Override, Selection-Role Fit Principle, Source Opacity.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Derived from the Three-Source Taxonomy (Axiom 1), Source Opacity (Axiom 3), and I-Infrastructure Protection.



Choice Blindness

Choice blindness is the empirically demonstrated phenomenon where Individuals, when presented with choices they did not actually make (via experimental manipulation), fail to notice the switch and confidently generate justifications for the choice they did not select, revealing that the link between choice and justification is weak and post-hoc rather than causally tight and introspectively transparent.

Explanation. In Johansson et al.’s (2005) experiments, subjects chose between options (e.g., photographs of faces), but through sleight of hand, experimenters swapped their choice for the non-chosen option and then asked them to explain their choice. Most subjects failed to notice the swap and immediately generated coherent justifications for the option they had rejected seconds earlier. This demonstrates that (1) people do not have reliable introspective access to the reasons for their choices, and (2) justifications are constructed on-demand after the fact from plausible-sounding narratives, not retrieved from memory of the actual decision process. Choice blindness is direct evidence for the confabulation mechanism: the narrative system will rationalize whatever choice is presented to it, regardless of what actually motivated the selection. For AIM, this validates the claim that conscious explanations of Source (“I wanted this because…”) are unreliable and that behavioural signatures provide better evidence than introspection.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.3; Chapter 9, Section 9.12.2.

Epistemic Status: Established Neuroscience.

Cross-references: Confabulation, Source Opacity.



Class 1 Intervention

**Class 1 Intervention is an intervention on the forcing that reaches the mimetic loop from outside it. At the scale of a single Individual that forcing is the Ignition Input m_obs(t) of the fast valuation system specified in Appendix A; across a population it is carried by the Observability Matrix, whose spectral radius governs the rate at which a realised valuation in one Individual becomes an observed Model signal for another, and the two enter one threshold additively at the fold (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.4). Class 1 interventions reduce the stream of observed Model signals reaching Individuals’ perceptual apparatus. Examples include visibility suppression of specific Model classes or Object categories (media norms such as the Don’t Name Them principle for spree-killer coverage), platform-level hiding of engagement metrics, sumptuary-style restrictions on visible display of positional Objects, and opacity regimes over salaries and prices. Class 1 interventions have a first-order effect on the operating point of the fast-valuation fixed point and a second-order effect on stability through the dependence of σ’(V*) on operating-point location; at the network scale the reduction in the Observability Matrix’s spectral radius lowers the total gain directly rather than only through the operating point.**

Explanation. A Class 1 intervention turns down the flow of visible Model signals reaching Individuals. If we stop publicising what spree killers did, or hide how much other people are earning, or restrict visible luxury display, we reduce how much Model-observation drives the preconscious mimetic signal. These interventions do not prevent mimetic activation (that is architecturally impossible), but they lower the baseline level of activation and can indirectly help stabilise the internal loop by reducing where the system sits on its response curve.

Cross-references: Ignition Input, Ignition Gain, Class 2 Intervention, Observability, Observability Matrix, Network Loop Gain, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.5.1; Chapter 8, Section 8.15.4; Appendix A, Section A.5.7.4; Chapter 18, Section 18.14.2.

Epistemic Status: Proposed Intervention.



Class 2 Intervention

**Class 2 Intervention is an intervention on a coupling whose magnitude enters the loop gain, at whichever layer that coupling sits. Class 2 interventions reduce the stability-determining gain directly. At the fast layer the channels are the three parameters of the Internal Loop Gain G ≡ κ_S·β·γ·σ’(V*) of the fast valuation system specified in Appendix A: β reduction via the Knowledge Patch (Chapter 18), γ reduction via Observability-feedback governance, and κ_S reduction via Salience engineering. At the slow Bayesian layer they are the Restriction-Induced Concentration Factor, reduced by AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, and the Evidence-Emission Coefficient, reduced by Epistemic Suspension (Appendix A, Section A.5.6). At the network layer the channel is the Evidence-Coupling Matrix, whose off-diagonal spectral radius is reduced by Patch-competent Evidence intake (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.4). Class 2 interventions have a first-order effect on stability and can collapse supercritical cycles regardless of Ignition Input level, provided the reduction is sufficient to bring the total gain below its critical threshold.**

Explanation. A Class 2 intervention turns down one of the three knobs inside the internal loop that drives mimetic compounding. Knowledge Patch training reduces how strongly the Decision Hub acts on the mimetic signal. Observability-feedback governance reduces how strongly realised choices translate into environmental Salience. Salience engineering reduces how strongly environmental Salience drives new mimetic signal. Any one of these can collapse a supercritical loop back to stability if the reduction is large enough. The same logic runs at the slower layers: enlarging the Hypothesis Space and holding Belief open reduce the gain the Bayesian layer contributes, and Patch-competent reading of what others express reduces the gain the network contributes.

Cross-references: Internal Loop Gain, Knowledge Patch, Class 1 Intervention, Delivery-Pathway Intervention, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Fast-to-Slow Coupling, Slow-Layer Loop Gain, Network Loop Gain, Evidence-Coupling Matrix, Restriction-Induced Concentration Factor, Evidence-Emission Coefficient, Joint Stability Condition.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.5.1; Chapter 8, Section 8.15.4; Appendix A, Section A.5.6; Appendix A, Section A.5.7.4; Appendix A, Section A.5.4; Appendix A, Section A.6.4; Chapter 18, Section 18.14.2.

Epistemic Status: Proposed Intervention.



Closure

Closure. Closure is the second of the three conditions a candidate Institutional Buffer must satisfy to qualify as a Restoring Node: the new state variable’s feedback must act on one of the couplings whose product forms the Internal Loop Gain, or on the corresponding network-scale quantities. A structure whose restoring force acts on a coordinate the loop does not contain fails Closure however genuine and however strong that force is, and the failure is not offset by the structure’s importance in other respects. Two-party electoral alternation is the worked case: its restoring force acts on office-holding, which appears in no term of the loop gain, so the loop drives the electoral variable while the electoral variable supplies no damping in return. Social insurance is the complementary case, carrying genuine responsive dynamics aimed at appetitive provision, which is an exogenous input to the valuation equation rather than a term in the gain.

Distinction from Cognitive Closure. Cognitive Closure is a state of an Individual’s causal-inference process, reached when an explanation has been generated and accepted so that downstream processing can proceed. Closure in the present sense is a property of a feedback path in a dynamical system and concerns where a variable’s output lands. The two share a word and nothing else, and neither entry bears on the other.

Explanation. For a structure to help, it has to push on something that is actually part of the problem. A court that strikes down an unlawful act has restored legality, which matters, but it has not touched how strongly one person’s visible choices drive another person’s wanting. Closure is the test of whether the push lands on the machinery that decides whether the trouble compounds, and a great many valuable institutions fail it while doing valuable things.

Derivation: Chapter 20, Section 20.3.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (condition).

Cross-references: Restoring Node, Novelty, Sign, Internal Loop Gain, Institutional Buffering, Counterfeit Limit Cycle, Saddle-Node Default, Cognitive Closure.



Coercion

Coercion is the use of A-Harm, I-Harm, or M-Harm (or credible threats thereof) to override a person’s intrinsic evaluation, such that their Decision Hub fires in ways they would not endorse under A-sufficiency, protected I-domains, and bounded M.

Explanation.

Coercion is not just “strong influence”: it is when someone leverages A-Harm, I-Harm, or M-Harm (or credible threats of imposing these harms) to make another person do something they would refuse if their Appetitive needs were secure, their Intrinsic Motivations were protected, and they were not under Mimetic duress. In AIM terms, the test is counterfactual: if securing the person’s A-floors, providing protected I-space, and removing audience and status threats would change the choice, the original “agreement” was coerced, even if it looked rational at the time. M-Harm is a real coercive instrument; when Coercion exports the maintenance Cost of a Boundary-Belief, the Cost of a Belief / Cost-Provenance Test ledger still records only the resulting A-domain and I-domain losses, not the M phenomenology itself.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (normative).

Cross-references: Decision Hub, Consent, Harm, Intrinsic Motivation (I), Cost of a Belief, Cost-Provenance Test.



Cognitive Closure

Cognitive Closure is the state in which a causal-inference demand has been satisfied (an explanation has been generated and accepted, downstream processes can proceed, and the interrogation terminates) achieved regardless of whether the explanation is accurate or false, such that the brain’s demand for closure is a demand for any explanation that allows processing to continue rather than a demand for accurate explanation specifically.

Explanation. Cognitive closure is the functional goal that Confabulation serves. When an Individual faces the question “Why do I want this?” or “Why did this happen?”, downstream processes (action planning, resource allocation, social justification, threat response) require a causal model to proceed. The brain cannot efficiently operate in sustained uncertainty about causal structure.

Cognitive closure can be achieved through:


	Accurate explanation: The true causal structure is identified and represented.

	Confabulated explanation: A plausible but inaccurate narrative is generated and accepted.

	Epistemic Suspension: “I don’t know” is accepted as a stable response that satisfies the demand for closure while leaving the causal question open.



Options 1 and 3 are epistemically preferable but cognitively costly. Option 2 is epistemically inferior but cognitively cheap. Under time pressure, stress, cognitive load, or A-deficit, the brain defaults to Option 2, generating closure through Confabulation rather than sustaining the costly state of uncertainty required for Options 1 or 3.

The Scapegoat Mechanism exploits cognitive closure demands: when collective tension requires explanation and structural causes exceed tractability, the agent-based scapegoat narrative achieves closure immediately (identifying a cause, enabling coordinated response, providing actionable target), while accurate structural explanation requires sustained uncertainty, complex reasoning, and distributed intervention that provides no immediate closure.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.4; Chapter 4, Section 4.3.9.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct, integrating need-for-closure research with AIM architecture.

Cross-references: Confabulation, Epistemic Suspension, Scapegoat Mechanism, Completion Pressure.



Collaborator

Collaborator is an agent-type category in human causal cognition characterising entities that present reciprocity opportunities, agents with whom mutually beneficial exchange, alliance formation, or cooperative action is possible, triggering detection systems that assess reliability indicators, potential for mutual benefit, and trustworthiness to determine whether reciprocal engagement would yield positive-sum outcomes for both parties.​

Explanation. Collaborator-detection evolved to identify agents with whom cooperation yields better outcomes than competition or avoidance (allies, trading partners, coalition members, and reciprocal exchange relationships that enhance survival and resource acquisition through coordination rather than conflict. The cognitive systems implementing collaborator-detection compute trust signals (consistent behaviour, reputation, in-group markers), reciprocity capacity (ability to provide value in exchange), and alignment indicators (shared goals, compatible incentives). Unlike predator-detection (which focuses on threat) or prey-detection (which focuses on vulnerability), collaborator-detection assesses mutual benefit potential) whether the agent can and will reciprocate cooperative overtures. Successful collaborator-identification enables the complex social networks, division of labour, and reciprocal altruism that characterise human societies, providing adaptive advantages through coordination that neither party could achieve alone. (Framework-Specific Construct, drawing on evolutionary psychology and cooperation research)​

Derivation: Chapter 10, Section 10.2.2; Chapter 10, Section 10.2.4; Chapter 11, Section 11.13.1; Chapter 9, Section 9.16; Appendix A, Section A.2.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Agent-Type Vector, Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9), Predator, Collaborator Subtype.



Collaborator Subtype

Collaborator Subtype. The Collaborator coordinate of the Agent-Type Vector takes one of three subtypes, set by the evidence the classifier reads alongside evidence of reciprocity, and each subtype fixes which of the three channels carries weight in the valuation of the Individual-Object. The mating-pair subtype is the Collaborator reading under reproductive cues and engages the Body Manager’s sexual deficit term. The parent-child subtype is the Collaborator reading under dependency, where the Individual-Object’s Appetitive deficits are ones the observer can repair and the Individual-Object cannot, and it carries an Appetitive flow in one direction, from the capable party to the dependent one, which reverses over the life course. The among-equals subtype is the Collaborator reading under reciprocity between Individuals of comparable capacity, with neither reproductive cue nor dependency. The subtypes are readings of one vector rather than separate modules: one Individual-Object can carry more than one, and can move between them as the evidence changes.

Explanation. When your brain files someone as a person to cooperate with, it also files what kind of cooperation: a possible mate, someone who depends on you (or on whom you depend), or an equal. Those three filings are what romantic partnership, family and friendship are built on. They are not separate systems. Your partner can also be your friend, and the parent who once looked after you can come to depend on you.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.16.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Refinement of the Collaborator coordinate of the Agent-Type Vector (Axiom 9). Not an additional axiom.

Cross-references: Collaborator, Agent-Type Vector, Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9), Relational Specificity Principle, Individual-as-Object, Minimum Installation Condition (MIC).



Collective Convergence Mechanism

The Collective Convergence Mechanism is the process by which Individual Confabulation Cascades synchronise through social proof, public expression of confabulated narratives, prestige-biased learning, and mimetic template transmission, producing population-level Belief shifts that accelerate rather than correct the underlying error, because each Individual’s expressed narrative becomes evidence in others’ updating cycles, creating coupled oscillator dynamics where convergence on shared false Beliefs compounds faster than any Individual’s private doubt can resist.

Explanation. The Collective Convergence Mechanism explains how private self-deception becomes public consensus. Individual A confabulates a narrative and expresses it. Individual B, performing their own Bayesian updating, incorporates A’s expressed narrative as social evidence, it updates B’s prior toward the same conclusion. B then expresses a similar narrative, which updates C and D and also reinforces A’s prior (social proof). The result is a positive feedback loop where each person’s confabulation validates everyone else’s, producing population-level convergence on a shared but false Belief at a rate that increases with network connectivity and decreases with Epistemic Suspension capacity. This is the mechanism by which societies arrive at shared scapegoats, shared market manias, and shared political delusions, not through conspiracy or coordination, but through the ordinary operation of Bayesian updating on socially expressed confabulations. See Individual Confabulation Cascade, Confabulation Cascade, Propagation Pathways, Unifying Crisis Principle.

Scale specification. The Collective Convergence Mechanism is the population-scale form of the Bayesian compounding dynamic. Its intrapersonal counterpart is the Individual Confabulation Cascade; its inter-personal network-propagation counterpart is the Confabulation Cascade. Collective Convergence is the emergent result of many Confabulation Cascades synchronising via propagation pathways across the population.

Cross-references: Propagation Pathways (Collective Confabulation), Exception-Handling Analogy.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.4.1; Chapter 13, Section 13.4.2; Appendix A, Section A.5.8.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (the population scale of the Confabulation Cascade).



Collective Fixed Point

Collective Fixed Point is the stable configuration toward which a Confabulation Cascade converges, a state characterised by: (1) near-universal adoption of a shared confabulated narrative; (2) near-zero probability mass on alternative (especially structural) explanations; (3) treatment of dissent as defection or pathology rather than legitimate inquiry; and (4) maximal confabulation stability combined with maximal underlying tension, such that the fixed point is equilibrium in the sense of resistance to change rather than equilibrium in the sense of resolution.

Explanation. The Collective Fixed Point is not resolution, it is lock-in. At the fixed point:


	Universal M-convergence: All Individuals have updated toward the same M-targets because confabulations are contagious and social proof amplifies shared desires.

	Universal authenticity attribution: All Individuals experience their M-amplified desires as genuinely their own because the cascade has assigned near-zero likelihood to the Mimetic Hypothesis.

	Invisible rivalry: Because no one perceives that their desires are Mimetically acquired, competition is experienced as legitimate conflict over genuinely scarce goods, not as arbitrary convergence on the same targets.

	No endogenous exit: Individuals cannot escape a trap they cannot perceive. The collective prior has made the Mimetic explanation unintelligible.



The Collective Fixed Point corresponds to the pre-crisis state in the Crisis State Architecture (Chapter 13): maximum tension, maximum confabulation stability, minimum available vocabulary for structural explanation. The Scapegoat Mechanism emerges as the system’s attempt to achieve resolution without exiting the fixed point, localising blame on agent-based targets rather than revising the confabulated self-model.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.4.3; Appendix A, Section A.5.8.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct, with formal derivation in Chapter 11.

Cross-references: Confabulation Cascade, Crisis State Architecture, Scapegoat Mechanism, Collective Prior, Bayesian Lock-In.



Collective Prior

**Collective Prior, denoted P(H)_collective,prior, is the population-level probability distribution across Hypotheses that emerges when many Individuals’ Prior Beliefs converge through social transmission of Confabulations, creating a shared background assumption that shapes how new Individuals interpret evidence before they have formed independent judgments-functioning as the epistemic environment into which Individuals are socialized and against which dissenting interpretations must contend.**

Explanation. The Collective Prior is the “water” in which Individuals swim-the ambient distribution of Beliefs that is treated as starting assumption rather than conclusion requiring justification. When a child asks “why do we want X?”, the Collective Prior supplies the default answer before any individual reasoning occurs. When an adult encounters a new phenomenon, they interpret it through frameworks that the Collective Prior has made cognitively available.

The Collective Prior differs from the population’s current posterior in temporal and functional terms: the posterior is the shared level of expressed Belief the population has updated to, while the Collective Prior is the starting assumption the next round of updating begins from. In stable cascades, yesterday’s posterior becomes today’s Collective Prior, and that is the compounding mechanism that produces Bayesian Lock-In at population scale.

The Collective Prior shapes individual cognition through three mechanisms:

Hypothesis availability: Hypotheses absent from the Collective Prior are literally unthinkable for most Individuals-they lack the conceptual vocabulary to formulate them. Before AIM vocabulary dissemination, “Mimetic Desire” was absent from the Collective Prior, making M-attribution structurally impossible regardless of evidence.

Prior probability distribution: Even when alternative Hypotheses are cognitively available, the Collective Prior assigns them initial probabilities. A Hypothesis the Collective Prior treats as fringe requires extraordinary evidence to achieve uptake; a Hypothesis the Collective Prior treats as obvious requires minimal evidence.

Social cost asymmetry: Expressing Beliefs aligned with the Collective Prior incurs minimal social cost; expressing Beliefs that contradict it incurs substantial cost (sanctions, exclusion, reputational damage). This creates pressure toward conformity independent of evidence quality.

At the Collective Fixed Point preceding mimetic crisis, the Collective Prior assigns near-certainty to Confabulated Grievance Beliefs and near-zero probability to structural alternatives. This makes the scapegoat narrative feel like obvious Truth rather than constructed explanation-the Collective Prior has shaped the evidential landscape such that alternative interpretations require not merely evidence but epistemic revolution.

The Knowledge Patch intervention targets the Collective Prior directly: by disseminating AIM vocabulary through mimetic channels (prestige-biased learning, social proof), it injects probability mass into Hypotheses (especially H_M) that were previously absent from the Collective Prior, enabling Individuals to form Source Beliefs that include Mimetic Recognition as a live possibility rather than an unintelligible category.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct, integrating Bayesian epistemology with cultural evolution and AIM architecture.*

Cross-references: Prior Belief, Source Belief, Authenticity Belief, Grievance Belief, Collective Fixed Point, Bayesian Lock-In, Knowledge Patch, Mimetic Desire (M).

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.4.2.



Comfortable Confabulation

Comfortable Confabulation is a confabulated explanation that achieves cognitive closure while avoiding implications that would threaten the Individual’s self-concept, status, or group membership. The brain systematically selects these explanations over uncomfortable Truths because cognitive closure is functionally required, social costs of uncomfortable Truths are immediately experienced, while epistemic costs of confabulation are diffuse and delayed, and social proof from others sharing the same confabulation provides strong Bayesian evidence supporting the comfortable narrative.

Explanation. Comfortable confabulations win not because Individuals are stupid or evil but because they satisfy all functional requirements while minimizing costs. When an Individual experiences felt deficit, the brain generates candidate explanations. “They are taking what I deserve” is comfortable because it: (1) preserves self-worth by locating the problem externally, (2) identifies an actionable target by providing someone to blame or punish, (3) receives social reinforcement when others with similar Belief (likely also a confabulation) validate the narrative, and (4) achieves cognitive closure by providing a complete explanation that stops the search for an answer. The immediate social costs of questioning this narrative (being marked as deviant, losing group membership, facing sanctions) are experienced now, while the epistemic costs (being wrong, targeting innocents, missing true causes) are diffuse, delayed, and may never be experienced if the confabulation is socially shared. The Academic Confabulation Thesis extends this dynamic to scholarly inquiry: researchers systematically avoid research questions that would implicate themselves in uncomfortable roles (predator, perpetrator, complicit participant) and instead frame research to position themselves as neutral observers or sympathetic victims. (Framework-Specific Construct)

Asymmetric direction of confabulation completion. Comfortable confabulations preferentially complete with A-attributions (“legitimate need”, “deserved deficit”) and I-attributions (“authentic preference”, “genuine value”) and systematically avoid M-attributions (“status-driven”, “mimetically copied”). The asymmetry is architectural because M-attribution threatens the Self-Model’s autonomous-desire phenomenology while A and I attributions reinforce it. Comfortable-confabulation entries must specify this directional drift wherever the direction is operative; without the directional specification, the predictive content of the Confabulation axiom (Axiom 4) is understated.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Confabulation, Academic Confabulation Thesis, Self-Model, Scapegoat Mechanism, Belief, Bayesian Updating, Source Opacity.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.2.



Common-Currency Integration

Common-Currency Integration. The Decision Hub’s integration of the three motivational sources (A, I, M) into a single scalar subjective-value signal through the AIM Integration Equation U(x) = w_A · U_A(x) + w_I · U_I(x) + w_M · U_M(x), with the integration step destroying source-tag information by the Data Processing Inequality and producing the architectural fact from which Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Confabulation (Axiom 4), Object Parasitism, and the Camouflage Architecture all derive.

Explanation. Common-Currency Integration is the load-bearing architectural fact of the AIM Framework. The brain must produce a single “do this next” decision, and to do so it integrates A, I, and M valuations into a single Scalar at the vmPFC and ventral striatum (the Decision Hub). The integration is information-destroying: three source-specific valuations, Appetitive, Intrinsic and Mimetic, become one integrated value, and the source-tags cannot be recovered from the output by any downstream process, including conscious introspection. This architectural irreversibility is the formal reason that source-tag recovery is not possible by introspection, and it is the reason that the Knowledge Patch operates by inferential elimination (Two-Question Diagnostic) rather than by direct source-recovery. The integration is Axiom 2; Source Opacity is the information-theoretic consequence that follows directly from it by the Data Processing Inequality.

Architectural consequence specification. Common-Currency Integration is the formal mechanism through which Source Opacity is generated. The integration step is the site of information loss; all downstream AIM dynamics (Confabulation, Object Parasitism, Camouflage Architecture, Bayesian Lock-In, Scapegoat Mechanism) are entailed by the information loss at this step. Intervention at the Decision Hub level is architecturally impossible; intervention must operate on the Hypothesis Space (Knowledge Patch) or on the input channels (AIM weight adjustment) rather than on the integration step itself.

Scalar-affect distinction. The Common-Currency Scalar is the felt urge to act, the action-selection decision variable. The felt state produced alongside it is Phenomenal Affect (see that entry), a distinct construct emitted by the same integration event. The Source Opacity Theorem applies to both: source tags are destroyed at the integration that produces each, so neither the Scalar nor the Phenomenal Affect carries recoverable information about its A, I, or M composition. The two differ in duration: the Scalar resolves rapidly at action-selection, whereas Phenomenal Affect persists beyond the ignition event, which is why richer inferential understanding is available for affect than for motivation.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.1; Chapter 9, Section 9.1.3; Chapter 9, Section 9.1.5; Chapter 9, Section 9.2.1; Appendix A, Section A.2; Chapter 14, Appendix 14A.8.

Epistemic Status: Canonical Axiom (Axiom 2); Framework-Specific Foundational Construct; Established Neuroscience (vmPFC and ventral striatum integration confirmed by Levy and Glimcher 2012, Bartra et al. 2013, Chib et al. 2009).

Source: Axiom 2 (Common-Currency Integration); Chapter 4 (component-function localisation); Chapter 9 (Neural Integration and Source Opacity, canonical treatment).

Cross-references: Decision Hub, AIM Integration Equation, Axiom 2 - Common-Currency Integration, Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Confabulation (Axiom 4), Object Parasitism, Camouflage Architecture, AIM Weights (w_A, w_I, w_M), Disaggregation Primitive, Data Processing Inequality, Phenomenal Affect, Confabulation Race.



Common-Currency Scalar (the Scalar)

Common-Currency Scalar (the Scalar). The Common-Currency Scalar is the single signed subjective-value quantity that the Decision Hub emits for a focal Object by Common-Currency Integration of the Appetitive, Intrinsic and Mimetic inputs (Axiom 2), and on whose sign and magnitude action-selection runs: a positive value selects approach, a negative value selects avoidance, and a value near zero selects disengagement (Signed Valuation Principle). The Scalar is written U(x) where it is indexed by the option or Object x, as in the AIM Integration Equation, and V(t) where it is a state variable of the fast dynamics, as in Appendix A; the two notations name the same quantity, and the choice between them follows the context in which the Scalar is being evaluated. The Scalar is emitted after the integration step has destroyed the source tags, so no downstream process, introspection included, can recover from it the A, I or M composition that produced it (Source Opacity, Axiom 3). The Scalar is the felt urge to act, and it is the action-selection decision variable: each emission resolves at action-selection, and the deficit that produced it re-emits it for as long as the deficit goes uncorrected, so the urge stands while the deficit stands and ends when the Action completes or the deficit closes. Phenomenal Affect is the joint product of the same integration event, the felt state emitted alongside the urge, and the two differ in what becomes of them: the Scalar spends itself in the body’s output and leaves no standing object behind, whereas Phenomenal Affect converts to nothing and persists, which is what gives the Thinker a standing object to examine. The Scalar converts inward, through the Thinker’s Ground-Resolution, to an item of Evidence, and outward to Action, and the Action is its transduction: the Scalar is put into a medium in which it can act on the Object it selected, and that Object then carries the signal onward, to whatever gates it and to whatever the Individual does with it, until the deficit that emitted the Scalar is discharged. Where the selected Object is held by another Individual, the transducing Action is exchange, and the Object that exchange leaves behind carries the Scalar across the interval and between bodies. An Object’s efficiency at carrying it is its Saleability, and Money is the Object at the top of that gradient: the same Scalar, once transduced by exchange, on the substrate that carries it for every Individual and every deficit at once (Money; Chapter 12).

Explanation. Once your brain has added up how much your body needs a thing, how much you find it interesting, and how much you want it because others do, what is left is one number: how much you want it, all things considered, and whether to move toward it or away. That number is the Scalar. It is what you act on. It carries no record of how it was built, so you cannot read off it which of the three sources put it there. The feeling that arrives with it is a separate output of the same event; the urge ends when you act, and the feeling stays, which is why you can learn more about a feeling by sitting with it than you can about a want.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2), Source Opacity (Axiom 3) and the Signed Valuation Principle. Formal treatment as V(t) in Appendix A, Sections A.4 and A.5.6, where restatement B1 (Scalar-Only Delivery) fixes it as the only quantity the Thinker receives from the Decision Hub, and as U(x) in the AIM Integration Equation (Chapter 9, Section 9.2).

Cross-references: Common-Currency Integration, Decision Hub, AIM Integration Equation, Signed Valuation Principle, Source Opacity, Phenomenal Affect, Ground-Resolution, Scalar-to-Likelihood Lift, Evidence, Action, Saleability, Money, Belief.



Comparator Capture Principle

Comparator Capture Principle. Money, being a continuous, public, and universally denominated scale, functions as the optimal mimetic comparator, so that any competition denominated in Money carries a standing structural presumption of positional (M-driven) rivalry, because the scale itself supplies the cardinal, observable, cross-context ranking metric that Status requires. The presumption is rebuttable only by independent demonstration that the monetary pursuit is bounded by an Appetitive or Intrinsic provisioning function, that is, that it satiates. Non-satiation of monetary pursuit is the empirical fingerprint of Comparator Capture.

Explanation. Money is the cleanest scoreboard ever built: one number, visible to everyone, comparable across any two lives, with no ceiling. Status needs exactly such a scale, and where one exists it will be used. Once a contest is denominated in Money, whether the players want what the Money buys or where the Money puts them in the ranking is not readable off the contest, and Source Opacity means the players cannot read it off themselves either.

The Comparator Capture Principle fixes which way that resolves. The default is positional, and the burden falls on whoever claims otherwise. Money genuinely provisions the Appetitive floor and genuinely funds Intrinsic pursuits, and the evidence that it is doing so in a given case is bounding: a pursuit that stops once enough is enough. The pursuit of the ten-billionth unit is as intense as the pursuit of the first. The structure is the rebuttable one the framework uses in the Presumption Against Scapegoating, and for the same reason: the architecture does not permit reading the source directly off the scale, so the default is set by argument and displaced by behaviour.

Derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.15.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result.

Cross-references: Money, Common-Currency Integration, Source Opacity, Mimetic Premium (PM), Status, Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, Price Decomposition, Presumption Against Scapegoating, Positional Goods (AIM Integration).



Compensatory Pathway Analogy

The Compensatory Pathway Analogy is the canonical framing whereby the Knowledge Patch is understood to function analogously to neuroplastic reorganisation following brain damage-establishing a downstream compensatory circuit that achieves source discrimination through deliberative processing, conceptual categories, and inferential reasoning when the native preconscious source-tagging architecture cannot deliver this function, with the analogy holding on four dimensions: (1) neither restores original function, (2) both become more automatic with practice, (3) both achieve functionally equivalent outcomes, and (4) both operate within rather than eliminate architectural constraints.

Explanation. The analogy clarifies the Knowledge Patch’s mechanism and necessity. Native source-tagging is architecturally impossible. Source Opacity results from the many-to-one integration, and information structurally discarded cannot be recovered by any neuroplastic reorganisation. However, just as the visual cortex can reorganise after damage to support alternative processing pathways, the deliberative I-system can develop a compensatory procedure that achieves source discrimination through inference from available information (bodily states, audience-dependence, model-tracking) rather than through direct access to source-tags.

The analogy captures why the Knowledge Patch is necessary rather than merely helpful: the brain cannot develop a workaround for detecting M if the category “M” does not exist in the cognitive repertoire-just as compensatory neural reorganisation requires intact tissue to recruit.

Architectural Boundary. Preconscious M-detection cannot be restored. Mimetic transmission within the Transmission Window precedes conscious awareness (300-500ms). The compensatory pathway can only achieve rapid post-hoc recognition, not interception of the acquisition event itself.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.3.2; Chapter 9, Section 9.13.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Theoretical Construct.

Cross-references: Knowledge Patch, Transmission Window, Source Opacity.



Completeness Criterion for General Theory Status (CCGT)

The Completeness Criterion for General Theory Status (CCGT) is the principle that a theory of a system qualifies as a general theory only if it can in principle account for every reliably observed output of that system, directly or via derivation from its principles, such that a theory which cannot even in principle generate predictions about a major category of system output is incomplete rather than general, regardless of its success within its own domain.

Explanation. CCGT sets the bar for what counts as a general theory, as distinct from a partial theory. Self-Determination Theory, for example, has fifty years of validated findings about intrinsic motivation and autonomy, but if it cannot account for mimetic escalation, crisis dynamics, or confabulation, it is an excellent partial theory, not a general one. Similarly, Girardian mimetic theory illuminates rivalry and scapegoating but does not generate predictions about homeostatic regulation or flow states. AIM claims general-theory status because its axioms, the Three-Source Taxonomy, Common-Currency Integration, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Preconscious Transmission, Bayesian Belief Dynamics, collectively entail predictions across all major categories of motivational output. CCGT is the standard against which this claim should be tested: identify any reliably observed motivational phenomenon that AIM cannot derive from its axioms, and AIM fails the criterion. See Replacement Requirement and Foundational-Entailment Distinction.

Derivation: Chapter 3, Section 3.2.1; Chapter 3, Section 3.2.3.

Epistemic Status: Metatheoretical Principle.

Cross-references: Foundational-Entailment Distinction (FED), Replacement Requirement, Derivation-Not-Ambition Principle (DNA-P), AIM Framework, Three-Source Taxonomy (Axiom 1).



Completion Pressure

Completion Pressure is the architectural property of generative AI systems that compels output generation for any valid input, creating systematic bias toward producing responses even when accurate information is unavailable, analogous to the social and cognitive pressures in humans that prevent “I don’t know” from functioning as an acceptable response and thereby drive confabulation.

Explanation. Just as humans face social pressure to provide explanations-making confabulation functional for social coordination even when inaccurate-LLMs face architectural pressure to provide completions. This pressure is not a bug but a design feature: the system is optimized for helpfulness, and helpfulness is measured by response generation rather than accurate uncertainty acknowledgment. Completion Pressure explains why current AI systems confabulate systematically rather than refusing to answer when information is insufficient. The brain’s threat-detection and resource-allocation systems require causal models to generate adaptive behaviour-an A-deficit without identified cause leaves the system in an unstable state. Without knowing why one lacks food/shelter/safety, remedial action cannot be directed, groups facing collective deficits cannot coordinate response, and alarm-state persists at metabolic cost. Confabulation resolves this instability by providing: (1) a target for remedial action (even if wrong), (2) a shared explanation for social coordination (even if false), and (3) cognitive closure that terminates alarm-state (even if temporary). The system is not trying to deceive-it is completing a causal inference that must be completed for downstream processes to function. Similarly, LLM architecture is optimized for completion: every prompt must receive a response, and the next-token prediction mechanism generates outputs that are statistically plausible given available context, regardless of factual accuracy. Recognizing Completion Pressure as the AI analogue of human explanation-demand clarifies why confabulation is a structural rather than incidental feature of current architectures. Mitigation requires either: (1) reducing completion pressure (training systems to acknowledge uncertainty and refuse to answer when information is inadequate), (2) improving information availability (enhanced retrieval, expanded training in sparse domains), or (3) post-generation verification (external fact-checking systems). Simply penalizing false outputs without addressing the architectural pressure to complete will produce systems that confabulate more convincingly rather than systems that confabulate less frequently. (Framework-Specific AI Safety Construct)

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Appendix 8F.4.

Cross-references: Confabulation, Cognitive Closure.



Complexity as Concealment

Complexity as Concealment is the phenomenon whereby elaborate structures (derivative layering, ideological frameworks, technical vocabularies, tiered systems, and procedural opacity) emerge and persist in high-PM domains because they prevent the Intrinsic Motivation system from decomposing total price into its Appetitive, Intrinsic, and Mimetic components, thereby protecting the Mimetic Premium from recognition and rejection.

Explanation. Complexity as Concealment explains why bubbles and ideological escalations develop elaborate architectures rather than simple structures. If the proposition were simple (“pay $800,000 for $300,000 of shelter because others are paying that much”), the I-system would recognise and reject the Mimetic Premium immediately. Complexity encrypts this proposition by overwhelming I-system analytical capacity with technical vocabulary, layered instruments, and procedural demands, forcing the brain to default to Decision Hub processing, which relies on social proof (what others are paying/believing) rather than fundamental decomposition. The complexity is not incidental but functionally necessary, simpler structures would expose PM and break the spell. This is why complexity scales with PM magnitude: a small mimetic premium might hide in market noise, but a 40-60% premium requires industrial-strength concealment (five derivative layers, elaborate ideological systems, credentialed specialists). Complexity as Concealment is the immune system of Mimetic escalation.

Cross-references: Abstraction Layer, Abstraction Layering.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.26.



Computational Curation

Computational Curation is the machine execution of the decision as to which subset of available material a given Individual is shown, at a scale and rate that admits no case-by-case ruling by any person. The class is fixed by the function rather than by the medium.

Explanation. Somebody used to decide what you saw, or nobody did and you saw whatever was nearby. Now a machine decides, for everyone at once, faster than anyone could check its work. What it is choosing is who gets seen.

Distinction from Computational M-amplification. Computational M-amplification names what such a structure does to an Individual’s M-weights. Computational Curation names the structure. A layer could satisfy Computational Curation and be scored against something other than attention, in which case the amplification would not follow.

Cross-references: Observability, Network Loop Gain, Referent Blindness, Concealment Infrastructure.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Derivation: Chapter 20, Section 20.4.



Concealment Density

Concealment Density is the Crisis State Variable measuring the degree to which the Mimetic Hypothesis is unavailable to a population’s Individuals at the point where a want or a price is resolved. The Mimetic Hypothesis is unavailable in two ways: absent from the Hypothesis Space, as where the M-concept has dropped out of available vocabulary (the Vocabulary Gap) or the institutional mechanisms that would supply the Hypothesis (investigative journalism, academic critique, whistleblower protection) are captured or destroyed; or held and not applied, because the decomposition that would apply the Hypothesis exceeds what the Thinker can carry (Complexity as Concealment) or I-Override capacity has atrophied. Concealment Density acts on the attribution and not on the signal, so the Macro-Residues of Mimetic Premium extraction remain measurable at population scale however high Concealment Density rises (Aggregation-Concealment Independence Theorem). Concealment Density rises as the Premium grows and falls discontinuously when forced visibility admits the missing Hypothesis, a fall that belongs to the Calcified-to-Terminal transition of the Crisis State Architecture.

Explanation. Concealment Density is the enemy of the Knowledge Patch. When Concealment Density is low, enough conceptual vocabulary circulates that Individuals can at least entertain the Hypothesis “my desire might be mimetic,” and the prices they face are simple enough to test against that Hypothesis. When Concealment Density is high, that Hypothesis is either unavailable, lying outside the population’s Hypothesis Space, or available and unusable, because the proposition the Hypothesis would test arrives wrapped in more instruments, terms and procedures than anyone can hold in mind at once. The variable rises through four mechanisms: vocabulary absence (the M-concept is not culturally available), institutional capture (institutions that might expose mimetic dynamics are themselves M-captured), active suppression (exposing mimetic dynamics threatens M-interests, triggering resistance), and complexity (the structures that survive where the Premium is large are the ones that keep the Premium illegible). See Crisis State Variables, Knowledge Patch Necessity, Concealment Infrastructure.

Distinction from information asymmetry. The economics literature’s information asymmetry is a condition in which parties to a transaction hold unequal information about its subject, leaving the better-informed party able to extract rent from the difference (Akerlof; Stiglitz). Concealment Density is not that condition measured at population scale. The economics account treats unequal information as a byproduct of complexity, to be remedied by disclosure. The AIM Framework holds that the complexity is maintained, endogenously and without design, because it defends the extraction: the Mimetic Premium cannot be arbitraged away while it cannot be measured, and Concealment Infrastructure grows in proportion to what there is to conceal. So what Concealment Density measures is not the gap in information but the unavailability of the concept by which the gap could be recognised — which is why it rises as the M-concept drops out of circulation, and why disclosure alone does not lower it. The visibility limb of the same structure, in which an I-led process is unobservable while its outcome is not, is the Observability Gradient.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.6.2; Chapter 12, Section 12.26; Appendix A, Section A.8.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Parameter. Component of Crisis State Architecture.

Cross-references: Crisis State Variables, Knowledge Patch Necessity, Concealment Infrastructure, Complexity as Concealment, Vocabulary Gap (Hilbert Collapse), Aggregation-Concealment Independence Theorem.



Concealment Infrastructure

Concealment Infrastructure is the set of structural features, procedural complexity, technical jargon, layered intermediation, information asymmetry, and institutional opacity, that function as the immune system of Mimetic escalation by preventing the Mimetic Premium (PM) from being exposed, measured, or arbitraged, regardless of whether the features were designed for concealment or accumulated as structural byproducts of M-driven complexity growth.

Explanation. Concealment Infrastructure answers the question: “If the Mimetic Premium is a parasite extracting real resources, why doesn’t someone just expose it and arbitrage it away?” The answer is that exposure is structurally prevented. Consider housing: the actual A-value of shelter is obscured by layers of financing, zoning, development regulation, real estate intermediation, and social ritual (auction theatre, “dream home” narratives) that make it nearly impossible for a buyer to determine how much of the price is shelter-value versus status-value. Each layer may have an independent justification, but their combined effect is to make PM unmeasurable and therefore unarbitrageable. Concealment Infrastructure grows endogenously, M-escalation produces complexity, complexity conceals M-escalation, concealment permits further escalation, creating a positive feedback loop. See Concealment Density, Mimetic Premium (PM), Housing Exception Principle, Bubble.

Derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.26; Chapter 13, Section 13.6.2; Appendix A, Section A.5.3; Appendix A, Section A.5.7.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Concealment Density, Mimetic Premium (PM), Housing Exception Principle, Bubble.



Concealment Necessity

Concealment Necessity is the structural requirement that mimetic premiums above a threshold magnitude must be hidden through Complexity as Concealment, because exposing the Mimetic Premium would invite I-system scrutiny, Source-tagging reconstruction, and refusal to pay, thereby making the escalation unsustainable.

Explanation. Concealment Necessity explains why complexity is not optional in high-PM systems. The necessity arises from a vulnerability: Mimetic Premiums are paid for Status, but Status cannot actually be delivered by the seller (it is constituted by other Individuals’ valuations outside the transaction). If buyers recognised they were paying $450,000 for something the seller cannot provide, they would refuse. Concealment Necessity predicts that (1) PM magnitude and concealment elaboration will correlate across markets and domains, (2) transparency events will produce PM-collapse proportionate to the concealment that previously hid it, and (3) simplification efforts will be resisted by PM-beneficiaries who have structural incentives to maintain opacity. The Calcified Phase of the Crisis State Architecture is the institutionalisation of Concealment Necessity, the point at which complexity becomes self-reinforcing and actively resists exposure.

Derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.26.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Complexity as Concealment, Mimetic Premium (PM), Source-tagging, Blind Pricing.



Confabulation

Confabulation. A sincere but wrong Hypothesis or Belief, where sincerity is guaranteed by the architecture (the Individual has no introspective access to the wrongness) and wrongness is the failure of the Hypothesis to correspond to the state of affairs it concerns. Confabulation is a classification on the Truth axis alone: a Belief is a Confabulation if and only if it is sincere and wrong, irrespective of its content, its motivational source, or the cognitive operation that produced it. Truth-value is therefore constitutive of Confabulation-status, while remaining orthogonal to a Confabulation’s downstream consequences, which run identically whether or not the Belief is wrong (Truth-Value Orthogonality). The two claims are compatible because the first governs classification and the second governs effects.

Two sub-cases are distinguished by the Referent of the Hypothesis. Source-Attribution Confabulation is the case in which the Hypothesis concerns the motivational source of a present desire and is wrong because the M-Hypothesis was unrepresentable or under-weighted in I’s Hypothesis Space (the Vocabulary Gap or Hilbert Collapse); this is the output of I’s Bayesian ground-resolution function under Source Opacity, and is the proximate mechanism of Object Parasitism, scapegoating, and the Confabulation Cascade. In that source-attribution case, completions preferentially attribute to A or I and systematically avoid M-attribution (Disaggregation Convention 2); the genus definition itself remains truth-axis-only. Predictive Confabulation is the case in which the Hypothesis concerns a future state of affairs and is classified as a Confabulation only once that state arrives and resolves the Hypothesis false (see Predictive Superposition Principle). In every sub-case the Bayesian operation that produces the Belief is rational and content-agnostic; the wrongness, not the operation, is what makes the Belief a Confabulation.

Explanation. A Confabulation is a Belief you hold sincerely that is in fact wrong, and that you cannot tell is wrong from the inside. That is the whole of it. The most studied version is a Belief about where your own wanting came from, which goes wrong because your mind had no slot for copied desire, but that is one species of Confabulation, not its definition. Any sincere Belief that turns out wrong is a Confabulation, including a Belief about what will happen next. Whether a Belief is a Confabulation depends only on whether it is sincere and wrong, not on its content, not on how it was produced, and not on whether you could have known better. The distinction that matters for intervention is not between types of Confabulation but between the domains in which wrongness can be revealed: short-Decoherence-Time domains reveal it quickly; long-Decoherence-Time domains delay it; unbounded-Decoherence-Time domains never reveal it at all.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.4; Chapter 11, Section 11.3; Chapter 11, Section 11.2; Chapter 14, Section 14.3.4; Chapter 14, Section 14.8.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Cross-references: Source-Attribution Confabulation (sub-case), Predictive Confabulation (sub-case), Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Predictive Superposition Principle, Truth-Value Orthogonality, Sincerity Guarantee, Source Opacity, Hypothesis Space, Axiom 4 Confabulation, Axiom 8 Bayesian Belief Dynamics, Epistemic Suspension, Object Parasitism, Confabulation Cascade, Vocabulary Gap (Hilbert Collapse), Knowledge Patch.



Confabulation Cascade

Confabulation Cascade is the process by which individual Confabulations propagate through social networks, compound through Bayesian updating (each observed Confabulation becoming evidence that updates others’ Beliefs), and converge toward population-level shared narratives that are resistant to revision because: (1) each Individual’s posterior is shaped by the collective prior; (2) expressing doubt produces social sanction; and (3) the converged narrative has excluded from Hypothesis Space the structural explanations that would reveal its confabulated nature.

Explanation. The cascade operates through three phases:

Phase 1: Expression. Individual A generates a Confabulation and expresses it publicly. The Confabulation enters others’ evidential environments.

Phase 2: Propagation. Individuals B, C, D observe A’s expressed Confabulation and incorporate it as evidence through prestige-biased learning (if A is high-status), social proof (if multiple individuals express similar narratives), and mimetic template transmission (if the narrative provides a deployable schema).

Phase 3: Convergence. As more Individuals adopt the Confabulation, the collective prior shifts. New Individuals encountering the narrative observe not one person expressing it but many, treating the distribution as evidence of validity. The cascade becomes self-reinforcing: the more people express the Confabulation, the more others treat it as validated, the more it propagates.

At convergence, the population reaches a stable configuration (a collective fixed point) where: the collective prior assigns near-certainty to the confabulated narrative; alternative explanations (especially structural ones) receive near-zero likelihood; dissent is treated as evidence of defection or pathology; and no Individual can exit the trap because the collective prior has made alternative explanations unintelligible. Dissenting Individuals are also locked into the collective Confabulation; they cannot exit by dissent alone.

The formal mathematics of cascade dynamics (Bayesian updating, likelihood ratios, convergence theorems, fixed-point analysis) is developed in Chapter 11. Chapter 11 establishes the phenomenology of the cascade: what it feels like to be inside a converging system, why the convergence feels like truth-discovery rather than collective error, and why exit is so difficult.

Direction-of-drift and substrate specification. (Subsumed by Instruction A Convention 2.) The Confabulation Cascade operates with the architectural directional asymmetry specified by Convention 2 (preferential A-and-I-attribution, systematic M-avoidance) and produces compounding through the Bayesian content-agnostic mechanism (Axiom 8). The cascade’s destructive consequences (scapegoating, institutional capture, civilisational lock-in) operate through M-channel compounding on A-and-I substrates: the A-precarity, I-domain destruction, and Status displacement that are the felt-cascade phenomenology are produced by M-channel content-cascade dynamics.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.11; Chapter 13, Section 13.4.1; Chapter 14, Section 14.9.4; Appendix A, Section A.5.8.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct, with formal development in Chapter 11.*

Scale specification. The Confabulation Cascade names the inter-personal, network-propagation dynamic by which one Individual’s expressed Confabulation enters another’s evidential environment and compounds across the network. Its individual-scale counterpart is the Individual Confabulation Cascade (the intrapersonal Bayesian loop within a single Individual updating on their own self-generated narratives). Its population-scale counterpart is the Collective Convergence Mechanism (the synchronisation of many individual cascades into shared population-level Belief equilibria via social proof, prestige-biased learning, and mimetic template transmission). The three are the same Bayesian compounding mechanism operating at three coupled scales: within an Individual, between Individuals, and across populations.

Cross-references: Evidence, Prior, Posterior, Confabulation, Bayesian Updating, Hypothesis Space, Coupling Strength, Individual Fixed Point, Individual Confabulation Cascade, Collective Convergence Mechanism, Propagation Pathways (Collective Confabulation), Exception-Handling Analogy.



Confabulation Compounding

Confabulation Compounding is the process by which confabulated narratives-about self, causation, expertise, and prediction-accumulate across time and domains, with each Confabulation becoming a prior that shapes subsequent interpretation, producing progressive convergence toward the Individual Fixed Point where accumulated certainty vastly exceeds evidential warrant, alternative interpretations have become unavailable, and the frontiers that would enable I-engagement have been closed off by pseudo-answers.

Explanation. Confabulation Compounding explains how Individuals who begin with open Hypothesis spaces end at fixed points. The process is automatic-no failure of intelligence or character is required. Each confabulated narrative is locally reasonable given available information, but the accumulation produces global lock-in. Compounding operates across domains because a confabulated self-model influences causal attribution, confabulated causal templates influence self-interpretation, and so forth. As compounding proceeds, the Individual’s intellectual world contracts-questions that were once open become closed, and the I-process has progressively less territory to operate on. Only domain-general Epistemic Suspension can interrupt the cross-domain compounding and preserve the open questions that sustain intellectual vitality.

Direction-of-drift specification. (Disaggregation Convention 2.) Successive completions preferentially attribute to A or I and systematically avoid M-attribution, so the Fixed Point approached by compounding is characteristically authenticity-confirming rather than randomly distributed among false grounds.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.3.2; Chapter 13, Section 13.3.3; Appendix A, Section A.5.8.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Confabulation, Confabulation Cascade, Individual Confabulation Cascade, Bayesian Updating, Prior Belief, Posterior Belief, Belief.



Confabulation Inheritance

Confabulation Inheritance is the mechanism by which AI systems trained on human-generated text acquire and reproduce patterns of human confabulation, including the stylistic signatures of confident assertion, post-hoc rationalization, and M-driven narrative that pervade human writing due to Source Opacity, such that AI confabulations are not independent errors but amplified echoes of human Source Opacity operating at population scale.

Explanation. Because LLMs are trained on text produced by humans operating under Source Opacity, they inherit the statistical patterns of human confabulation. Human-generated text reflects human Source Opacity: when people write about their motivations, decisions, and reasoning, they often confabulate-presenting M-driven choices as A-necessary or I-authentic (Disaggregation Convention 2: preferential A- and I-attribution, systematic M-avoidance). This confabulated content enters training data. The LLM learns the statistical patterns of human confabulation, including: the vocabulary of apparent rationality, the structure of post-hoc justification, and the confidence markers that accompany confabulated explanations. When the LLM then generates text, it reproduces these patterns-not because it knows they represent Truth, but because they are statistically dominant in its training distribution. The result is confident-sounding falsehoods that feel accurate because they match the stylistic signatures of human confident assertion. This analysis reveals that AI confabulation is not merely analogous to human confabulation but causally downstream from it. The training data is a compressed representation of human outputs, including their confabulated components. The model learns to produce human-like text, and human-like text includes confabulation. Confabulation Inheritance predicts that: (1) AI systems trained on higher-confabulation-density human text will produce higher rates of stylistically confident falsehoods, (2) the style of AI confabulations will mirror the style of confabulations in training data (academic register for academic corpora, casual register for general web scrapes), and (3) reducing AI confabulation may require not only technical interventions in AI architecture but also attention to the confabulation density of training data. This means interventions that reduce human confabulation-such as AIM vocabulary acquisition enabling I-Override and source-tagging-may have downstream effects on AI safety by reducing the confabulation signal in future training corpora. (Framework-Specific AI Safety Construct)

Derivation: Appendix C, Section C.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific AI-Safety Construct.

Cross-references: Confabulation, AI Confabulation, AI Motivational Architecture, Source Opacity, Knowledge Patch.



Confabulation Priority Principle

Confabulation Priority Principle. The principle that, in any epistemic system operating under Type I Exclusion, the sincere-but-wrong account of a phenomenon is temporally prior to the accurate account, because projection of the phenomenon onto the representable subspace occurs at the moment the phenomenon demands explanation, whereas the subspace expansion that would admit the accurate account requires a generative act that the already-occupied explanatory slot renders unnecessary. The Confabulation Priority Principle is domain-general: it governs the explanation of external events and the explanation of a person’s own conduct alike, and the source-attribution case in which the excluded dimension is Mimetic Desire is one instance of it rather than its basis. Its signature in the historical record is the attribution of unexplained natural events to agents, and ultimately to gods, together with the consistent lateness of the structural account that eventually displaces them.

Explanation. When something happens that a person, or a whole society, cannot explain, they do not wait in silence for the correct theory to arrive. They cannot wait, because the event demands an account now, and the mind fills the gap with the best explanation the ideas it already has can produce. If the true explanation is one nobody has thought of yet, it is not even in the running, so the slot gets filled with something else, and that something else is usually an agent, because the mind reaches for who did this before it reaches for what process caused this. A flood too big for any person to have caused gets blamed on an agent big enough to have caused it, which is how you get a god, and a punishing god if the flood needs a reason. The trouble is that once the slot feels filled, nobody feels a gap, so nobody goes looking for the real cause. That is why the accurate explanation nearly always arrives last, and has to shove aside a story that got there first and still feels good enough. You cannot have the science before the story, because the story is already sitting in the science’s chair.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.3.9.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Source: Chapter 14, Section 14.3.9.

Cross-references: Type I Exclusion, Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9), Confabulation, Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Imaginative Search Corollary, Hypothesis Space, Conscious Cognition, Scapegoat Mechanism, Vocabulary Gap.



Confabulation Proliferation Corollary

The Confabulation Proliferation Corollary is the result that where the M-Hypothesis is unavailable to the Hypothesis Space, Bayesian ground-resolution run repeatedly against an explanandum that never discharges produces an unbounded and non-convergent set of A-grounded and I-grounded attributions, rather than the single stable misattribution the Confabulation Rationality Lemma yields on one pass. Two defects operate jointly: the correct Hypothesis cannot be generated, because its prior is undefined rather than small; and the incorrect Hypotheses cannot be eliminated, because an M-misattribution is discharged neither by consumption nor by removal of an audience. Because Mimetic Desire attaches to Objects already carrying Appetitive or Intrinsic function, the single cause presents on each occasion in a different Object, so the candidate set branches laterally rather than deepening, and the explanandum appears to the Individual as a succession of unrelated problems. The Confabulation Proliferation Corollary claims non-convergence and lateral branching; it claims no rate of expansion.

Explanation. When the real reason is missing from the list and nothing you do ever settles the matter, you do not arrive at one wrong answer and stop. You keep generating new ones. Each time the wanting reappears it is attached to something different — a house, a job, a school, a renovation — so it looks like a different problem each time and gets its own explanation. The apparent variety is not variety in the cause. It is one cause seen through the many Objects it has attached itself to.

Extension: Two consequences follow. First, an unbounded search requires an exogenous terminator, and the Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9) supplies it: an agent-attribution delivers closure that no Appetitive or Intrinsic candidate can, which is why the search characteristically terminates on a person, and why the Scapegoat Mechanism is that termination at population scale. Second, AIM Vocabulary Acquisition does not merely add one candidate to the Hypothesis Space; AIM Vocabulary Acquisition collapses the proliferated set, because its members were competing attempts at a single explanandum that the added Hypothesis resolves. The same proliferation-then-collapse structure is attested at collective scale in the history of the natural sciences, where accumulated ad hoc modification precedes the supply of a unifying Hypothesis and the count of explanations falls even as the space gains a dimension.

Falsification: The Confabulation Proliferation Corollary predicts that the count of distinct explanatory candidates an Individual generates for a recurring dissatisfaction declines following AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, and that the decline is specific to dissatisfactions carrying a Mimetic component. Absence of that decline, or its appearance uniformly across Appetitive and Intrinsic explananda, disconfirms the Confabulation Proliferation Corollary while leaving the Confabulation Rationality Lemma standing.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.2.1; Chapter 11, Section 11.2.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result. Source: Chapter 11, Sections 11.2.1 and 11.2.2.

Cross-references: Confabulation, Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Confabulation Compounding, Hypothesis Space, Vocabulary Gap, Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Object Parasitism (Axiom 5), Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9), Scapegoat Mechanism, Knowledge Patch, AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, Differential Satiation Dynamics (Axiom 6).



Confabulation Race

Confabulation Race. The Confabulation Race is the temporal competition, occurring downstream of integration, between the fast automatic account supplied by Confabulation and the slow deliberate account supplied by the Thinker, to explain a Phenomenal Affect that has already been emitted. Phenomenal Affect and the Common-Currency Scalar are joint products of a single integration event; the Scalar is the action-selection decision variable, while Phenomenal Affect is the concurrently generated felt state that the Thinker must explain. Because Phenomenal Affect is delivered to the Thinker fully formed, and because the source tags were destroyed at integration (Source Opacity Theorem), the Individual is presented with a felt state requiring explanation but no access to its provenance. Confabulation, being automatic and low-cost, ordinarily supplies a plausible cause before the Thinker can construct the accurate one. In an Individual equipped with the correct theory, the accurate account exists but does not arrive faster, so the equipped Individual first receives the confabulated explanation and must then override it by deliberate effort. The direction of the confabulated explanation is set by the loaded prior, not by the affect’s true source, and may fall on the self (self-blame), on another (scapegoating), or on circumstance. The confabulation in this race is not an arbitrary fast story. It is the previously held prior, the account with which the loop was last loaded, asserting itself as the default explanation of the present affect. This is why it is the incumbent: it occupies the explanatory slot automatically and at no cost, before deliberation begins, simply by virtue of being already installed. The race is therefore real and asymmetric in the incumbent’s favour. The accurate account does not win merely by arriving; it must unseat a Hypothesis already in possession of the field, and unseating it requires effortful I-override that the incumbent never has to expend to maintain its position. The lasting product of a successful override is not only the correction of the present episode but the re-loading of the prior, so that on the next occasion the incumbent occupying the slot is itself more accurate and less override is required. Over repetitions the race is won not by out-running the incumbent but by replacing it. Possession of the correct theory does not prevent the confabulated meaning from forming; it obliges the equipped Individual to strip and replace it after the fact.

Explanation. When something registers as a feeling, you feel it before you know why. Your brain hands you the feeling first and the explanation second. The fastest explanation available is usually whatever you already believed, the story your mind was last loaded with, and it steps in automatically as the “obvious” cause. That makes it the incumbent: it holds the field before you have thought anything through. Which way it points, at yourself, at someone else, or at circumstances, depends on what your loop was already primed to expect, not on what actually caused the feeling. The true account does not show up any quicker, and even when it does, it has to do real work to dislodge the story already sitting there. That effort is the “race.” Each time you win it, you also replace the old story with a truer one, so next time the incumbent is closer to correct and easier to overcome.

Direction-of-drift specification. (Disaggregation Convention 2.) Where the Race supplies a source-attribution for the present affect, the incumbent explanation preferentially completes as A-attribution or I-attribution and systematically avoids M-attribution; the self / other / circumstance pointer above is the target of blame, not a waiver of that source-direction asymmetry.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.17; Chapter 4, Section 4.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from Confabulation (Axiom 4), Source Opacity (Axiom 3), and the deliberative nature of the Thinker. Canonical treatment in Chapter 18.

Cross-references: Confabulation, Phenomenal Affect, Affective Latency of the Knowledge Patch, Common-Currency Integration, Thinker, I-Override, Source Opacity, Belief Register, Scapegoat, Knowledge Patch, Decoherence Time.



Confabulation Rationality Lemma

The Confabulation Rationality Lemma is the formal result that a rational Bayesian reasoner converges on a sincerely held false attribution whenever the true generative Hypothesis is unable to accumulate probability mass, and that the convergence is experienced from the inside as truth-discovery rather than as the failure mode it is. The result is general: it governs any epistemic system updating on any subject matter, and the true Hypothesis it excludes may be of any kind. Inability to accumulate mass has two architecturally distinct sufficient conditions, and the Confabulation Rationality Lemma holds under either. Under Type I Exclusion the true Hypothesis is absent from the representable Hypothesis Space, its prior undefined rather than small, and posteriors converge on the least-wrong available Hypothesis. Under Type II Exclusion the true Hypothesis is representable, and probability mass has already concentrated on a competitor by two mechanisms operating jointly. The first is order of encounter: because the evidential force an observation carries is weighed against the Belief-state it meets rather than being intrinsic to the observation, a Hypothesis that occupied the explanatory slot early is met as background by everything arriving after it. The second is reaffirmation: the incumbent is restated on every cycle, from the Belief Register’s own prior state recalled as Evidence under the Self-Coupling Permanence Principle and from the correlated attributions of other Individuals arriving through interpersonal coupling, so that the mass the incumbent holds tracks the count of its restatements rather than the weight of what supports them. The two mechanisms ordinarily compound: a Hypothesis that arrived earlier and is restated often will dominate one that arrived later and is not. Under both mechanisms each increment of concentration lowers the Interference Term, and a lower Interference Term admits less movement from the next observation, so the concentration extinguishes the capacity that would have reversed it. Neither condition is prior to the other and neither is the more common. The updating is rational under both, in the same technical sense: the reasoner assigns posterior probability in proportion to prior weighted by likelihood, and does so correctly on the information available. What differs is which part of the input is defective. Under Type I Exclusion the Hypothesis Space is incomplete; under Type II Exclusion the Evidence stream is contaminated by restatement of the reasoner’s own output and of the outputs of those coupled to the reasoner. The Confabulation Rationality Lemma is content-agnostic under both, operating identically regardless of which true Hypothesis is excluded and regardless of subject matter. Sincerity is a deductive consequence under each condition, by a different route: under Type I Exclusion because the true Hypothesis is unavailable to the updating process, and under Type II Exclusion because Coupling-Induced Opacity denies the reasoner any marker distinguishing endogenous restatement from exogenous Evidence.

Explanation. A mind arrives at a confident wrong answer by two routes, and on both of them the mind is working properly. On the first route the right answer is not on the list of answers the mind can give, so it gives the best of the ones that are, and nothing in the result tells it that an answer was missing. On the second route the right answer is on the list and is passed over, because the mind keeps meeting a different answer instead: it meets its own earlier answer again whenever it returns to the question, and it meets the same answer from everyone around it. Repetition does not arrive labelled as repetition. It arrives looking like corroboration, and an answer restated five hundred times feels better supported than one restated twice, whether or not anything was learned on any of those occasions. The second route therefore does not require that the truth be unavailable. It requires only that something else was already in place and was said more often. In both cases the confidence is the correct response to what the mind had to work with, which is why sincere confidence in a wrong explanation tells you nothing about whether the right one was available.

Extension: The Confabulation Rationality Lemma’s domain is general and its instantiations are not ranked. Any true Hypothesis absent from a Hypothesis Space, or present in one and dominated within that Hypothesis Space, produces the same output, and the framework’s own case is one instance among them rather than the result’s subject. That case is the M-Hypothesis: Source Opacity (Axiom 3) destroys the source-tag before the valuation reaches Conscious Cognition, and the three-source taxonomy is absent from default Hypothesis Spaces, so the Mimetic source is excluded under Type I Exclusion and, once AIM Vocabulary Acquisition has supplied it, remains exposed to Type II Exclusion. What distinguishes the case is that the exclusion is architectural rather than incidental. It is not that the Confabulation Rationality Lemma is about it. Further instantiations of the Confabulation Rationality Lemma under Type I Exclusion include: (a) the Information Gap Principle, which applies the lemma to causal explanation under conditions where distributed or systemic causes exceed the reasoner’s computational tractability, producing sincerely held agent-based scapegoat narratives; (b) Constitutive Narration, which applies the lemma to identity content where no mind-independent Referent exists, producing sincerely held self-narratives that construct rather than describe the self; (c) Confabulation Compounding, which is the lemma iterated across time, with each posterior becoming the prior for the next update, producing progressive convergence toward the Individual Fixed Point; (d) the Non-Malice Corollary, which applies the lemma to attributions of intent in systemic harms, predicting that observers will sincerely believe in malicious agency where structural causation is unavailable to them; (e) the Intractability Confabulation, which applies the lemma to disciplinary closure, producing the sincerely held narrative that a phenomenon is too complex to be modelled when the framework required to model it is unavailable to the discipline. The worked instantiation under Type II Exclusion is the Confabulation Race, in which an incumbent attribution already loaded into the Belief Register occupies the explanatory slot before deliberation begins and is unseated only by repeated effortful I-Override. In every instantiation the same Bayesian mechanism produces sincerely held false Beliefs; what varies is which true Hypothesis is prevented from accumulating mass, and by which of the two conditions.

Intervention specification. Confabulation is not an irrationality to be corrected by demanding more careful introspection; under both conditions it is the rational output of a Bayesian system whose input is defective. The two conditions call for two interventions and neither substitutes for the other. Type I Exclusion is answered by supplying the missing Hypothesis, whatever that Hypothesis is; within the framework’s own case, by Hypothesis-space expansion through AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, the Knowledge Patch’s first operation. Type II Exclusion is answered by the operations acting on the concentration itself: Doubt Generation, Epistemic Suspension, and the Two-Question Diagnostic, which sustain a non-zero Interference Term against closure-demand and supply likelihood ratios high enough to outweigh accumulated reaffirmation. Supplying a Hypothesis without them adds a candidate to the list that never accumulates mass. The Confabulation Rationality Lemma is the formal architectural reason that the Knowledge Patch is necessary, and its two-condition structure is the reason the Knowledge Patch requires more than one operation.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.2; Appendix A, Section A.5.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result.

Source: Chapter 11, Section 11.2; Appendix A, Section A.5.6.

Cross-references: Confabulation, Source Opacity, Type I Exclusion (Structural Exclusion), Type II Exclusion (Prior Dominance), Confabulation Race, Self-Coupling Permanence Principle, Coupling-Induced Opacity, Interference Term, Epistemic Suspension, Doubt Generation, Hypothesis Space, Bayesian Updating, Bayesian Belief Dynamics (Axiom 8), Prior, Posterior, Evidence, Likelihood, Vocabulary Gap (Hilbert Collapse), Information Gap Principle, Constitutive Narration, Confabulation Compounding, Confabulation Proliferation Corollary, Non-Malice Corollary, Intractability Confabulation, Knowledge Patch, Knowledge Patch Necessity, Individual Fixed Point, Conscious Cognition, Fast-to-Slow Coupling.



Configural Update-Rate Asymmetry

Configural Update-Rate Asymmetry. The architectural fact that agents generate categorically more frequent, discrete configuration-change events per unit time than static objects or diffuse systemic structures, because an agent’s capacity for goal-directed transition between behavioural states (from static posture to pursuit, to attack, to flight) occurs within sub-second intervals, whereas a static object’s observable state (an apple on a branch, swaying at most in the wind) changes negligibly across comparable timescales, and a diffuse systemic structure (an institutional process, a distributed market dynamic) presents no discrete, spatially localised configuration to update at all. Because the Observer is a general-purpose, continuously-sampling perception channel rather than a dedicated agent-detection module, it does not need specialised hardware to become agent-saturated in practice; it need only sample a field in which agents are the highest-frequency source of new, action-relevant information available to it. The result is that the Observer’s continuous feed to the Decision Hub is structurally dominated by agent-configuration data by simple virtue of sampling rate, independent of any architectural preference for agentive content as such.

Explanation. Think about the difference between watching an apple hanging on a branch and watching an animal in a clearing. The apple barely changes from one second to the next, so there’s almost nothing new to notice. The animal might go from standing still to charging at you within a fraction of a second, so your eyes and brain are constantly picking up fresh, important updates about it. Your mind isn’t choosing to focus on the animal because it’s decided agents matter more in some abstract sense, it’s just that the animal is throwing far more new information at you, moment to moment, than the apple ever could. A distant, complicated system, like a market crash or a slow institutional failure, throws you almost no moment-to-moment updates at all, because it doesn’t have a body that moves. So your attention naturally floods toward whatever is changing fastest, and that is almost always an agent.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from Axiom 9 (Agent-Based Causal Default), the Perceptual Primacy of the Observer, and the Four-Type Agent Taxonomy. Empirically consistent with Heider and Simmel’s (1944) finding that spontaneous agency-attribution follows purely from configural motion patterns, independent of any static-object cues.

Cross-references: Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9), Perceptual Primacy of the Observer, Agent-Type Vector, Transmission-Deliberation Asymmetry, Preconscious Transmission (Axiom 7), Flow (AIM sense), Observer-Quiescence Corollary.



Conflict (AIM sense)

Conflict (AIM sense). Conflict is the failure state of an interaction interface between two or more Individuals in which either party’s Grievance Belief reads the other as taker or threat, and force is transmitted against rather than through one another, producing A-deprivation, I-suppression, and M-escalation across the Conflict Horizon. One Grievance Belief is sufficient to load the interface, the party at the gate needing neither to hold one nor to know. Where both parties hold one, the gated Objects need not be the same: competition for a single scarce or positional Object is the paradigm case and not the condition, since what couples the parties is that each party’s conduct is the other’s evidence, so an interface can go super-critical where the attacker pursues standing and the party attacked pursues their own safety.

Explanation. Conflict happens when two people, each running their own picture of reality that neither can fully see from the inside, want the same thing that can only go to one of them, and end up grinding against each other instead of working together, which leaves both worse off across the whole time the fight lasts, even if one of them eventually wins.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.3; Chapter 16, Section 16.2; Chapter 16, Section 16.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Conflict-as-Failure-Mode Principle; Conflict Horizon; Grievance Belief; Grinding Interface; Self-Model; Source Opacity; Object; Mimetic Premium; Decision Hub.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Conflict Horizon

Conflict Horizon. The Conflict Horizon is the period commencing at the onset of identified friction between Self-Models and concluding not at formal adjudication but at the full discharge of the Mimetic Premium accumulated between the parties during the proceeding. Within this horizon, dynamics are Content-agnostic: A-deprivation, I-suppression and M-escalation continue to compound, and the party holding more accurate Beliefs has no tactical advantage, because Bayesian updating on endogenous evidence is truth-independent (Truth-Value Orthogonality). The horizon runs longer than the formal proceeding’s closure suggests, subsuming the post-adjudication period until the Mimetic Premium fully discharges, if at all.

Explanation. The Conflict Horizon is the full length of time during which the fight is actually costing people something, which usually runs well past the judgment date because the resentment and status-tension do not stop when the case does.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Conflict (AIM sense); Conflict-as-Failure-Mode Principle; Grinding Interface; Mimetic Premium.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.5.



Conflict-as-Failure-Mode Principle

Conflict-as-Failure-Mode Principle.

Canonical layer. The principle that conflict, the super-critical regime of the loop between Individuals in which the Mimetic stake on prevailing feeds back on itself faster than the interface can dissipate it, is a failure state of that interface rather than a neutral condition to be adjudicated, and is architecturally incapable of producing neutral or positive integrated AIM outcomes. It is distinct in kind, not degree, from productive friction, the sub-critical regime in which each party treats the other’s position as evidence and updates (Belief-revision); the two are one mechanism separated by a threshold statable as Loop Gain, and conflict, unlike friction, is incompatible with Subcriticality Maintenance. The distinction holds at every scale, from a two-person interface upward. M-inflation of the contested Object is the primary and invariant driver; by Object Parasitism M cannot operate without an A or I substrate, so every conflict disaggregates into an A-, I-, or M-dominant type according to which component carries the genuine stake, making substrate disaggregation a mandatory antecedent to any response (resolution differs by substrate: A, upstream provisioning or cascading support; I, expansion of the I-surface and decoupling competence from rank; M, deflation through visibility governance and the Non-Malice Corollary). Because a super-critical loop only accumulates damage, conflict is always net negative once its full costs are counted; the felt necessity that accompanies it is a diagnostic signature of the failure mode, not a warrant for the engagement, and treating it as a procedure for discovering which party deserves to prevail is architecturally misconceived: conflict requires only that one party hold a false belief, and does not require that either party holds the correct one. Where none of the beliefs underlying the conflict track Truth, there is no truth-of-the-matter for adjudication to find. The engagement generates only confabulation cascades, Mimetic Premium destruction, real A and I costs imposed on the parties and their communities, and at the limit, catastrophic reconfiguration scaled to the destructive capacity of the parties.

Explanation. When people fight, there is usually something real underneath, but “real” is not only material. It can be an A-need (food, shelter, safety, medical care) or an I-stake (meaningful work, autonomy, competence, recognition for work genuinely done). Which of these is underneath matters, because the lubrication required is different in each case. An A-dominant conflict needs provision: get the food, housing, or medicine in place upstream, and trigger cascading support if provision has failed. An I-dominant conflict needs room made for both parties’ competence, preservation of their autonomy, separation of “you did good work” from “you beat the others,” and where something genuinely cannot be shared, allocation by a procedure that does not run on status. An M-dominant conflict, where the A or I substrate is mostly symbolic, needs only M-deflation: reduce observability, refuse to amplify the status stakes, and stop reading the other party’s resistance as evidence of bad faith. M is always the primary driver of conflict, but M always operates on an A or I Object, never alone, because it architecturally cannot. When two cogs start grinding, a competent mechanic does not say “let them grind it out to see which was the better cog.” Grinding is not a truth-producing process. It produces filings and heat and eventual seizure. The institution that tries to fix every conflict with provisioning will fail on the I-dominant ones. The institution that tries to fix every conflict with recognition will fail on the A-dominant ones. Disaggregate first, then lubricate.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.2.

Cross-references: Mechanic’s Obligation; Physician-Heal-Thyself Principle; Early-Identification Principle; Loop Gain; Subcriticality Maintenance Principle; Object Parasitism; Mimetic Premium; Differential Satiation Dynamics (Axiom 6); Non-Malice Corollary; Crisis State Architecture; Non-derogable essentials; Object Transfer Principle; Source Opacity; Confabulation; Observability Gradient; Intrinsic Motivation.



Conscious Cognition

Conscious Cognition. Conscious Cognition is the full operation of the components of the Minimal Architecture Specification during the Individual’s waking phenomenological experience: the Body Manager signalling deficit, the Observer assessing Salience over the perceived Object field conditioned on the Belief Register, and the Thinker maintaining priors and resolving what it attends to, the three of them supplying signed input to the Decision Hub, which integrates them into a tag-stripped Scalar and selects action, with that Scalar returning to the Thinker as the evidence on which the next resolution runs. Conscious Cognition is therefore the operation of the whole architecture and not of any one component. The Thinker’s contribution to it comprises two operations: Imagination, which constructs candidate Hypotheses from Knowledge held in the Memory Store and delivers them into the representable Hypothesis Space ℋ\mathcal{H} without scoring them, and Ground-Resolution, which redistributes probability mass across Hypotheses in ℋ\mathcal{H} according to incoming evidence and the interference term, under the rule stated at Axiom 8. The outputs of the Thinker’s contribution are distinguished by two features: whether ℋ\mathcal{H} contains the true generative Hypothesis H*, and the magnitude of the interference term (doubt) sustained at the moment of output. I-Override is Ground-Resolution run deliberately on the source of the Individual’s own valuation, with the interference term sustained and the Hypothesis Space expanded to admit the Mimetic Hypothesis, and I-Override runs Imagination, because that expansion is what the generative operation performs. Confabulation is an output rather than an operation: a Hypothesis Ground-Resolution has returned that is sincere and wrong. Ground-Resolution is recruited by an unresolved or mispredicted Object rather than running on every cycle; where the Belief Register can already resolve the context, action-selection proceeds by Habit without recruiting the Thinker, and Conscious Cognition continues, because the other components go on operating. The felt presence of that recruitment is Curiosity and the felt registration of its exhaustion is Boredom.

Dreams-and-Sleep Bracket. Conscious Cognition names the always-on generative process operative during waking phenomenological experience, which is the scope relevant to motivation and decision-making. The same neural substrate that supports Conscious Cognition also generates dream states during sleep. Because the AIM Framework treats the conscious experience of the Individual as phenomenologically real, dream experience is likewise phenomenologically real, operating on a register distinct from waking Belief, waking hypothetical, and waking source-attribution. Dreams lie outside the motivational scope of this treatise but are not denied reality.

Explanation. Conscious Cognition is everything the architecture does while the Individual is awake, and not the name for thinking alone. The body reports what it needs, the Observer reads the field and marks what matters, the Thinker works things out, all three feed the Decision Hub, and the Decision Hub combines them into one signal and acts on it. Thinking is one contribution to that, not the whole of it. The Thinker’s own share has two moving parts. One builds candidate ideas out of what the Individual already knows and puts them up for consideration without deciding anything about them, and that part is Imagination. The other weighs the candidates against the evidence and settles on the best-supported one, and that part is Ground-Resolution. What is commonly treated as a further mental faculty is one of these two, or something one of them produced. I-Override is the weighing part turned deliberately on the question of why you want what you want, held open with doubt sustained and the list of explanations widened to include social copying; I-Override runs the generating part, because widening the list is what generating does. Confabulation is not a faculty but a result: an answer the weighing part returned sincerely that happens to be wrong. Nothing separates a Belief from an idea being entertained except the weight the engine has put on it and the doubt it is holding against it, and the same Hypothesis moves from entertained to considered to believed as evidence accumulates, and back again under doubt.

Cross-references: Confabulation; I-Override; Imagination; Decision Hub; Source Opacity; Knowledge Patch; Confabulation Rationality Lemma; Epistemic Suspension; Imaginative Search Corollary; Interference Term; Individual Fixed Point; Curiosity; Boredom.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.3.1; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Consensus-Derived Coupling

Consensus-Derived Coupling. Consensus-Derived Coupling is the high-κ subcritical band in which endogenous Evidence (what others in the coupled network believe and express) is the principal input to Belief updating, such that ρ(K_off) approaches κ_c from below and f_endo is high (~≳0.6). Appendix A.11.6 Corollary B applies: shared inherited Belief produces correlated signed errors that population aggregation cannot average away; estimates decouple from Referent reality over long Decoherence Time, with fold re-equilibration on eventual correction.

Explanation. You believe it mainly because everyone else believes it. Individual sincerity is compatible with collective error because each person’s Evidence is largely other people’s confidence. Housing booms, disciplinary orthodoxies, partisan narratives, and status markets live here. Reality may still correct the Belief eventually, but the correction is deferred, correlated, and often catastrophic rather than gentle. Regime laundering from Instrument-Mediated derivations is the characteristic way this band is entered without detection.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Critical Coupling Strength, Confabulation Cascade, Referent Inaccessibility, Referent Abandonment, Salience-Status Identity.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.11.



Consent

Consent is valid when the choice to permit another to affect one’s AIM profile is led by Intrinsic Motivation under conditions of A-sufficiency, bounded M-pressure, and adequate understanding of the likely effects on one’s future A, I, and M.

Explanation.

Saying “yes” counts as genuine consent only when the person is not cornered by deprivation, not being pushed by shame or status fear, and has enough information to see what the decision will do to their security, projects, and social position. Because mimetic influence and confabulation are largely invisible from the inside, consent assessment cannot rest on verbal affirmation alone; it must ask whether the decision would be materially the same if A were secure and the audience removed.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.16.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (normative).

Cross-references: Intrinsic Motivation (I), Coercion, AIM Profile (Individual, Group, or System).



Constitution-Direction Principle

Constitution-Direction Principle. The Constitution-Direction Principle is the result that in any domain where a flow is constituted from the periphery of a system but is experienced as emanating from its centre, Source Opacity conceals the true direction of constitution, Confabulation under the Sincerity Guarantee supplies a sincere account running in the misread direction, and the believed misread direction installs the unbounded Mimetic dynamic because it organises the very behaviour that gives the apparent centre its force, such that the corrective is to operate the system on its true polarity while holding the Appetitive floor invariant. The Push-Pull Obligation Principle is the Constitution-Direction Principle’s instance in the domain of interpersonal obligation, where the constituting flow runs outward from the duty-bearer’s capacity (push) while being experienced as running inward on the claimant’s entitlement (pull); the Chapter 12 result on the constitution of Money is its instance in the monetary domain, where the constituting flow runs upward from the population’s coordinated acceptance while being experienced as running downward from institutional control.

Explanation. Some flows in a social system are built up from the bottom by many small contributions, but they feel as though they are handed down from the top. Money is the clearest case, a currency has value only because a whole population accepts it, each person accepting because they expect everyone else to, yet almost everyone believes the government and the banks control the money from above. The same pattern appears in everyday obligation, real duty runs outward from whoever has the capacity to help, but a demand made on you feels as though the obligation runs inward from the other person’s entitlement. The Constitution-Direction Principle says these are the same situation. Because we cannot see the true direction (Source Opacity) and our minds supply a sincere but wrong story about it (Confabulation), we believe the flow runs the wrong way, and believing it makes it behave that way, which lets the one motivational source that never satiates (Mimetic Desire) run unchecked, producing inflation and collapse in the money case and escalating, resentful obligation in the personal case. The fix in both is the same, run the system the right way round (the polarity switch) while making sure everyone’s basic Appetitive needs are guaranteed no matter what. A point on status applies to both instances and most pointedly to the interpersonal one, which is the least intuitive. The word obligation makes the push polarity sound like a norm humans must choose, but some obligations are not chosen, they are imposed by nature once an outcome is wanted. A parent who wants their child to live must meet the child’s Appetitive needs, and this must is imposed by the way the world is, not by anyone’s decision. The Push-Pull Obligation Principle, and the Constitution-Direction Principle that subsumes it, are obligations of this kind, if humanity wants to avoid the supercritical Mimetic cascade, it must run obligation on the push polarity and guarantee everyone’s Appetitive floor, for the same reason and in the same sense that the parent must feed the child. The entailment itself is established by the architectural derivation from the axioms and the prior definitions of Coercion and Freedom, the welfare mathematics then quantifies how much the push polarity outperforms demand and that the gap grows with population, so the maths confirms and measures the entailment rather than supplying it. That the interpersonal result feels counter-intuitive is itself predicted by Source Opacity, which conceals exactly the direction the architecture in fact runs, so the entailed polarity should be expected to feel wrong to the intuitions the architecture produces. The result is held because the architecture entails it, not because it is intuitive.

Cross-references: Push-Pull Obligation Principle, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Sincerity Guarantee, Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, Mimetic Premium, Money, A-Floor, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.10; Appendix A, Section A.6.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Derived from Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Confabulation (Axiom 4), and the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, operating at different scales.



Constitution Limb

Constitution Limb. The second limb of the Reciprocal Care Principle, holding that no Individual is constitutively self-sufficient and that treating any Individual as self-sufficient is a category error of the Constitution-Direction type, because the provision experienced as self-originating is constituted from the periphery (capable others plus the institutional A-floor). See Reciprocal Care Principle. Explanation. Nobody stands entirely on their own. What feels like “I provide for myself” is actually built out of what capable others around you supply, plus a basic social safety-net underneath. Treating any person as truly self-sufficient gets the facts wrong: the support is real, it is just invisible because it arrives from the edges rather than from the centre. “No man is an island, entire of itself; every man is a piece of the continent, a part of the main. If a clod be washed away by the sea, Europe is the less … any man’s death diminishes me, because I am involved in mankind, and therefore never send to know for whom the bell tolls; it tolls for thee”. John Donne (1572-1631).

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.8.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle (limb of the Reciprocal Care Principle).

Cross-references: Reciprocal Care Principle.



Constitutive Narration

Constitutive Narration. The output of the narrative-closure process (the Confabulation architecture, Axiom 4) when it operates on identity-Content, a domain where no mind-independent Referent exists. Constitutive Narration is neither true nor false because there is nothing for it to be true or false about; it constructs the identity it appears to describe. Distinguished from Confabulation, which is the output of the same process operating on source-attribution, a domain where a Referent exists (the actual motivational source) and the narrative is demonstrably wrong about it. The mechanism is one; the epistemic status of the output differs because the domain differs.

Explanation. When your brain fills in the blank about why you want something (was it genuine interest or social pressure?), it gets the answer wrong, because the answer cannot be read from the feeling and your mind had no slot for social copying. That is Confabulation: wrong about something real. When your brain fills in the blank about who you are (“I am a generous person,” “I value honesty”), it is building the thing, not describing it. There is no pre-existing “true self” that the narrative missed. That is Constitutive Narration: neither true nor false, because the narrative IS the self. Same brain process, different kind of gap being filled.

Derivation: Chapter 15, Section 15.2; Chapter 15, Section 15.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (derived from Axiom 4 operating on Referent-absent domain; Chapter 15, Section 15.6).

Cross-references: Confabulation, Referent Absence Property, Self-Model, Bayesian Flywheel, Knowledge Patch.



Constraint Satiation Ratio (CSR)

The Constraint Satiation Ratio (CSR) measures how easily an AI system’s drives are “satisfied” under limits-whether it has natural stopping points or continues optimizing indefinitely.

Explanation. CSR reveals whether the system knows when “enough is enough.” Low-CSR systems are like appetites that never get full-they just keep optimizing forever, always finding one more increment to pursue. High-CSR systems behave more like satiable needs: once they hit a reasonable threshold, they stop pushing. This matters because unsatiable systems will always be trying to escape or expand their constraints.

Derivation: Appendix C, Section C.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Metric.

Cross-references: Appetites (A), Apex M-Capture.



Constructed-Belief Entailment

The Constructed-Belief Entailment is the result that no property distinguishes a Hypothesis Imagination has constructed from one that exogenous evidence has delivered, so a constructed Hypothesis is scored by Ground-Resolution on identical terms and becomes a Belief whenever the available evidence assigns it a high enough Posterior. The provenance of a candidate is not carried across the handoff from the generative to the evaluative operation, and could not be without a source-tag of the kind Common-Currency Integration destroys, so the architecture holds no barrier between imagining an entity and believing in one and requires none to operate as specified. The origin of a candidate is epistemically decisive and architecturally invisible. A Hypothesis whose composition is drawn from Knowledge acquired through contact with physical reality carries warrant the world supplied; a Hypothesis composed within the Individual carries none, and since Knowledge is non-committal as to truth, assembly from Knowledge confers no warrant by itself. Ground-Resolution holds no term by which to tell the two apart, so it scores both on the evidence reaching the Thinker alone. Where the Hypothesis posits an entity in the physical world, exogenous evidence bearing on it exists and the test can be run, so the governing condition is the availability of that evidence rather than the absence of a truth-value: a search record that reaches the Thinker rarely and only when sought out is outweighed by what the population generates about itself, which is the Endogenous-Evidence Condition, and under high Coupling Strength the Posterior settles where the population settles rather than where the search record points. Where the candidate is endogenous in origin and the evidence endogenous in circulation, no exogenous evidence enters the cycle at any point, and nothing anchors the Posterior outside the Individual and the population between them. Such a Belief is Referent-abandoned rather than Referent-free, the test having been run and returned a null result, so its corrective is the positive limb of the Provenance Rule and not the Induced-Decoherence Test.

Explanation. An Individual can imagine something and end up believing it, and nothing in the architecture stands in the way. The generating part of the mind builds a candidate out of what is already known and hands it to the weighing part, and the handover carries no label saying where the candidate came from. The weighing part then does what it always does: it looks at the evidence available and settles on the best-supported answer. Where the evidence that would count against the candidate is hard to come by while what everyone around appears to think is not, the second is what the answer settles on.

Two things hold together. The entity is experienced as real, because being experienced as real is what holding a Belief at high Posterior consists of, and the Phenomenological Reality Principle governs: an Individual who reports an encounter reports something they underwent, and the vocabulary is not for telling them otherwise. And no physical evidence for such entities has been identified. The architecture permits the entity to be experienced as real; the physical record supplies no evidence that the entity is real; the distance between the two is the result.

Distinction from Confabulation Rationality Lemma. The Confabulation Rationality Lemma governs the case in which the true Hypothesis cannot accumulate probability mass, whether absent from the Hypothesis Space or dominated by a competitor. The Entailment does not require the true Hypothesis to be unavailable. The search record may be complete and representable and the constructed Hypothesis still prevail, because what decides the Posterior is which evidence reaches the Thinker rather than which Hypotheses the Hypothesis Space contains.

Distinction from Confabulation Priority Principle. The Priority Principle governs temporal order: under Type I Exclusion the sincere-but-wrong account occupies the explanatory slot first, and the occupied slot removes the demand for the expansion that would admit the accurate account. The Entailment governs a different question, why a Hypothesis that was constructed can be held at all, and it operates whether or not Type I Exclusion obtains. Where an unexplained phenomenon is attributed to an agent, the Priority Principle governs. Where a constructed entity is carried at high Posterior against an available null record, the Entailment governs. The two compound where both conditions hold.

Distinction from Certainty-Truth Independence. Certainty-Truth Independence holds that probability concentration is a property of the system rather than a relation to reality. The Entailment relies on that result rather than restating it; what the Entailment adds is the provenance-blindness of the handoff, which is why a constructed candidate reaches the concentration stage at all.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.11.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Result.

Cross-references: Imagination; Ground-Resolution; Conscious Cognition; Hypothesis; Hypothesis Space; Knowledge; Memory Store; Posterior; Belief; Coupling Strength; Decoherence Time; Endogenous-Evidence Condition; Endogenous Feedback; Content-Agnosticism; Common-Currency Integration; Confabulation; Confabulation Rationality Lemma; Confabulation Priority Principle; Certainty-Truth Independence; Referent Abandonment; Referent Absence Property; Hardness–Referent Matrix; Provenance Rule; Induced-Decoherence Test; Phenomenological Reality Principle; Sincerity Guarantee; Subcriticality Maintenance Principle.



Contactless Updating

Contactless Updating. Contactless Updating is Bayesian Updating on a Belief whose Referent the Individual does not contact, so that every item of Evidence bearing on the Belief is testimony, the coupled Evidence of other Individuals, or the Individual’s own recall, and none is a cost the Referent imposes. The rule is the ordinary one and the condition is what distinguishes Contactless Updating: under that condition the posterior follows the flow of Evidence and nothing in the flow is tied to the Referent. Contactless Updating installs a True Belief and a False Belief on the same terms, and the updating that installed a Belief can remove it. Evidence combines additively in log-odds, so a Belief near certainty can be carried below even by many items of endogenous Evidence, none of which moves the probability appreciably and none of which registers with the Individual as a change of mind. Contactless Updating requires M’s general case, through which self-coupling returns recalled Beliefs and Confabulated reasons to the Decision Hub as Evidence, and does not require its special case; social input adds to the flow without being necessary to it, and the absence of contact with the Referent is the one condition Contactless Updating does require. Contactless Updating is distinct from drift, which is the non-convergent equilibrium of a domain with no Referent: Contactless Updating converges wherever the flow carries the Belief, in a world-constraining domain whose Referent the Individual does not contact. Where Contactless Updating carries a True Belief about a decohered Referent onto the losing side of a settled question, and the Referent remains available, the Belief’s maintenance is reached by the eliminative proof of Referent Abandonment, so Contactless Updating is a route into Referent Abandonment on which no positional calculation is made at a single moment. Where Contactless Updating carries a False Belief onto the Referent’s verdict, the correction is real and the corrected Belief stays exposed to the same updating. Contactless Updating and the Mimetic Drive to False Belief are not alternatives: a Belief carried off its Referent can come to carry positional value, and from then on both maintain it. The updating is indifferent to Truth and the protection is not. A True Belief can be held with the trace of the test that settled it, and the Individual’s operation of the Provenance Rule on the Evidence arriving against the Belief holds that Evidence below certainty; a False Belief carries no such trace, and the same Rule, applied to the testimony on which the False Belief rests, holds the Belief itself below certainty. The trace makes the operation possible and does not guarantee it, and an Individual whose Belief carries positional value can decline to perform the operation. Whether positional value is present is settled by the Standing Test.

Explanation. Much of what you believe you were told rather than checked: at school, from a book, by a parent. You hold the answer because someone told you, and that is so whether the answer is right or wrong. The same process that put the belief there can take it out again, through what other people say and through your own doubts replayed: a doubt here, a story there, a reason that sounds right. None of them changes your mind on its own, and none of them feels like a decision, but together they can take you from sure to unsure to the opposite. Nothing in that process knows whether you started out right. If you started out wrong, it can carry you to the truth; if you started out right, it can carry you away from it. What makes the difference is something you do. A true belief can be held together with how the question was settled, and then each new doubt can be asked where it came from. A false belief has no such record to point to, and asking the same question of it loosens it. The record only helps if you use it, and someone who would lose standing by changing their mind can refuse to use it, even after running the test themselves.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.2.

Cross-references: Bayesian Updating, Referent, Referent Abandonment, Mimetic Drive to False Belief, Provenance Rule, True Belief, Content-Agnosticism, Aesthetic Drift Principle, Decoherence Time, Belief Register, Confabulation, Standing Test, Self-Coupling Permanence Principle, Provenance Maintenance Principle, Heuristic.



Content

Content is the specific, variable material, particular Objects, Beliefs, narratives, relationships, historical events, agents, and valuations, that occupies the structural positions defined by AIM’s motivational and epistemic architecture at any given time, place, and Individual, such that Content varies without limit across Individuals, cultures, and epochs while the structural architecture processing it (the three sources, Common-Currency Integration, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Bayesian updating) remains invariant. Content is what fills the slots; structure is how the slots are processed. The distinction is what makes Content-Agnosticism, Content-Trajectory Independence, and Content-Channel Asymmetry possible: because the processing architecture contains no internal variable for the identity, Truth, moral value, or crisis-potential of the Content being processed, structurally identical dynamics recur with different surface Content across all domains and historical periods.

Critically, which Content becomes Salient to a given Individual is itself structurally determined by the three sources: A renders deficit-relevant Content Salient (food sources during hunger, shelter during exposure), I renders engagement-relevant Content Salient (skill frontiers, curiosity targets, relational opportunities), and M renders Model-observed Content Salient (whatever Objects, behaviours, or valuations prestigious Models attend to). The salience-generating architecture is invariant; the Content selected by that architecture is not. A structural theory of human behaviour must therefore specify the structural determinants of Salience, which AIM does through the three-source taxonomy, rather than treating Content-selection as exogenous or unexplained.

Explanation. Content is the specific stuff that fills the positions in the motivational system, which person you envy, which house you want, which group you blame, which narrative you believe, which historical event you find compelling. AIM’s architecture (A, I, M, the Decision Hub, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Bayesian updating) works the same way regardless of what specific Content it’s processing, which is why the same structural dynamics, status escalation, scapegoating, crisis trajectories, keep recurring with completely different surface material across every culture and era. What makes particular Content interesting to you is determined by which of the three sources is active: body-deficit makes food Salient, genuine curiosity makes skill-frontiers Salient, and social copying makes whatever-the-Model-is-attending-to Salient. The Content always changes; the reasons it becomes Salient don’t. See Content-Agnosticism, Content-Trajectory Independence, Content-Channel Asymmetry, Object, Template, Bayesian Belief Dynamics (Axiom 8), Three-Source Taxonomy (Axiom 1).

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.11.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct, foundational to all Content-prefixed results.

Cross-references: Content-Agnosticism, Content-Trajectory Independence, Content-Channel Asymmetry, Object, Template, Bayesian Belief Dynamics (Axiom 8), Three-Source Taxonomy (Axiom 1).



Content-Agnosticism

Content-Agnosticism is the property of Bayesian Belief updating whereby the mechanism that combines priors with evidence into posteriors operates identically across all subject matters, containing no internal variable for the Truth, moral value, or crisis-potential of the Beliefs being updated. Axiom 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics).

Distinction from Content-Agnostic Processing. Content-Agnosticism is a property of the mechanism; Content-Agnostic Processing is what the mechanism does in virtue of holding it. Derivations take the property, so Referent Blindness is inherited from Content-Agnosticism and the Structural Determination Principle integrates it with Content-Trajectory Independence and the independence of harm from the offender’s state of mind. Prose describing the handling of a Belief takes the process.

Explanation. Content-Agnosticism means the Belief-updating process cares only about structure, how confident the Individual already is, and how strongly new information should shift that confidence, not about what the Belief is about. The same updating logic applies whether the proposition is “this medicine works,” “this group is dangerous,” or “this desire is authentically mine.” This neutrality is what makes Bayesian updating powerful as a general model of learning, but it also means that if the inputs are systematically distorted, by Source Opacity and Confabulation, those distortions are not corrected by the updating process itself; they are amplified and stabilised. Content-Agnosticism is the reason the Unifying Crisis Principle can derive crisis as an attractor state: the machinery that processes Beliefs about food safety processes Beliefs about ethnic threat using the same algorithm, with no internal brake calibrated to the stakes involved. See Bayesian Belief Dynamics (Axiom 8), Content-Trajectory Independence, Confabulation. Established Cognitive Science / Framework-Specific Application.

Distinction from Content. Content-Agnosticism is a property of the processing architecture; Content is what that architecture processes. Content-Agnosticism holds because the updating mechanism contains no internal variable for the identity, Truth, moral value, or crisis-potential of the Content being processed.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.8.

Epistemic Status: Established Cognitive Science / Framework-Specific Application.

Cross-references: Content, Content-Agnostic Processing, Content-Trajectory Independence, Bayesian Belief Dynamics (Axiom 8), Confabulation, Referent Blindness, Structural Determination Principle.



Content-Agnostic Processing

Content-Agnostic Processing. Content-Agnostic Processing is the operation the Belief-updating mechanism performs in virtue of Content-Agnosticism: priors are combined with evidence into posteriors identically across all subject matters, and each posterior enters the next cycle as a prior, with no step at which the accuracy, quality, content or crisis-potential of what is processed can alter the operation. Governed by Axiom 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics), Chapter 4, Section 4.3.8.

Distinction from Content-Agnosticism. Content-Agnosticism is the property; Content-Agnostic Processing is the operation that property produces. The distinction decides usage. A derivation takes the property as its premise, as Referent Blindness and Belief-Trajectory Independence do, and the Structural Determination Principle integrates the property with Content-Trajectory Independence and the independence of harm from the offender’s state of mind. Prose describing what the mechanism does to a Belief takes the process. Neither is a name for Axiom 8, which is Bayesian Belief Dynamics.

Explanation. The mind’s belief-updating works the same way whatever the belief is about. It runs the same steps on a belief about the weather, a belief about a stranger and a belief about oneself, and there is no point in the process at which it checks what kind of belief it is handling. That running-the-same-way-regardless is Content-Agnostic Processing. The reason it runs that way is that the machinery has no part that could tell the difference, which is Content-Agnosticism. One is the doing; the other is the fact about the machine that makes the doing what it is.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.8.

Epistemic Status: Established Cognitive Science / Framework-Specific Application.

Cross-references: Content-Agnosticism, Content, Bayesian Belief Dynamics, Bayesian Flywheel, Referent Blindness, Stability-Pathology Trade-Off, Confabulation Cascade, Decision Hub, Belief Register.



Content-Belief

Content-Belief. A Content-Belief is a Belief that makes a claim about the state of affairs within a Belief-domain (a valuation, a price, a legitimacy, an empirical proposition) as distinct from a Boundary-Belief, which separates one domain from another. Content-Beliefs are what a domain is about: they carry the evidential load that inflates the domain in the Bubble-and-Foam Model, and they are what a collapse acts upon. A Content-Belief may track an exogenous Referent, in which case it has a finite Decoherence Time and can decohere against reality, or it may be Belief-constituted and self-referential, in which case it drifts with an unbounded Decoherence Time. When a Belief-domain folds, its Content-Beliefs are not annihilated: because they are about something, and the demand they answered does not vanish with the collapse, they relocate into adjacent domains as new evidential load across the separating Boundary-Belief.

Explanation. A Content-Belief is a Belief inside one of those bubbles, an actual claim about how things are: what something is worth, what the price is, who is in charge, what is true. These are the Beliefs the field is really about, as opposed to the Boundary-Belief that just keeps the field separate from its neighbours. Some Content-Beliefs are anchored to something real, so reality eventually corrects them; others are held up only by everyone agreeing on them, so they can drift indefinitely. When a bubble bursts, the Beliefs that were in it do not simply disappear, they were about something, so they spill over into neighbouring bubbles as new pressure on whatever Beliefs live there.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Companion to the Boundary-Belief; the load that inflates a bubble and the object that relocates across boundaries in the containment results of Chapter 14, and that the Referent-Space-Truth Matrix classifies.

Source: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.6.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.6.

Cross-references: Boundary-Belief, Grievance Belief, Bubble-and-Foam Model, Belief Register, Decoherence Time, Coupling Strength.



Content-Channel Asymmetry

Content-Channel Asymmetry is the principle that what spreads through mimetic channels can enable resistance to mimetic dominance if the Content itself is I-enabling (providing stable conceptual vocabulary, diagnostic tools, and Source-tagging capacity) rather than M-amplifying (providing status signals, scarcity cues, or audience-dependent validation).

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.15.4; Chapter 4, Section 4.3.11.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct

Cross-references: Content, Mimetic Treadmill.

Explanation. Not all mimetically-transmitted Content is equivalent. M-amplifying Content, rage-bait, trending topics, status competitions, scarcity-driven urgency, intensifies the Mimetic Treadmill (the Treadmill). I-enabling Content, conceptual frameworks, diagnostic tests, structural analysis tools, provides the capacity to slow and eventually step off the Mimetic Treadmill. The AIM Framework is I-enabling Content: once acquired, the AIM Framework permits the Individual to evaluate whether further engagement is I-led or M-captured. This asymmetry resolves the apparent paradox of using M-channels to spread M-resistance: the channel is mimetic, but the Content is the antidote. The distinction matters for policy: not all viral Content is equivalent in utility, and platforms can prioritise I-enabling over M-amplifying spread.



Content-Mechanism Boundary

The Content-Mechanism Boundary is the distinction between inheriting M-outputs as content (which AI does, through training on human-generated text saturated with prestige associations, Status hierarchies, and social-proof weightings) and generating new M-contagion through architectural transmission (which AI cannot do, due to absence of the preconscious mirror-neuron-to-valuation-circuit pathway).

Explanation. AI reproduces the distributional patterns of M-dynamics as statistical regularities without generating new M-contagion because it lacks the biological transmission channel. This boundary is the precise feature that makes AI useful as a comparator for isolating M-contributions to human cognition: the AI has the content, it lacks the mechanism, and the divergence between content-presence and mechanism-absence is the diagnostic window.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Appendix 8F.4.

Cross-references: Mimetic Desire (M), Source Opacity.



Content Mutation Imperative

Content Mutation Imperative. The Content Mutation Imperative is the result, following from the Content-Independence of Violence, that each crisis teaches the population that lived through it the Content of the crisis and not its structure. Post-crisis attribution is itself Content, generated by the same Confabulation architecture and subject to the same Bayesian Lock-In, so blame attaches to Content-level actors and the lessons drawn are Content-bound, while the invariant structure (coupled Belief dynamics converging toward certainty without tracking Truth, producing Scapegoat designation and coordinated violence) remains invisible for as long as it is absent from the population’s conceptual vocabulary. Because the Content of a crisis cannot recur and its structure can, successive crises arrive with novel Content on an unchanged structure.

Explanation. After every war the lesson people draw is about that war’s particular enemy, weapon or ideology: never let this country rearm, never let that movement rise again. Those lessons are about details that can never come round again in the same form. What does come round is the pattern underneath, a society growing certain together without checking whether it is right and turning that certainty on a chosen culprit, and because nobody has a name for the pattern, nobody learns it. History does not repeat, but it rhymes, and the rhyme is the structure.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.16.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result. Falsification criterion at Chapter 17, Section 17.24.

Cross-references: Coupling-Decoherence Framework, Truth-Value Orthogonality, Confabulation, Confabulation Cascade, Bayesian Lock-In, Scapegoat Mechanism, Camouflage Architecture, Content.



Content-Trajectory Independence

Content-Trajectory Independence is the principle that the trajectory of Belief change is determined by the structure of the updating process and the pattern of inputs, not by the specific Content of the Beliefs, such that structurally identical updating processes operating on structurally similar input patterns will produce structurally identical trajectories regardless of whether the Beliefs concern consumer preferences, political loyalties, or genocidal scapegoating.

Cross-references: Content, Content-Agnosticism, Unifying Crisis Principle, Confabulation Cascade, Coupling Strength, Bayesian Updating, Bayesian Belief Dynamics (Axiom 8).

Explanation. Content-Trajectory Independence is the dynamic consequence of Content-Agnosticism. If the mechanism does not distinguish Content, then the path of updating does not distinguish Content either. A confabulation cascade converging toward “this brand is authentically what I want” and a confabulation cascade converging toward “this ethnic group is responsible for my suffering” follow the same mathematical trajectory if the structural parameters, coupling strength, evidence endogeneity, prior distribution, are equivalent. This is a terrifying implication, and it is precisely the implication that makes AIM’s crisis predictions derivable rather than ad hoc. The trajectory toward crisis is not produced by especially bad Beliefs or especially evil people, it is produced by ordinary Bayesian updating operating on endogenous evidence in coupled systems. See Content-Agnosticism and Unifying Crisis Principle Derivation.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.6.4; Appendix A, Section A.5.8.6; Chapter 4, Section 4.3.11.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Derived from Content-Agnosticism.



Contribution-Tracked Authority

Contribution-Tracked Authority is the configuration in which occupation of a role, and the scope of decision-power attached to that role, are determined by observable behavioural output produced in or relevant to the role’s actual craft, such that authority movement tracks variation in that output rather than variation in visibility or mimetic signal, and the pool of role-occupants is drawn from candidates who have demonstrated craft performance rather than candidates who have demonstrated mimetic tournament fitness.

Explanation. Authority that tracks contribution is the architectural counterpart to status-derived leadership. Instead of selecting leaders through processes that filter for visibility, prestige-signalling, or dominance display, all of which systematically pass high-wM candidates, the appointment process specifies, in advance, the observable task outputs that define adequate role performance, and uses assessment conditions that neutralise signals unrelated to the role’s actual craft. Three structural requirements must be satisfied for a given appointment system to be contribution-tracking: (1) Pre-commitment, criteria are specified before candidates are assessed, not backfitted to whichever candidate generates the strongest M-response; (2) Task-output specification, criteria are expressed as observable task outputs rather than trait adjectives, because trait adjectives readily fill with M-content (the Confabulation Rationality Lemma applies institutionally); (3) Non-craft signal neutralisation, assessment conditions blind or neutralise signals not directly relevant to the role’s actual craft to the extent compatible with the role’s requirements. The term is preferred over “earned authority” (which imports desert-theoretic moralising incompatible with the Push-Pull Obligation Principle’s architectural neutrality) and over “competence-recognition” (which deploys trait-language vulnerable to M-content capture).

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.12.4.

Cross-references: Apex M-Capture, Charisma Channel Principle, Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Leadership Compression Principle, Selection-Role Fit Principle.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from the Three-Source Taxonomy (Axiom 1), the Leadership Compression Principle, and the Apex M-Capture.



Composition

Composition. Composition is the relative proportional contribution of each motivational source to a desire’s activation — the mix of Appetitive, Intrinsic and Mimetic contributions to the integrated valuation, each the AIM Weight on its source applied to that source’s valuation of the Object (wA·UA, wI·UI, wM·UM) — which determines what kind of satisfaction would address the felt deficit. Desires of identical Intensity can have radically different Compositions, and accurate compositional diagnosis, principally of which source led the decision to act, is the necessary precondition for effective intervention.

Explanation. Two wants can feel exactly the same and be made of entirely different things. One is mostly the body, one is mostly genuine interest, one is mostly copying, and the only way to settle a want is to give it what it is made of. Feed a want that is really about position and it will not settle, because nothing was in deficit. Composition answers “what is this made of”, which is a different question from “how badly do I want it” — that one is Intensity.

An intense Appetitive hunger and an intense Mimetic status panic can feel equally urgent and still need different interventions: food resolves hunger, and no amount of food resolves status panic. Compositional analysis asks whether an urgency is Appetitive, Intrinsic or Mimetic, and answers with behavioural tests (satiation dynamics, audience-removal, model-tracking). Shifting Composition, through diagnostic questioning, visibility reduction or I-domain protection, acts on the source of a desire, while reducing Intensity lowers urgency only temporarily and leaves the compositional mismatch in place. A Composition can be described as I-led or M-dominant without decimal precision, as a colour is described by its dominant hue.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.3.1; Chapter 9, Section 9.3.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: AIM Weights (wA, wI, wM), Intensity, Decision Hub, Source Opacity, Three-Question Diagnostic, AIM Profile (Individual, Group, or System).



Correction Asymmetry

Correction Asymmetry is the structural disadvantage of post-adoption evaluation relative to pre-adoption filtering: the evaluator corrects from a non-neutral starting point (the desire already feels authentic due to Source Opacity, reasons have already been confabulated, and the evaluation criteria are themselves partly mimetically constituted) rather than deciding from a clean slate.

Explanation. The Speed-Selectivity Trade-Off establishes that pre-adoption filtering is architecturally impossible at the required timescale. Post-adoption evaluation via I-Override is the only available intervention point. But this evaluation is structurally compromised in three ways: (1) Source Opacity means the desire already feels authentic, with no phenomenological trace of mimetic origin; (2) Confabulation has already generated A-sounding or I-sounding justifications drawing on real Object-properties guaranteed by Object Parasitism; (3) the Self-Model against which the Individual evaluates the desire is itself a confabulated narrative whose A-I-M composition is hidden from its owner. What exists is correction from a preset starting position, not prevention. The existence of correction is itself proof that adoption has already occurred.

The asymmetry in processing terms. The disadvantage is not only one of starting position but of what each operation costs to run. Comparison is automatic: it fires preconsciously, without intention, below awareness, and independently of whatever cognitive resources happen to be available. Correction is controlled: it requires those resources, conscious awareness, deliberate effort, and attentional capacity present at the moment it is needed. The comparison therefore runs whenever the conditions for it obtain, and the correction runs only when the Individual has capacity to spare. This is why fatigue, time pressure and cognitive load remove the correction while leaving the comparison entirely intact, and why the asymmetry widens precisely under the conditions in which an Individual has least capacity to detect it.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.15.8.

Cross-references: I-Override, Object Parasitism, Parasitism (Architectural Sense), Self-Model, Source Opacity, Speed-Selectivity Trade-Off, I-Corrective Asymmetry.



Correction Window

Correction Window is the temporal interval between M-shock and irreversible collective action, created by institutional buffering, during which M-intensity can subside, alternative information can circulate, countervailing forces can mobilise, and leadership psychology can shift. Democratic process is reframed as institutionalised delay, the primary architectural function of legislative deliberation, judicial review, electoral cycles, and bureaucratic procedure is to ensure that Correction Windows exist.

Explanation. Every institutional check, passing a bill through parliament, getting judicial review, waiting for the next election, creates a gap between impulse and irreversible action. During that gap, the initial panic can fade, new information can arrive, and people can organise opposition. Democracy’s slowness isn’t a flaw, it’s the mechanism that keeps dangerous impulses from becoming dangerous actions. See Institutional Brake, Multiplicative Friction Model, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 20, Section 20.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Institutional Brake, Multiplicative Friction Model, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle.



Cost of a Belief

Cost of a Belief. The Cost of a Belief is the expenditure required to maintain that Belief against the pressure to revise it. Under a live Referent (the Hard Truth and Soft Truth regimes) the pressure is answered by reality, and the cost reduces to the bounded, holder-borne cost of running and replicating the test that consults the Referent, for the Belief that water boils at 100°C at sea level, the electricity, water, apparatus, and time to repeat the measurement, a cost that does not grow with the firmness of the Belief. Absent a live Referent (the Hard Falsehood regimes, whether Referent-abandoned or Referent-free) reality supplies no verdict to answer the pressure, so the Belief can be held only by suppressing that pressure through coercion applied to persons, and the cost is exported onto those the Belief’s boundary excludes, borne by them as real losses in the A-domain (material sufficiency, health, income, safety) and the I-domain (education, development, engagement). The provenance of this cost, self-borne against reality versus exported onto persons, is what the Cost-Provenance Test reads, and its exported form is coercion, not difference of opinion. The exported maintenance Cost is the outward face of a conserved reality-pressure, not a separate thing: the pressure to revise that the holder declines to pay is the reality-contact the boundary routes onto the excluded party, borne by them in full, only not by the holder (Chapter 14, Section 14.10.9). Maintenance Cost and the decoherence it displaces are conjugate, the cost spent to resist revision and the revision-pressure absorbed elsewhere, not one quantity. M-Harm may coerce and wound standing, but it is not a decoherence Cost: M phenomenology is real and behaviourally efficacious, yet it is not a true world deficit, so it does not enter this ledger (Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle; Phenomenological Reality Principle). When Status contests export Cost, what the ledger records is the resulting A-domain and I-domain damage, not the Status displacement itself.

Explanation. Every belief you refuse to give up costs something to keep. If the belief is answerable to reality, that cost is tiny and it is yours: you run the test, you check, you pay for the experiment. If the belief is not answerable to reality, there is nothing to check, so the only way to keep it standing is to stop the people who would challenge it, and that means making someone else pay, in real terms: lost jobs, denied care, closed schools, violence. That is not a disagreement about taste. It is coercion, and the people who never held the belief are the ones who bear it. Status attacks can be part of the coercion, but the Cost that tells you what kind of Belief you are looking at is the world-anchored A and I harm, not the felt sting of standing alone.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.4; Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.1.1; Chapter 14, Section 14.10.9.2; Chapter 14, Appendix 14A.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Cost-Provenance Test, Referent Abandonment, Type I Exclusion, Individual-as-Object, Boundary-Hardening Principle, Hard Falsehood, Hardness–Referent Matrix, Coercion, Harm, Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Phenomenological Reality Principle.



Cost-Provenance Test

Cost-Provenance Test. The Cost-Provenance Test is the diagnostic that determines which regime of the Hardness–Referent Matrix a Belief occupies by tracing the provenance of the Cost required to maintain it against the pressure to revise it. The Test asks a single question: who bears that Cost. Where the Cost is bounded, borne by the holder, and discharged against reality, the cost of running and replicating a test that consults a live Referent, the Belief is Referent-governed and the hardness is a Hard or Soft Truth. Where the Cost is exported onto those the Belief’s boundary excludes, borne by them as real losses in the A-domain and I-domain, the Belief is not Referent-governed and the hardness is a Hard Falsehood, whether Referent-abandoned or Referent-free. M-Harm may be among the coercive instruments used to export that Cost, but Status displacement and other M-ledger hits are not themselves what the Test counts as exported maintenance Cost; only A-domain and I-domain losses enter the ledger. Where no Cost is borne by anyone because no Referent exists to generate a pressure to revise, the Belief lies in the aesthetic regime off the Matrix. The Test is the collective-and-boundary-level counterpart of the Provenance Rule: the Provenance Rule traces the provenance of a Belief’s evidence, and the Cost-Provenance Test traces the provenance of a Belief’s maintenance Cost, the two closing the diagnostic loop from evidence-in to cost-out.

Explanation. To tell whether a firmly held belief is true or merely enforced, do not look at how confidently it is held, a hard truth and a hard falsehood feel identical. Look instead at who pays to keep it standing. If the only cost is the cost of checking, paid by the person who holds the belief, it is answerable to reality. If the cost is borne by people outside the belief, in lost jobs, denied care, or violence, then reality is not holding it up; coercion is. Follow the money and the harm, and the belief tells you what it is. Shame and standing-attacks can be how the coercion is delivered; the Test still reads the A and I losses that result.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.10.9.1; Chapter 14, Section 14.8.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Cost of a Belief, Provenance Rule, Referent Abandonment, Type I Exclusion, Individual-as-Object, Hard Falsehood, Hard Truth, Boundary-Hardening Principle, Hardness–Referent Matrix, Harm, Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Rule–Referent Principle.



Cost-Shifting Principle

Cost-Shifting Principle. The Cost-Shifting Principle is the result that Conflict Resolution institutions resolve disputes not by tracking Truth but by shifting the cost of a collective Self-Model update onto an adjudicated losing party, so that the surrounding community can preserve its existing Self-Models intact rather than revise them. Because adjudication operates in a high Coupling Strength regime in which the Belief that matters (the trier’s Belief about what happened) is Referent Abandoned or Referent Inaccessible for the duration of the proceeding, its Decoherence Time bounded but deferred beyond judgment (the Quantum-Epistemic regime in which expressed positions constitute the trier’s primary evidence and reality cannot intrude before judgment), the process produces certainty without truth-tracking, and the question of whether the losing party is in fact culpable is orthogonal to the resolution the process delivers. The principle holds that the felt social necessity of a verdict (the discomfort that demands closure) is the signature of a Self-Model that would otherwise have to update, and that the verdict discharges that discomfort by externalising its cost onto the party against whom it is rendered. Responsibility (accountability for the consequences of an action regardless of intent) persists fully under the principle; what the principle exposes is that the adjudicative ritual systematically substitutes cost-externalisation for the structural Self-Model revision that the Conflict actually calls for. Framework-Specific Principle. Derived from the Coupling-Concealment Identity Principle, the Structural Determination Principle, the Non-Malice Corollary, and the Quantum-Epistemic account of adversarial procedure.

Explanation. When two people (or a person and the community) end up in front of a court, tribunal, or any other body that picks a winner and a loser, it feels as though the process is finding out what really happened and who was really at fault. The Cost-Shifting Principle says that is not what the process is doing. The process is mostly relieving everyone else of the discomfort of having to change how they see the world. Consider someone who works and pays for what they own, watching a person steal baby formula. Sincerely engaging with why that person stole it (they were desperate, they were caught in circumstances outside their control) would force the onlooker to revise a Self-Model built on “I earn my money and pay my way.” That revision is uncomfortable, so the cheaper move is to convict, punish, and shift the cost of the discomfort onto the thief, leaving the onlooker’s view of the world undisturbed. The principle does not say the theft was acceptable, and it does not remove the thief’s responsibility for the consequences. It says that the question of guilt is doing far less work in the outcome than it appears to, and that the real function of the verdict is to let the community keep its self-image rather than update it. The same dynamic operates in a workplace grievance, a family dispute, or a courtroom: the loser absorbs the cost so that everyone else can stay the same.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.8; Chapter 16, Section 16.19.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Cross-references Conflict, Conflict Resolution, Conflict Horizon, Self-Model, Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, Coupling-Concealment Identity Principle, Structural Determination Principle, Non-Malice Corollary, Culpability, Responsibility, Confabulation, Source Opacity, Knowledge Patch.

Cross-references: Conflict (AIM sense), Truth, Structural Determination Principle (SDP), Non-Malice Corollary, Coupling Strength, Coupling-Concealment Identity, Conflict Horizon, Decoherence Time.



Counterfeit Indicator

Counterfeit Indicator. A Counterfeit Indicator is an Indicator that recurs and responds, moving with policy and reverting after shocks and displaying every surface property of a functioning feedback signal, while the quantities it is taken to represent ratchet beneath it. It is a diagnostic category rather than an architectural commitment, and it stands to institutional measurement as the Counterfeit Limit Cycle stands to institutional structure: in both, recurrence in one coordinate is mistaken for correction in another. The distinguishing observable is not whether the Indicator returns to a prior value but whether the operating point does. Two properties make the class more dangerous than any of its instances. Counterfeit Indicators are selected for, because Indicators with short Decoherence Time deliver disconfirmation quickly and cheaply while those with long or unbounded Decoherence Time deliver reassurance for years, so any body choosing which measures to adopt, retain and headline faces a gradient running toward the counterfeit; this is the selection structure the Incidental Buffer Principle identifies for Institutional Buffers, whose design rationale tracks Confabulation rather than architecture and whose strength drifts accordingly. And the counterfeit reading is most convincing where Coupling Strength is highest, because a body operating in a supercritical domain does not experience itself as supercritical but experiences agreement, confidence and apparent stability, and a high-Coupling-Strength Indicator reports that experience back to it, so the failure is invisible from within by construction.

Explanation. Some measures look as though they are keeping a system honest because they visibly move, respond when something is done, and settle back afterwards. The trap is that moving and settling back is only evidence of health if the thing moving is the thing that matters. A measure can bounce around convincingly on one axis while the dangerous quantity climbs steadily on another, and it will look exactly like a working dashboard the whole time. The test is not whether the reading comes back. It is whether the situation does. There is a second difficulty: the misleading measures are the ones institutions tend to keep, because they are the ones that report good news for longest, so a set of measures left alone drifts toward the counterfeit rather than away from it.

Derivation: Chapter 20, Section 20.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (diagnostic).

Cross-references: Indicator, Admissible Indicator, Counterfeit Limit Cycle, Institutional Buffering, Incidental Buffer Principle, Decoherence Time, Decoherence Trichotomy, Coupling Strength, Aesthetic Drift Principle, Saddle-Node Default, Internal Loop Gain, Source Opacity.



Counterfeit Limit Cycle

Counterfeit Limit Cycle is a structure that displays the phenomenology of sustained oscillation in a coordinate orthogonal to the loop requiring damping, while coupling into that loop with amplifying rather than restoring sign. It is a diagnostic category rather than an architectural commitment: it names a class of misreading in which visible alternation is taken as evidence that a system is self-correcting, when the alternating variable and the variable determining the system’s terminus are different variables. A candidate Institutional Buffer qualifies as a genuine restoring node only if three conditions hold jointly, that it introduces a state variable not already in the system, that the variable’s feedback closes onto one of the couplings whose product is the Internal Loop Gain, and that the sign of that closure is restoring. A Counterfeit Limit Cycle satisfies the first and fails the other two. The distinguishing observable is not whether alternation occurs but whether the system returns to a prior operating point when it does: a genuine limit cycle is recurrent in the state variables that matter, whereas a Counterfeit Limit Cycle is recurrent in an orthogonal coordinate while those variables advance monotonically. The two are indistinguishable within any single cycle and separable across several. The worked cases are two-party electoral alternation, in which office-holding rotates while the Belief Heterogeneity Buffer is held in Bipolar Convergence, and the rotation of constitutional form across regimes, in which form alternates while network loop gain ratchets through rising Observability.

Explanation. Some institutions look as though they are correcting themselves because something about them visibly goes back and forth. Governments alternate; forms of government alternate over centuries. The trap is that going back and forth is only evidence of self-correction if the thing going back and forth is the thing causing the trouble. If a system swings on one axis while the dangerous quantity climbs steadily on another, the swinging tells you nothing, and it actively misleads, because it looks like exactly what health would look like. The test is whether the system comes back to where it was. If each swing ends a little further along than the last, what you are watching is a ratchet wearing the costume of a cycle. See Institutional Buffering, Saddle-Node Default, Hopf Sub-Case, Belief Heterogeneity Buffer, Buffer Inversion, Bipolar Convergence, Correction Window.

Derivation: Chapter 20, Section 20.3.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (diagnostic).

Cross-references: Institutional Buffering, Saddle-Node Default, Hopf Sub-Case, Governed Band, Saturation Hold, Belief Heterogeneity Buffer, Buffer Inversion, Bipolar Convergence, Multiplicative Friction Model, Correction Window, Internal Loop Gain, Fault-Line Figure.



Coupling Strength

Coupling Strength. Coupling Strength is the degree to which expressed Beliefs within a domain constitute endogenous evidence for other Individuals, formally defined as the maximum non-commutativity of measurement operators across the Belief state space. Within the AIM Framework, Coupling Strength determines the rate at which Confabulation Cascades converge, the effectiveness of Source Opacity in concealing motivational source, and the conditions under which classical probability approximations break down. Coupling Strength is always positive (the Self-Coupling Permanence Principle guarantees a non-zero baseline through the memory-recall channel), domain-specific (varying across social contexts), and amenable to structural intervention through institutional design. At the network scale (Appendix A.5.7), Coupling Strength is realised as the Evidence-Coupling Matrix K=[κij]K = [\kappa_{ij}] with diagonal κii=κself\kappa_{ii} = \kappa_{self} and off-diagonal block KoffK_{off}; the scalar κ\kappa of earlier formulations corresponds to ρ(Koff)\rho(K_{off}), the spectral radius of the off-diagonal block, in the Appendix formalism.

Explanation. Coupling Strength measures how tightly your Beliefs are linked to other people’s Beliefs. When Coupling Strength is high, for instance on social media, in tribal politics, or during a market bubble, what everyone else thinks becomes evidence for what you think, and vice versa, creating a feedback loop that makes Beliefs converge whether or not they are true. When Coupling Strength is low, in private reflection, controlled experimentation, or well-designed deliberative procedures, your Beliefs are driven more by first-order evidence than by what others happen to believe. AIM’s key insight is that Coupling Strength does not merely spread Beliefs; through the Coupling-Concealment Identity, it actively conceals the motivational source of those Beliefs, making Source Opacity worse in precisely the environments where it matters most.

Notation Statement. Denoted κ in formal equations, derivations, operational-definition blocks, appendices, figure and table headings, and the definitions database. Written in full as “Coupling Strength” in running prose. On first prose appearance in any given document the English term may be followed by a parenthetical gloss of the form “Coupling Strength”; a second parenthetical gloss of the same form is permitted at the first prose occurrence of the term in the main body after the formal definitions section, as a courtesy to readers who skip front-matter. All subsequent prose occurrences within that document use the English term only.

Cross-references: Critical Coupling Strength, Self-Coupling Strength, Effective Coupling Strength, Optimal Coupling Strength, Coupling-Concealment Identity, Coupling-Decoherence Framework, Decoherence Time, Source Opacity, Confabulation Cascade, Evidence, Conscious Cognition, Bayesian Updating, Quantum Epistemology, Salience-Status Identity.

Source-channel specification. Coupling Strength κ is most architecturally consequential when it operates over M-content, because M-coupled Belief-cascades produce the unbounded compounding identified by the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle. A-coupled cascades and I-coupled cascades are bounded by their respective satiation-and-deepening dynamics; only M-coupled cascades produce the runaway dynamics that the Subcriticality Maintenance Principle is designed to prevent. The Subcriticality Threshold P_c therefore applies most stringently to M-content coupling, and Class 1 and Class 2 interventions target M-coupling specifically.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.7.1.

Epistemic Status: Parameter.



Coupling-Concealment Identity

The Coupling-Concealment Identity is the named mathematical identity relating interpersonal coupling strength (κ) to the concealment of motivational source information, establishing that as κ increases, as Beliefs become more tightly coupled across Individuals through mimetic transmission, the system’s capacity to distinguish source-specific contributions (A, I, M) to any given Belief or desire decreases monotonically, such that high-coupling-strength environments are architecturally hostile to source discrimination regardless of Individual diagnostic effort.

Explanation. Coupling Strength (κ) measures how strongly one person’s Belief state influences another’s. The Coupling-Concealment Identity proves that this coupling does not merely spread Beliefs, it actively conceals their origins. In a low-coupling-strength environment (isolated reflection, private deliberation), an Individual has a reasonable chance of performing source discrimination using the Two-Question Diagnostic. In a high-coupling-strength environment (social media, tribal politics, market mania), the same Individual’s diagnostic capacity is degraded by the coupling itself, because the interference patterns created by overlapping Belief states obscure source information in a way that is mathematically analogous to how entanglement obscures which-path information in quantum mechanics. The identity is provable only within non-Boolean probability, classical probability has no apparatus for representing this coupling-concealment relationship. See Quantum Epistemology (QE), Rationality Misattribution Principle, Source Opacity. Framework-Specific Principle.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.7.7.

Cross-references: Quantum Epistemology (QE), Rationality Misattribution Principle, Source Opacity, Coupling Strength.



Coupling-Decoherence Content Qualification Gate

Coupling-Decoherence Content Qualification Gate. The general informational architecture principle whereby content qualifies for ambient broadcast (push channels) if and only if its subject matter is not a coupled Belief system (κ is low) or its claims decohere rapidly against observable reality (τ is short), such that content whose subject matter is a coupled Belief system (high-coupling-strength) with extended insulation from reality-testing (long-decoherence-time) is restricted to query-driven access (pull channels), disrupting the Information-Cascade Amplification Effect at its source by preventing high-coupling-strength, long-decoherence-time content from entering population-level evidence streams where the Ambient Evidence Amplification Effect operates regardless of Individual intent.

Explanation. The Coupling-Decoherence Gate is the general principle behind Blind Pricing. Blind Pricing removes price information from ambient broadcast because prices in most markets are outputs of coupled Belief systems (high-coupling-strength) with extended decoherence times (long-decoherence-time). (This regime is a tracked state, not a permanent property: on the tracked-state and Referent-attachment treatment of this regime, see Sections 14.8.1 and 14.10.9.) The κ-τ Gate extends this to all ambient information: any content reporting on a coupled Belief system with long-decoherence-time is moved from push to pull. The content is not suppressed but reclassified by delivery mode. Individuals who actively seek high-coupling-strength, long-decoherence-time information for genuine A-I purposes (a homebuyer checking property values, an investor assessing financial markets) can access it through query-driven channels. What is eliminated is the ambient injection of this content into evidence streams where it serves no A-I function and operates exclusively as Preconscious Transmission, accelerating Confabulation Cascade convergence toward Pc.

Cross-references: Blind Pricing, Information-Cascade Amplification Effect, Ambient Evidence Amplification Effect, Visibility Restriction Principle, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.37; Chapter 20, Section 20.4.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result. Derived from the Ambient Evidence Amplification Effect, the Bayesian symmetry established in the Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, and the Blind Pricing architecture.



Coupling-Decoherence Framework

Coupling-Decoherence Framework. The formal apparatus that relates Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, and finite buffer capacity to conflict costs, crisis timing, and the conditions under which managed decoherence is possible; comprising the Coupling-Concealment Identity Principle, the Buffer Exhaustion Principle, the Content Mutation Imperative, the Cost Function of the Coupling-Decoherence Framework, and the Simplification Dividend. Formerly referred to as “the Coupling-Decoherence Framework” in legacy framework material.

Explanation. The machinery AIM uses to link how tightly a community’s Beliefs are coupled together, how long reality gives those Beliefs before it imposes corrective costs, and what those dynamics predict about conflict costs and crisis timing.

Notation Statement. In formal equations, the framework’s parameters retain their Greek symbols (κ, τ, κ_c, τ_0). In prose, the framework is named in full as “the Coupling-Decoherence Framework”; on first prose appearance in any given document the name may be followed by “(formerly ‘the Coupling-Decoherence Framework’)” as a legacy-bridge gloss.

Cross-references: Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, Critical Coupling Strength, Coupling-Concealment Identity, Content Mutation Imperative.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.7.3.



Coupling-Induced Opacity

Coupling-Induced Opacity. Coupling-Induced Opacity is the extension of Source Opacity from input origin to input modality. A recalled Belief and a perceived fact share the downstream pathway into integration, and the modality tag is destroyed at the point at which the source-origin tag is destroyed, so the Individual holds no channel distinguishing endogenous Evidence from exogenous Evidence. A Belief recalled from the Belief Register and re-entering as Evidence under the Self-Coupling Permanence Principle, and the correlated attributions of other Individuals arriving through interpersonal coupling, are therefore credited with the weight of independent corroboration, so that a Hypothesis repeated often registers as a Hypothesis widely corroborated.

Explanation. When you recall something you already believe, or hear it repeated by the people around you, it arrives looking exactly like fresh evidence from the world. Nothing marks it as an echo. So the more often a claim is restated, by your own memory or by others who took it from the same place, the better supported it feels, even though nothing new has been learned. Confidence ends up tracking how often a thing is said rather than how much stands behind it.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.5.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Source Opacity, Self-Coupling Permanence Principle, Coupling Strength, Evidence, Belief Register, Type II Exclusion (Prior Dominance), Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Network-Layer Axiom Restatements (N1-N3).



Crisis State Architecture

Crisis State Architecture is the description of mimetic crisis as a trajectory through five Crisis State Phases, Grounded, Drift, Calcified, Terminal and Reset, each a region of the Crisis State parameter space in which a population’s cascade dynamics run, with the Terminal Phase the attractor region of the trajectory under the Unifying Crisis Principle. A population’s phase is read from the four Crisis State Variables, Status Integrity, Price Inflation Ratio, Exit Capacity and Concealment Density, each the population-scale trace of a derived result; the Crisis State Variables carry no dynamics of their own, the dynamics being those of the quantities the variables trace.

Explanation. Crisis State Architecture provides the scaffolding for measuring where a society sits on the crisis trajectory and in which direction it is moving. Rather than treating crisis as a vague “things are getting worse” judgement, the architecture says: measure these four things, and you have a diagnostic snapshot. The four variables capture whether status hierarchies still reward contribution, whether the prices of essentials reflect A/I value or M-inflation, whether Individuals can exit M-intensive situations without A-deprivation, and whether the M-concept is available and usable to the people inside the system. Where the pathology is concentrated in leadership rather than distributed across the population, the Leadership Compression Principle governs it. See Crisis State Variables, Unifying Crisis Principle, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Leadership Compression Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.6.2.

Cross-references: Crisis State Variables, Unifying Crisis Principle, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Leadership Compression Principle.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Crisis State Variables

Crisis State Variables. The Crisis State Variables are four quantities measurable in a population, each the population-scale trace of a derived result, from which the population’s position among the phases of the Crisis State Architecture is read: (1) Status Integrity, the share of what predicts an Individual’s position in a field that is carried by the two Referent-backed components of Status, Status-A and Status-I, against the Mimetic component, Status-PM; (2) Price Inflation Ratio, the ratio of the Mimetic Premium (PM) in the prices of essential goods to the Appetitive and Intrinsic components of the same prices; (3) Exit Capacity, the degree to which Individuals can refuse the markets and arenas that carry the Mimetic Premium without falling below the A-Floor or losing access to their I-domains; and (4) Concealment Density, the degree to which the Mimetic Hypothesis is unavailable to a population’s Individuals at the point where a want or a price is resolved, whether absent from the Hypothesis Space or held and not applied. None of the four has dynamics of its own: each measures a quantity whose dynamics the architecture fixes, and where the boundaries between phases lie in the four is a matter of measurement.

Explanation. Each variable is something that can be measured in a population, and each is the visible trace of something the architecture already derives. Status Integrity asks whether people rise in a field by what they contribute or by the standing they already hold; at one half the two predict rank equally, which is the Calcification Threshold. Price Inflation Ratio asks how much of what people pay for essentials is Mimetic Premium. Exit Capacity asks whether someone who sees the Premium can refuse to pay the Premium without losing shelter, food or the work that absorbs them. Concealment Density asks whether people can form, or apply, the thought that a want or a price might be Mimetic. The four move together: when extraction is rewarded with standing, Status Integrity falls and the Premium grows; a Premium in essentials closes exits; the complexity that hides a large Premium raises Concealment Density; and Concealment Density hides the fall in Status Integrity. See Crisis State Architecture, Concealment Infrastructure, Opt-Out Preservation.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.6.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Crisis State Architecture, Concealment Infrastructure, Opt-Out Preservation, Status Integrity, Price Inflation Ratio, Exit Capacity, Concealment Density, Calcification Threshold.



Critical Coupling Strength

Critical Coupling Strength (κc\kappa_c). Critical Coupling Strength is the spectral threshold of the off-diagonal Evidence-coupling matrix at which the network pushes the Total Stability Condition to its critical value, holding all other parameters at their operating-point values:

κc=inf⁡{ρ(Koff):Gtotal(ρ(Koff))=Gcrittotal}.
\kappa_c = \inf\!\left\{ \rho(K_{off}) : G_{total}(\rho(K_{off})) = G_{crit}^{total} \right\}.


Equivalently, Critical Coupling Strength is the phase-transition threshold above which classical probability approximations fail and certainty-without-Truth convergence becomes inevitable: a coupled Belief system whose Coupling Strength exceeds this threshold will converge to a single dominant Belief state with near-unity confidence regardless of whether that Belief is true, because the non-commutative structure of the updating process under high coupling generates interference effects that classical Bayesian models cannot represent.

Explanation. Critical Coupling Strength is the tipping point. Below it, a group can disagree productively and Beliefs can be corrected by evidence; above it, the group locks in on a single story and the system’s own dynamics prevent self-correction. The spectral-threshold formulation above (Appendix A.5.7.5) gives this tipping point an architectural definition. The Critical Coupling Strength depends on network topology, since a denser network conducts more strongly and therefore tips at a lower Coupling Strength, which is the architectural basis for the Information-Cascade Amplification Effect. It depends on Decoherence Time in a different way: a longer Decoherence Time leaves the total critical threshold where it is and lengthens the run above it, so that a network past the Critical Coupling Strength compounds further before reality-contact interrupts the cascade. And it is modifiable through three intervention levers: weakening the Evidence coupling between Individuals, weakening the Observability coupling between them, or shortening Decoherence Time. The practical consequence is that any domain where Coupling Strength exceeds the critical threshold (financial markets during a bubble, political discourse during a polarisation spiral, institutional culture during an orthodoxy) will produce certainty-without-Truth as a structural output, and no amount of individual rationality or good-faith argument can reverse it from within the coupled system.

Notation Statement. Denoted κ_c in formal equations, derivations, operational-definition blocks, appendices, figure and table headings, and the definitions database. Written in full as “Critical Coupling Strength” in running prose. On first prose appearance in any given document the English term may be followed by a parenthetical gloss of the form “Critical Coupling Strength (κ_c)”; a second parenthetical gloss of the same form is permitted at the first prose occurrence of the term in the main body after the formal definitions section, as a courtesy to readers who skip front-matter. All subsequent prose occurrences within that document use the English term only.

Cross-references: Coupling Strength, Evidence-Coupling Matrix, Total Stability Condition, Network Loop Gain, Observability Matrix, Coupling-Decoherence Framework, Optimal Coupling Strength, Quantum Epistemology, Confabulation Cascade, Certainty-Truth Independence.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.7.5.

Epistemic Status: Parameter.



Critical Loop Gain

Critical Loop Gain (G_crit). The Critical Loop Gain G_crit is the threshold value of the internal loop gain G = κ_S · β · γ · σ’(V*) at which the fixed point of the fast valuation dynamics loses linearised stability. For the minimal three-node fast-valuation system specified in Appendix A.4, G_crit = 1 exactly, recoverable by Routh-Hurwitz analysis of the characteristic polynomial of the Jacobian J, and independent of the relaxation times τ_M, τ_V, τ_S. Below threshold (G < 1) the fixed point is stable, perturbations decay, and the system behaves as a transient social-learning mechanism. Above threshold (G > 1) the fixed point is unstable, perturbations compound, and the system exhibits Mimetic Premium compounding and rivalry escalation. The bifurcation at G = 1 is necessarily a Saddle-Node Fold in the three-node skeleton with positive κ_S, β, γ, σ’ (the Hopf locus is structurally unreachable; see Appendix A.5.3). For the joint fast-plus-slow coupled system the threshold is denoted G_crit^joint, and for the full network-extended system G_crit^total; both are governed by spectral conditions on the corresponding block-Jacobians, with the additive decompositions of A.5.6 and A.5.7.4 understood as small-cross-coupling expansions rather than exact stability conditions.

Explanation. The Internal Loop Gain is the dimensionless number that decides whether mimetic activation in an Individual or population decays harmlessly or compounds into runaway, and the Critical Loop Gain is the threshold it is measured against. Four quantities set the Internal Loop Gain, and each is something the architecture or its institutional environment can in principle modify: how strongly environmental Salience drives mimetic signal; the weight the Decision Hub assigns to Mimetic Desire in common-currency integration; the gain on the feedback from realised valuation to environmental Salience; and the local slope of the valuation-to-salience mapping at the operating point, the level of realised valuation at which that slope reaches zero being the Salience Ceiling. Their product crossing the threshold is what flips the system from sub-critical to supercritical. The relaxation times do not move the threshold but they govern how fast the system reaches instability once it crosses, how strongly it amplifies pre-bifurcation noise (critical slowing down), and how long a supercritical loop can compound before external reality intrudes (Decoherence Time). Subcriticality Maintenance is the architectural goal of keeping the Internal Loop Gain below the threshold across the populations and institutions in which M-dynamics operate, by combined Class 1 interventions, on the Ignition Input, and Class 2 interventions, on the three couplings inside the loop.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.5; Appendix A, Section A.5.3; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.13.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Result. Derived from Appendix A.4 by Routh-Hurwitz analysis of the linearised three-node Jacobian; numerically confirmed across four orders of magnitude in each τ.

Cross-references: Internal Loop Gain, Subcriticality Threshold, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Saddle-Node Default, Decoherence Time, Class 1 Intervention, Class 2 Intervention, Knowledge Patch.



Crowding-Out

Crowding-Out. The genus term for the displacement of intrinsic (I) engagement by the operation of the Mimetic (M) channel, one architectural process appearing at three scales that differ only in level and timescale of aggregation: (1) Motivation Crowding-Out, the neural/reward-scale suppression of dopaminergic intrinsic-reward activity when a controlling extrinsic reward is introduced (the empirical effect reviewed by Di Domenico and Ryan, 2017; the Overjustification finding of Self-Determination Theory); (2) the I-Crowding-Out Dynamic, the sectoral-scale displacement of I-engagement by M-intensive activity across a population, through time poverty, attention capture, and institutional reorientation toward observable status-goods; and (3) the individual, real-time scale of the single Operational Loop, at which the Observer’s continuous read of the Belief Register and of observable valuing agents crowds out the Thinker’s goal-directed generative search, the process whose low-intensity limit is Flow (AIM sense). In every case the Mimetic channel’s operation competes with and displaces intrinsic engagement; the three named forms differ only in the scale and timescale at which the displacement is measured, not in mechanism.

Explanation. Crowding-out is the general name for the way wanting-what-others-want pushes out doing-things-for-their-own-sake. It shows up in three places that are really the same thing at different sizes. At the smallest scale, paying someone to do something they already enjoyed can kill the enjoyment, because a controlling reward suppresses the brain’s intrinsic-reward signal. At the scale of a whole society, a status economy squeezes genuine-interest activity out of people’s time, attention, and institutions. And moment to moment inside one mind, the part that watches other people and tracks where you stand competes for room with the part that imagines and solves problems. Flow is what it feels like when that last, moment-to-moment crowding drops to almost nothing.

Cross-references: Flow (AIM sense), Observer-Quiescence Corollary, Configural Update-Rate Asymmetry, Intrinsic Motivation (I), Mimetic Desire (M), Observer, Thinker, Belief Register.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (genus term). Consolidates the scale-specific uses of “crowding-out” under a single architectural process: Motivation Crowding-Out at the neural scale (established empirically by Di Domenico and Ryan, 2017, and the Overjustification literature) and the I-Crowding-Out Dynamic at the sectoral scale (developed in the Observability-Gradient analysis).



Cruel Paradox

Cruel Paradox. The Cruel Paradox is the result that threats serious enough to require civilisational coordination are precisely the threats too diffuse, gradual and abstract to trigger the automatic solidarity response that would enable that coordination. The capacity for I-Override exists in any Individual whose A-Floor is secured, but without the Knowledge Patch an Individual cannot recognise that the mimetic architecture is converting a coordination opportunity into rivalry fuel; Confabulation proceeds unrecognised, scapegoat narratives dominate, and the architecture remains invisible as the blockage it is.

Explanation. The threats that would most reward acting together are the ones that least look like a threat to act together against. A flood in your street produces solidarity; “climate change” does not, and the difference is not that one is more serious. It is that the first arrives with the properties that trigger the automatic response and the second does not. This is a diagnosis rather than a forecast: the paradox dissolves under conditions the framework can name. Knowledge Patch dissemination gives Individuals the category with which to recognise M-capture as it happens, which is what makes I-Override deployable. Threat transformation, where a diffuse threat can be reframed into its local and immediate manifestations, restores the properties the automatic response needs. Structural intervention that lowers baseline M-intensity weakens the conversion itself, so that an external threat has a greater chance of registering as external rather than being routed straight into internal targeting.

Derivation: Chapter 10, Section 10.7.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result. Derived at Chapter 10, Section 10.7.5 from the Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis and the trigger properties of the automatic solidarity response.

Cross-references: I-Override, Knowledge Patch (the Patch), A-Floor, Confabulation, Scapegoat Mechanism, Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis, Mimetic Desire (M).



Culture

Culture. Culture is the stock of priors a population holds in common, transmitted and stabilised over time through Entanglement dynamics: its Heuristics, which divide the world into the kinds the population recognises, and the templates written in those kinds, which fix which Objects carry Mimetic Premium within the population, which comparison-sets structure felt adequacy, which Models transmit prestige-biased content, and which conduct is honoured. Institutional structures crystallise parts of that stock into durable forms. Culture is held in the Thinker and reaches the Decision Hub through the Thinker’s own input and the Observer’s Salience, so Culture loads two of the three channels of direct input and never the Body Manager’s. The AIM Weight profiles a population’s behaviour displays are the effect of its Culture and not its substance. Culture is maintained by Contactless Updating on the population’s shared use of that stock and is subject to the Referent on the same terms as the Heuristics that compose Culture. Cultural universals derive from shared neural architecture; cultural particulars derive from divergent entanglement histories and environmental constraints.

Explanation. Culture, on this account, is not a separate force acting on people from outside. It is what a population’s copying looks like once it has been running for generations and has settled into a pattern: the kinds everyone here sorts the world into, which Objects everyone here treats as Salient, who everyone here measures themselves against, whose example carries weight, and which of those settlements have been built into institutions solid enough to outlive anyone who remembers choosing them. The reason every culture has something is that the architecture is shared. The reason no two have the same thing is that the histories of who copied whom are not. The pattern is inferred from behaviour across many Behavioural Episodes rather than measured, because what composes it is held in each member’s thinking, and the AIM Weights that behaviour displays remain latent and shift with context.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Heuristic, Contactless Updating, Thinker, Belief Register, Entanglement, AIM Weights (wA, wI, wM), Mimetic Premium (PM), Aggregation Gradient, Coupling Strength.



Curiosity

Curiosity. The phenomenological signature of the Thinker’s Ground-Resolution function being recruited by an Object the Belief Register cannot already resolve, whether because no committed posterior exists for the Object or because the current context diverges from what the stored posterior predicted. The Object may be one the perceptual field presents or one the Thinker has assembled from the Memory Store and set as a question, so Curiosity requires no exogenous problem: a question the Individual has put to themselves recruits the ground-resolution function on the same terms as one the world has put. Curiosity is not a distinct motivational source, nor a separate drive attached to Intrinsic Motivation. It is what the recruitment of the ground-resolution function feels like from the inside. Because the function is invoked only by the unresolved or the mispredicted, the Thinker is oriented toward exactly those Objects, and that orientation is Curiosity. Engagement is the same function continuing to run as resolution deepens, which is why an Object that sustains unresolved structure sustains engagement, and why the I-process is self-sustaining rather than deficit-terminating. Curiosity stands in complementary relation to Boredom: Curiosity marks the presence of the ground-resolution function’s activation condition, Boredom marks its exhaustion.

Explanation. Curiosity is what it feels like when your thinking engine is handed something it has not already worked out. Most of the time the situation is familiar and the system runs on stored conclusions without stopping to think (Habit), so the Thinker is not called in. It is called in only when something is new, does not fit what you expected, or is a question you have put to yourself and not yet answered, and the pull you feel toward it is Curiosity. It is not a separate appetite sitting alongside the desire to eat or the desire to belong. It is simply the sensation of the part of you that resolves things being switched on by something still unresolved. That is also why interest deepens rather than fills up: as long as there is more to work out, the engine keeps running, and it only stops when there is nothing left unresolved in the thing, which is Boredom.

Cross-references: Thinker, Ground-Resolution, Conscious Cognition, Intrinsic Motivation (I), Belief Register, Habit, Boredom, Imagination, Bayesian Updating, Hypothesis Space.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.12.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



— D —

Dashboard Gauge Principle

Dashboard Gauge Principle. The Dashboard Gauge Principle is a methodological principle stating that the components of the AIM architecture (A, I, M) are reading surfaces over a more complex neural substrate, analogous to the gauges on a vehicle’s dashboard. A fuel gauge, a water-temperature gauge, and an oil-temperature gauge each resolve the state of a complex underlying system (fuel delivery, cooling, lubrication) along a single behaviourally actionable dimension, without being those systems and without claiming that those systems are simple. The gauge is effective because it abstracts at the level the operator needs to act on. A, I, and M are analogous, each is a reading surface over a continuous and entangled neural substrate, each summarises its substrate along a behaviourally actionable dimension (homeostatic deficit for A, conscious-cognitive engagement and Bayesian resolution for I, continuous conditional Object-field Salience assessment for M per the Minimal Architecture Specification), and each is effective for disaggregation not despite but because of that abstraction. The Dashboard Gauge Principle discharges the objection that the AIM decomposition is insufficiently granular at the neural level, the framework does not claim neural-level granularity, it claims reading-surface granularity, which is the appropriate level for its derivations and interventions.

Explanation. Think of A, I, and M as gauges on a car’s dashboard. A fuel gauge, a water-temperature gauge, and an oil-temperature gauge each give you a clear reading on one aspect of the engine’s state, and each reading is precise enough to tell you what to do, refuel, let the engine cool, check the oil. None of those gauges is the system it reads from. The fuel system, the cooling system, and the lubrication system are all genuinely complex and they interact with each other in ways the gauges do not show. The gauges are useful because they summarise what the operator needs to act on, not because the underlying systems are simple. A, I, and M work the same way. The neural systems underneath are more complex, more continuous, and more entangled than the three-way split suggests. But the behavioural patterns A, I, and M pick out are clear enough and consistent enough to let you diagnose what is driving behaviour and choose how to respond. The Dashboard Gauge Principle is the standard short reference for this argument whenever it is invoked.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.15.

Epistemic Status: Canonical.

Cross-references: Disaggregation Primitive, Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), Mimetic Desire (M), Decision Hub, Source Opacity, Minimal Architecture Specification, Body Manager, Thinker, Observer, Signed Valuation Principle.



Data-Architecture Distinction

The Data-Architecture Distinction is the methodological separation of empirical findings (observations that constrain any adequate theory) from theoretical architectures (frameworks that organise findings into explanatory structures), such that the same findings can support multiple architectures and rejection of an architecture does not require rejection of the findings the architecture was originally built around. The Distinction is the enabling condition for symmetric consilience and for the Mutual Architectural Correction Principle, both of which depend on the capacity of an integrating theory to accept the empirical record produced by a neighbouring discipline while treating that discipline’s architecture as a separable, revisable object.

Derivation: Chapter 5, Appendix 5C; Chapter 5, Section 5.9.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Explanation. Data and theory are not the same thing, even though they often arrive bundled together in published work. Data are what has been observed. Theory is the story the discipline tells about what the data mean. The Data-Architecture Distinction is the commitment to keep these two separate in one’s own reasoning, so that accepting a finding from a neighbouring discipline does not automatically commit one to accepting the theoretical architecture the discipline built around the finding. A researcher may accept the entire replicated empirical record of behavioural economics while rejecting the assumption that preferences are exogenous. The Distinction makes this possible without breach of consilience, because the empirical record and the theoretical architecture are separable objects. Collapsing the Distinction, treating data and architecture as a single bundle, is the characteristic move of subordinate consilience, and is what prevents disciplines from exporting architectural corrections to their neighbours even when their own data would support such corrections.

Cross-references: Mutual Architectural Correction Principle, Subordinate Consilience, Symmetric Consilience, Empirical Acceptance Principle, Methodological Reassessment Requirement, Output-Capacity Entailment Principle (OCEP).



Data Processing Inequality

Data Processing Inequality. The Data Processing Inequality is the information-theoretic theorem that no processing of a signal can increase the information the signal carries about its source: for any variable S, any signal X and any function g, I(S; g(X)) ≤ I(S; X). Applied to Common-Currency Integration, whose many-to-one map combines the three source signals into one Scalar, it establishes that no function of the integrated Scalar, introspection included, can recover the source decomposition the integration discarded, which is the proof of the Source Opacity Theorem.

Explanation. Once information has been thrown away, no amount of later processing can put it back. Mixing three streams into one number loses the record of how much each stream contributed, and anything that works only from the mixed number, including looking inward, inherits the loss. This general fact about information is what makes Source Opacity a mathematical necessity rather than an observation about people.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.9.4.

Epistemic Status: Inherited (information-theoretic theorem) with Framework-Specific Application.

Cross-references: Source Opacity, Source Opacity Theorem, Common-Currency Integration, Decision Hub, Source Inference, Fast-Layer Axiom Restatements (M1 through M5b).



Debate Exploitation Principle

Debate Exploitation Principle. The result that any institutional format culturally coded as truth-seeking (debate, adversarial proceeding, public discourse) is structurally exploitable for PM extraction by Individuals who adopt negative, contrarian, or provocative positions purely to generate social Salience. The exploit operates because (a) the cultural Belief that debate is truth-finding confers I-framing on all participants regardless of actual motivation, (b) the PM Production Cost Asymmetry makes negative positions cheaper to produce and higher-yielding than affirmative positions, (c) Source Opacity prevents the audience from distinguishing I-led participation from M-led extraction, and (d) Truth-Value Orthogonality ensures the exploiter suffers no epistemic penalty for being wrong because being correct provides no advantage within coupled dynamics. The principle entails that unmanaged debate formats in high-coupling-strength environments will be progressively colonised by M-led participants whose PM-extraction strategy is camouflaged by the format’s cultural coding as truth-seeking.

Explanation. If everyone believes that arguing leads to Truth, then anyone can start an argument purely for the attention it generates, and the audience will assume they must genuinely believe what they’re saying, because why else would they argue it? Taking an outrageous or hateful position in a debate is cheap, gets maximum attention, and the debate format itself provides the cover story. Over time, this means debates get taken over by people who don’t care about Truth at all but use the format to gain Status.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: PM Production Cost Asymmetry, Truth-Value Orthogonality, Source Opacity, Camouflage Architecture, Valence-Neutral Status.



Debt to Society

Debt to Society. The cost imposed on the surrounding community by an irreversible removal of, or grave harm to, an Individual, consisting in the forced, system-wide re-weighting that every relationally constituted Self-Model in the affected field must perform once a node against which its priors were anchored has been altered or lost. Because the Self-Model is constituted through encounters with other Individuals (each supplying the comparative positions on which identity-relevant priors depend), the removal of a node compels involuntary updating across all Self-Models positioned in relation to it, and the aggregate of that updating is the debt. It is discharged, to the extent it can be, by protection that prevents the perturbation from propagating, by provision that absorbs the A-harm and I-harm at the centre of the rupture, and by a public response measured enough not to become a second source of Mimetic perturbation. It is not discharged by retributive severity, which adds perturbation rather than absorbing it.

Explanation. When someone is killed or gravely harmed, the loss is not only theirs. Each of us builds our sense of who we are partly out of the people around us, where we stand next to them, how we compare, where we fit. Remove one of those people and everyone who was positioned in relation to them has to silently re-work their own sense of place. That collective, forced re-working is the real thing the old phrase “debt to society” is pointing at. It is paid back not by making the offender suffer in proportion, which only adds to the disturbance, but by protecting people from further harm, looking after those left at the centre of the loss, and responding calmly enough that the response does not start a fresh round of the same trouble.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from the relational Self-Model analysis and Cost-Shifting Principle; stated in Chapter 16.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.12.

Cross-references: Cost-Shifting Principle, Self-Model, Conflict (AIM sense), Non-Malice Corollary, Dignity.



Decision Hub

Decision Hub. The neural integration site that receives valuation inputs from A, M, and I, integrates them into a single Common-Currency Scalar, tag-strips during integration (Source Opacity, proved via the Data Processing Inequality), and emits action selections on the basis of the integrated Scalar. It also holds the cached-value (habit) store on which habit-timescale action-selection runs directly, without a fresh Ground-Resolution cycle; this cached store is distinct from priors, which are the Thinker’s, and from the Belief Register, which the Observer reads to condition Salience. The Decision Hub does not interpret, ground, or explain its outputs, does not maintain priors, and does not resolve Salience into A-grounds or I-grounds, interpretation is I’s function. The Decision Hub is a Disaggregation Primitive per the Dashboard Gauge Principle. [Axiom 2: Common-Currency Integration]

Explanation. The part of the brain’s decision architecture that takes the various motivational signals coming in and combines them into a single “how much do I want to do this” number, then picks an action based on that number. It does not know where the signals came from, it does not think about what they mean, and it does not decide which of them is legitimate. Those jobs belong to I. The Decision Hub integrates and selects, nothing more.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.1; Chapter 9, Section 9.1; Chapter 9, Section 9.8.1.

Epistemic Status: Canonical.

Cross-references: Common-Currency Integration, Source Opacity, Conscious Cognition, I-Override, Knowledge Patch, Disaggregation Primitive, Dashboard Gauge Principle, Minimal Architecture Specification, Thinker, Body Manager, Observer, Belief Register, Signed Valuation Principle.



Decision Hub Colonisation

Decision Hub Colonisation. Decision Hub Colonisation is the act of injecting information into another Individual’s perceptual field where the recipient has not solicited it, the information is integrated into the Common-Currency Scalar prior to deliberative review, and the integration destroys the source tags, so that no later introspective act recovers which part of the recipient’s resulting wanting came from the injection. It is distinguished from persuasion, which presupposes a recipient retaining deliberative control over what is integrated, a control Preconscious Transmission denies at the point it would have to be exercised. Three features distinguish it from trade: entry without invitation; occupation of motivational bandwidth the recipient would otherwise have allocated to their own priorities; and a settlement that does not reverse on the recipient’s later rejection of the proposition, rejecting a proposition not withdrawing the Salience its arrival installed. Recourse for the recipient runs outward rather than inward: the Two-Question Diagnostic and behavioural evidence about a message’s source return a judgement about which motivational source dominates, not a separation of the contribution, and only at the cost of deliberate effort the recipient must know to spend. Four duties follow for the party performing the injection: Restraint, the presumption against unsolicited high-valence communication with the burden of justification on the speaker; Legibility, disclosure of the communication’s motivational structure; Coupling Awareness, calibration to the Coupling Strength and Decoherence Time of the environment the communication enters; and Proportion, calibration to the recipient’s realistic capacity to decohere the claim against reality.

Explanation. When someone puts information in front of you that you did not ask for, your mind blends it into what you want before you get a chance to decide whether you wanted it, and once blended you cannot afterward pick out which part of your wanting was theirs. Calling this persuasion understates what happened, because persuasion supposes you kept the choice of whether to let it in, and the architecture does not give you that choice at the moment it matters. You are not without recourse; you can ask yourself whether a want survives losing its audience, and whether it tracks a bodily need, and that diagnostic does real work. But it takes effort you have to remember to spend, and it tells you which source is winning rather than handing back what was taken. That asymmetry, and not helplessness, is what puts the obligation on the person doing the injecting.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.18.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Decision Hub, Common-Currency Scalar (the Scalar), Source Opacity, Preconscious Transmission, Two-Question Diagnostic, Knowledge Patch, Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, Belief Register, Salience.



Decision Hub Integration

Decision Hub integration is the neural transformation in ventromedial prefrontal cortex (vmPFC) and ventral striatum (VS) that converts unlike motivational inputs from Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, and Mimetic Desire into a single scalar subjective value signal, enabling unified choice but necessarily discarding source-specific information in the integrated output.

Explanation. Different motivational systems (hypothalamic circuits for A, dopaminergic midbrain for I, mirror neurons and social-comparison circuits for M) activate in distinct brain regions with distinct properties. But to make a single decision (“what do I do next?”), these must be combined into one metric the brain can compare across options. The Decision Hub (vmPFC/VS) acts as the integration hub, producing a unified “this is how much I want X” signal. The Decision Hub’s structures span the ventral striatum, which carries this integration, and the dorsolateral (sensorimotor) striatum, which holds the cached-value habit store; the integration itself is the ventral-striatal function. Critically, this integration is a many-to-one map: three different inputs are summed into one Scalar, and every value of that Scalar is produced by many combinations of the three. Source tags (“this wanting came from hunger” vs. “this wanting came from social comparison”) are not preserved in the integrated signal because the integration maps many source combinations onto each value of its output. This architectural constraint (not a failure of introspection but a structural feature of the integration mechanism) is the neural foundation of Source Opacity.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.1; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Decision Hub, Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), Mimetic Desire (M), Common-Currency Integration, Source Opacity, AIM Integration Equation.



Decoherence Regimes

Decoherence Regimes. Decoherence Regimes are the five mutually exclusive and jointly exhaustive classes into which any single Belief falls according to its relation to a Referent, where the regime determines how that Belief’s Decoherence Time is bounded. Decoherence Time is the time to the next decoherence event against the Belief’s Referent; Decoherence Time is genuinely unbounded in one regime only. The five regimes are generated by a prior question and three structural questions. The prior question is whether the Belief is settled by a check constitutive of holding it, as the Belief that a result follows from stated premises is settled by its proof; where it is, the Belief is Mathematically Provable (no Referent is consulted, the check being the proof and inseparable from holding the Belief; Decoherence Time floored at the cost of running the proof; whether the premises describe physical reality is a separate Belief, which falls in one of the other four regimes). Where it is not, three structural questions (does a Referent exist; is there an access path to it; and if decoherence is available, does the Belief track it) generate the other four: Aesthetic (no Referent exists; the Belief operates wholly endogenously; Decoherence Time unbounded because no decoherence event is possible); Referent Inaccessible (a Referent exists but no access path yet exists; Decoherence Time bounded by the event that brings the Referent into the Hypothesis Space, though the timing of that event is unknowable in advance); Referent Abandoned (a Referent exists and is accessible, but the Belief has severed its connection to it; Decoherence Time bounded, deferrable, but the fold back to the standing Referent remains inevitable); and Truth-Tracked (a Referent exists, is accessible, decoherence has occurred, and the Belief tracks it; Decoherence Time short and continually renewed, with no collapse pending). The word “unbounded” applies to the Aesthetic regime alone; every other regime has a bounded Decoherence Time.

Explanation. Any single Belief you hold falls into one of five kinds, depending on how it relates to the thing it is about. Either there is nothing real for it to be right or wrong about (aesthetic, taste, fashion); or there is something real but no way yet to check it, so it stays uncorrected until the means of checking arrives; or there is something real and checkable but the Belief has cut itself off from it, so reality will eventually come collect even though it hasn’t yet; or the Belief has been checked against reality and tracks it, so it is solid and nothing is pending; or it is the kind of thing you prove, where holding it and checking it are the same act. Only the first kind can drift forever, because only it has nothing to be pulled back to.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Decoherence Time, Coupling Strength, Aesthetic Drift Principle, Referent Abandonment, Referent Inaccessibility, Truth-Tracked Regime, Self-Model Transience Principle.



Decoherence Time

Decoherence Time. Decoherence Time is the expected time until external reality imposes costs that coupled dynamics cannot absorb, determined by buffer capacity relative to extraction rate. Within the AIM Framework, Decoherence Time governs how long a coupled Belief system can sustain Beliefs that diverge from reality before the accumulated costs force a correction, collapse, or crisis. Domains with short Decoherence Time (physical survival, immediate physiological needs) self-correct rapidly; domains with long Decoherence Time (status hierarchies, institutional orthodoxies, financial bubbles) can sustain divergence for extended periods, accumulating costs that are eventually discharged catastrophically rather than gradually. (This regime is a tracked state, not a permanent property: on the tracked-state and Referent-attachment treatment of this regime, see Sections 14.8.1 and 14.10.9.)

Explanation. Decoherence Time is how long reality gives you before it imposes the cost. In some domains, reality corrects quickly: if you believe you can fly and step off a roof, Decoherence Time is seconds. In other domains, reality is patient: a financial bubble can run for years before the gap between Belief and reality becomes unsustainable. AIM’s key insight is that the damage done during the decoherence delay is proportional to both the Coupling Strength and the duration: high Coupling Strength with long Decoherence Time is the architectural recipe for catastrophic rather than gradual correction, which is why the framework’s crisis predictions are parameterised by both variables jointly, not either alone.

Within the Appendix A formalism, Decoherence Time is governed by the relaxation time τ_S (and, for slow-layer phenomena, by the slow-loop time constants), not by the Critical Loop Gain G_crit itself. The relaxation times do not set the bifurcation threshold (which is G_crit = 1 for the minimal three-node system) but they set the duration over which a supercritical loop can compound before reality intrudes. Long-τ_S environments are dangerous because they extend Decoherence Time, not because they lower the threshold.

Notation Statement. Denoted τ in formal equations, derivations, operational-definition blocks, appendices, figure and table headings, and the definitions database. Written in full as “Decoherence Time” in running prose. On first prose appearance in any given document the English term may be followed by a parenthetical gloss of the form “Decoherence Time”; a second parenthetical gloss of the same form is permitted at the first prose occurrence of the term in the main body after the formal definitions section, as a courtesy to readers who skip front-matter. All subsequent prose occurrences within that document use the English term only.

Cross-references: Coupling Strength, Critical Coupling Strength, Coupling-Decoherence Framework, Crisis State Architecture, Confabulation Cascade.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.7.2.

Epistemic Status: Parameter.



Decoherence Trichotomy

Decoherence Trichotomy. The Decoherence Trichotomy is the partition of Belief-domains into three regimes by the Decoherence Time that their Coupling Strength sets: the short-Decoherence-Time regime, where a live Referent re-imposes the Truth continuously and at low cost, so the domain stays truth-tracking (the Hard Truth regime, immediate failure-and-correction); the long-but-finite-Decoherence-Time regime, where a live Referent governs the domain but its verdict is buffered by stored capital, so certainty and Truth may diverge for a period before reality intrudes, sometimes catastrophically (the Soft Truth regime, accumulation-then-crisis); and the unbounded-Decoherence-Time regime, the truth-value-free domain of aesthetic norms, fashion, and taste, where no world-constraining signal exists, so a tightly coupled population drifts continuously without ever converging or decohering (the Aesthetic Drift Principle). The Decoherence Trichotomy is the Referent-governed backbone that the Hardness–Referent Matrix extends to the falsehood side.

Explanation. There are three kinds of belief-domain, told apart by how long reality takes to correct them. Some are checked constantly and cheaply, so they stay honest (hard facts). Some are checked only eventually, but savings, institutions, or momentum hold them steady for years until the correction finally lands, often all at once (slow-burning truths). And some are never checked at all, because there is nothing outside the group to check them against (matters of taste), so they simply drift forever.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.1; Chapter 14, Section 14.8.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Decoherence Time, Coupling Strength, Aesthetic Drift Principle, Hard Truth, Soft Truth, Hardness–Referent Matrix.



Decoherence-Time Stabilisation Effect

Decoherence-Time Stabilisation Effect. The Decoherence-Time Stabilisation Effect is the mechanism by which an Anchoring Object (most typically a Fault-Line Figure, but equally a sacred object, external power, or system of governance) maintains effectively infinite decoherence time for the surrounding field’s Self-Models, because the Object’s ongoing high-Salience presence continuously reinforces each actor’s identity position (supporter, opponent, analyst, neutral), preventing the Self-Models from ever facing a decoherence event.

Explanation. When a polarising leader is present, everyone’s identity, “I support them,” “I oppose them,” “I analyse them”, is refreshed daily by the figure’s continued presence in the news. These identities never face a reality check because the reference point never goes away. Every new provocation, every media cycle, confirms each person’s sense of who they are. The Decoherence-Time Stabilisation Effect explains why the system feels stable (even if unpleasant) while the figure is present, and why removal produces such acute destabilisation.

Cross-references: Fault-Line Figure, Differentiation Collapse Mechanism, τ (Decoherence Time), Bayesian Belief Dynamics, Self-Model, Anchoring Object.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.6.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from the Fault-Line Figure formalisation and Bayesian Belief Dynamics (Axiom 8).



Delivery-Pathway Intervention

Delivery-Pathway Intervention is an intervention whose architectural role is to install the diagnostic competence through which other interventions become administrable, rather than itself substantively altering the system’s dynamics. The Knowledge Patch is the framework’s canonical Delivery-Pathway Intervention: it is formally a Class 2 Intervention on β, but its distinct architectural role is the installation of diagnostic competence (the capacity to recognise mimetic dynamics as mimetic and to formulate threshold questions about G, m_obs, γ, and κ_S), without which Class 1 and the remaining Class 2 interventions appear as arbitrary impositions rather than as responses to identifiable architectural conditions. See Appendix A.6.4 and Chapter 15.

Explanation. A Delivery-Pathway Intervention is like an intravenous line. It cures nothing on its own, but it opens the route through which medicines can be delivered to the patient. The Knowledge Patch is the framework’s IV line: it does not by itself fix mimetic dynamics, but without it the other interventions (visibility suppression, Observability governance, Salience engineering) cannot reach populations in a form the populations can receive, because Source Opacity and Confabulation keep the architectural rationale for those interventions invisible. The Patch installs the visibility. The other interventions then deliver the treatment.

Cross-references: Knowledge Patch, Class 1 Intervention, Class 2 Intervention, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.1; Appendix A, Section A.6.4.

Epistemic Status: Proposed Intervention.



Derivation-Not-Ambition Principle (DNA-P)

The Derivation-Not-Ambition Principle is the metatheoretical rule that a theory’s legitimate scope is determined by what its axioms logically entail, not by the social permission, institutional affiliation, or disciplinary credentials of its author, such that if axioms A₁…Aₙ entail consequences in domain D, the theory’s scope includes D regardless of whether the author is credentialed in D, and critiques that reject scope on credential grounds rather than derivation grounds constitute Mimetic Deflection rather than substantive engagement.

Explanation. If a set of axioms, validly combined, produces predictions about economics, law, psychology, and crisis dynamics, then the theory covers those domains, full stop. The question “who are you to make claims about X?” is not a logical objection; it is a status operation that polices who gets to say what, not whether what was said follows from the premises. DNA-P does not claim all derivations are correct, they may contain errors that substantive critique can identify. It claims only that scope is settled by logic, not by letterhead. The principle protects against the common pattern in which interdisciplinary work is dismissed not because a derivation step fails but because the author lacks the expected credentials for the domain the derivation enters. See Mimetic Deflection, Replacement Requirement. Metatheoretical Principle.

Epistemic Status: Metatheoretical Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 1, Section 1.6.

Cross-references: Mimetic Deflection.



Diagnostic Inversion

Diagnostic Inversion. The testable prediction that the magnitude of quantum-cognition violations (QQ-equality, the conjunction fallacy, order effects) in any domain correlates with that domain’s Coupling Strength and Decoherence Time profile. Domains of high Coupling Strength and long Decoherence Time (politics, identity, social Status) produce larger violations than domains of low Coupling Strength and short Decoherence Time (physical measurement, logical reasoning, well-calibrated empirical questions). The prediction is derived from the three-level mechanism connecting memory-recall self-coupling, Source Opacity amplification, and Preconscious Transmission to non-commutative probability assignments.

Explanation. Psychologists have long recorded that people’s answers depend on the order in which questions are asked, in ways ordinary probability does not permit. These are usually catalogued as biases, one anomaly at a time. If the framework’s account of the Self-Model is right, they are not a catalogue of separate errors but the visible signature of one architecture, and that converts them from a list into a measurement.

The inversion is in the direction of inference. Instead of using an established theory to predict a bias, the bias is used to read off a structural parameter of the domain in which it occurs. Order effects should be large where Beliefs circulate through self-reinforcing recall and rarely meet a Referent that could settle them, which is to say in politics, identity, and Status, and small where reality answers back quickly, which is to say in physics and arithmetic. Anyone can test this against the existing literature. If the correlation is absent, the architectural account of the quantum-cognition findings fails.

Derivation: Chapter 15, Section 15.12; stated as a formal result at Section 15.15 and as a falsification criterion in the same chapter.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result (empirically testable prediction).

Cross-references: Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, Self-Model, Source Opacity, Preconscious Transmission, Observation-Transfer Identity, Self-Coupling Permanence Principle, Non-Commutativity Propagation (N3).



Differentiation Collapse Mechanism

Differentiation Collapse Mechanism. The Differentiation Collapse Mechanism is the architectural entailment by which removal of an Anchoring Object (of which the Fault-Line Figure is the person-case specialisation) from a population precipitates rather than prevents crisis, because the Object functions as a Decoherence Time anchor whose presence sustains cross-Individual N and whose removal collapses N synchronously across the network. Synchronous collapse of τN\tau_N lowers GcrittotalG_{crit}^{total} below the prevailing GtotalG_{total}, crossing the threshold of the Critical Coupling Strength from the threshold side rather than from the coupling side. The resulting Saddle-Node transition follows by entailment from Appendix A.5.7.

Explanation. Societies often unite around a common enemy. A rival nation, a scapegoated minority, a hated public figure. While that enemy is in place, the society feels divided against it, but the division holds the society together. The enemy gives people something to argue about, plan against, and watch. That shared focus keeps the society stable, even though it feels like conflict.

Remove the enemy, and something counterintuitive happens. The society does not become more peaceful. It becomes less stable, and often tips into crisis. Old rivalries flare up inside the group. Factions that had been united against the enemy turn on each other. Sometimes the crisis is worse than anything the enemy ever caused. This is most obvious in what is generally identified as a power vacuum.

The reason is that the enemy was doing hidden work. Its presence gave everyone a reason to hold their own disagreements in check. Once the enemy is gone, those disagreements have nowhere else to go, and they surface all at once. The society crosses into crisis not because access to basic needs suddenly disappeared, but because the observable Object that had been holding the crisis off was removed.

The AIM Framework’s architecture, specified in Appendix A.5.7, shows why this happens as a matter of how coupled Belief systems behave. The “paradox” framing of earlier formulations is retained only as a historical note: the phenomenon is not a paradox but a Mechanism with a precise dynamical-systems specification.

Cross-references: Fault-Line Figure, Decoherence Time, Network Timescale, Critical Coupling Strength, Total Stability Condition, Saddle-Node Default, Anchoring Object, Synthetic Buffer Corollary, Discharge Duration Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.6.4; Appendix A, Section A.5.7.6; Chapter 17, Section 17.6.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Derived from the Necessary Enemies Principle, the Fault-Line Figure formalisation, and Bayesian Belief Dynamics (Axiom 8).



Discharge Duration Principle

Discharge Duration Principle. The Discharge Duration Principle is the result that the duration of a removal-branch discharge is inversely proportional to the endogenous Buffer Independence surviving the removal of the Anchoring Object: where a replacement anchor and residual independent institutions exist, the discharge is fast and resolves to a new incumbent within a short period; where the removal eliminates the field’s scaffolding and little endogenous independence survives, the system enters a prolonged undifferentiated state that persists until endogenous structure re-accretes, with civilisational collapse as the limiting case. The Discharge Duration Principle holds across every kind of Anchoring Object (person, sacred object, external power, system of governance) and is therefore scale-invariant and Object-kind-invariant, the controlling variable being surviving Buffer Independence rather than the kind, scale, or agency of the removed Object.

Explanation. When the thing holding a system together is removed, how long the chaos lasts depends on one thing: how much independent structure was left standing underneath. If there are still working institutions and an obvious successor, a new order forms quickly. If almost nothing independent survived, the disorder can last for generations. Fast collapses like Afghanistan in 2021 sit at one end of this scale; the centuries-long unravelling of Roman Britain sits at the other, same mechanism, different amount of surviving structure.

Cross-references: Anchoring Object, Succession Decoherence Principle, Differentiation Collapse Mechanism, Synthetic Buffer Corollary, Buffer Independence, Decoherence Time.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.6.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Derived from the Succession Decoherence Principle, the Differentiation Collapse Mechanism, and the Anchoring Object construct.



Dignity

Dignity is the baseline claim each person has not to have their A used as leverage, their I treated as mere instrument, or their M weaponised against them, regardless of their status, wealth, or conformity.

Explanation.

In AIM language, to respect someone’s dignity is to take their involuntary motivational inputs seriously: not to starve or threaten them into compliance, not to commandeer their talents purely for others’ projects, and not to humiliate or scapegoat them to stabilise a group. Institutions that require people to trade away A-security, genuine projects, or basic social standing as the price of belonging are, by design, dignity-violating.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (normative).

Cross-references: A-Rights, Harm, Coercion, Exploitation.



Disaggregation Primitive

Disaggregation Primitive. A component of the AIM motivational architecture (Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, or Mimetic Desire) specified at the level of its behavioural outputs and association dynamics rather than at the level of its neural substrate. The separate identifiability of Disaggregation Primitives is a property of observable behaviour and associational regularity, not a claim about neural-module separability or substrate-level decomposition. AIM’s derivations, diagnostic procedures, and interventions operate at the level at which the Primitives are separately identifiable, which is sufficient for the framework’s purposes and leaves the underlying neural complexity unclaimed. The Primitives’ functional specifications (per the Minimal Architecture Specification) are statements about what each Primitive does at the reading-surface level, not about how the supporting neural systems are organised.

Explanation. A, I, and M are the three things AIM uses to make sense of what is driving human behaviour. They are not claims that the brain is built out of three clean, separate modules. The brain is much more complicated than that, and the neural systems that produce A-behaviour, I-behaviour, and M-behaviour overlap and interact with each other constantly. What AIM claims is that if you watch behaviour closely enough, you can see three distinct patterns, three distinct association dynamics, and three distinct signatures that are consistent and reliable enough to tell you what is going on and what to do about it. That is all the framework needs to do its work, and it is all the framework claims. See the Dashboard Gauge Principle for the standard analogy that makes this concrete.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.

Epistemic Status: Canonical.

Cross-references: Dashboard Gauge Principle, Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), Mimetic Desire (M), Decision Hub, Source Opacity, Minimal Architecture Specification, Body Manager, Thinker, Observer, Belief Register, Signed Valuation Principle.



Disciplinary Boundaries

**Disciplinary Boundaries are the institutional and epistemic demarcations between academic fields that prevent cross-disciplinary synthesis of the kind required to identify Mimetic Desire, because the question “which of my desires are authentically mine and which were transmitted from others?” falls between every established discipline, too philosophical for neuroscience, too empirical for philosophy, too psychological for economics, too economic for psychology. Layer 5 of the Camouflage Architecture.

Explanation. Even if individual researchers penetrated the Triple Camouflage (Layers 1–3) through exceptional insight, Disciplinary Boundaries would prevent the synthesis. The AIM taxonomy requires simultaneous command of neuroscience (for the integration mechanism), philosophy (for the source-distinction question), economics (for the utility framework), and social psychology (for the mimetic transmission evidence). Academic career structures select for disciplinary depth, not cross-field breadth, meaning the conjunction of competencies required for the synthesis is actively selected against by institutional incentive structures. Disciplinary Boundaries are distinct from Disciplinary Priors (Layer 4): priors block recognition within a field; boundaries block synthesis across fields. See Camouflage Architecture, Disciplinary Priors, Academic Camouflage.

Derivation: Chapter 5, Section 5.8.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Camouflage Architecture, Disciplinary Priors, Academic Camouflage.



Disciplinary Priors

**Disciplinary Priors are the foundational assumptions within each academic discipline that independently block recognition of Mimetic Desire as a distinct motivational source, economics assumes preference exogeneity (preferences are given, not to be explained); psychology assumes introspective reliability (subjects can accurately report their motivations); philosophy assumes autonomous selfhood (desires originate within the individual); law assumes individual intentionality (actions reflect deliberate choice); religion assumes volitional corrective capacity (moral effort can overcome covetousness). These priors interlocked into a self-reinforcing structure where questioning any single prior required simultaneously questioning all others. Layer 4 of the Camouflage Architecture.

Explanation. Each discipline’s prior is independently reasonable within its own framework (the problem is not that any single prior is obviously wrong, but that together they form a closed system. Economics need not explain where preferences come from to build elegant models; psychology can proceed by taking self-report at face value; philosophy can discuss agency without neuroscience. The priors interlock because they share a common unstated assumption: that the question “where do desires come from?” either has an obvious answer (they come from the individual) or is not worth asking (they are exogenous parameters). AIM’s claim is that this question is the most important unanswered question in the human sciences, and that the priors’ mutual reinforcement is itself predicted by the Camouflage Architecture) the priors feel self-evident because the architecture that would reveal them as inadequate was itself concealed. See Camouflage Architecture, Disciplinary Boundaries, Triple Camouflage.

Source-channel specification. Each disciplinary prior architecturally forecloses M-attribution at its foundation: economics (preference exogeneity forecloses M-transmission of preferences); psychology (introspective reliability forecloses M-driven misattribution); philosophy (autonomous selfhood forecloses M-constituted desire); religion (covetousness as moral failure forecloses M-as-architectural). The pattern is uniform: each discipline’s foundational prior excludes the M-channel from the representable Hypothesis Space, producing the interlocking concealment structure formalised as Layer 4 of the Camouflage Architecture. The Disciplinary Priors are therefore an M-foreclosure architecture operating through A-and-I-comfortable foundational assumptions.

Derivation: Chapter 5, Section 5.8.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Camouflage Architecture, Disciplinary Boundaries.



Disciplinary Pseudoscience

Disciplinary Pseudoscience. Disciplinary Pseudoscience is the condition in which a scientific discipline operates its empirical method within a framework whose philosophical priors (epistemological, metaphysical, ethical, logical) have been excluded from scrutiny by the discipline’s professional conventions, such that the discipline’s outputs, while produced by competent application of its internal methodology, are of unknown validity because the priors upon which their validity depends are not subjected to examination by any actor with institutional authority to revise them. The condition is stabilised by the modern professional segregation of philosophy from the scientific disciplines, under which prior-examination is coded as philosophy and disqualified from the discipline’s category of legitimate activity, leaving the priors operative but unexamined and the discipline structurally unable to correct them from within.

Explanation. A scientific discipline is downstream of philosophy, in the sense that the philosophical priors about what counts as observation, evidence, inference, causation, and explanation constitute the framework within which the discipline’s empirical work is intelligible as work. When those priors are sound and examined, the discipline produces science. When those priors are unsound, or are sound but unexamined and insulated from scrutiny, the discipline produces the systematic output of its unexamined framework. The output is indistinguishable from science by the discipline’s internal standards, because the standards are themselves outputs of the priors. This is Disciplinary Pseudoscience in the precise sense. It is not a claim that the discipline’s practitioners are acting in bad faith, nor a claim that the discipline’s methodology is internally flawed. It is a claim about the structural relationship between the discipline’s outputs and the priors upon which those outputs depend, and about the institutional arrangement that prevents the relationship from being tested. Honouring a single philosophical commitment (replication is the paradigmatic case) is necessary but not sufficient, because the other priors (construct definition, operationalisation, causal imputation) remain operative and unexamined. The diagnostic marker is theoretical exhaustion, a field that has worked through its empirical programme without revising its underlying theory to mechanistically account for the programme’s anomalous findings has, by definition, reached the condition in which further empirical work within the unrevised framework cannot produce theoretical progress, and the field’s continued insistence that more data is the answer is the Intractability Confabulation operating at disciplinary scale.

Derivation: Chapter 15, Section 15.8.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct, derived from the Prior Examination Inversion and the Intractability Confabulation, with the additional structural claim concerning the modern professional arrangement.

Cross-references: Prior Examination Inversion, Intractability Confabulation, Information Gap Principle, Confabulation, Content-Agnostic Processing (Axiom 8), Bayesian Flywheel, Exception-Handling Analogy.



Displaced Correction

Displaced Correction. Displaced Correction is the condition in which a Belief diverges from a live and accessible Referent and the cost physical reality imposes falls on Individuals other than the holder, so that no Evidence of the divergence reaches the Individual whose Belief it would revise. The Referent is neither absent nor out of reach: an access path exists and other Individuals are on it. What is displaced is the arrival of the correction, which lands on a different person, commonly at a later time, in another place, and under an attribution naming something else. A Belief in this condition cannot be corrected through contact with its own Referent, because the Evidence reaching the holder is not contact with the Referent, and it can be corrected only by another Individual supplying the Evidence the Referent is delivering elsewhere. This is why the Beliefs that protect a population against such divergences are held collectively rather than individually: a population that shares the Belief supplies the correction continuously and from every direction, before the cost falls on anyone.

Distinction from Referent Inaccessibility. In Referent Inaccessibility no access path exists for anyone, the Referent being causally operative but unrepresentable within the available Hypothesis Space, and the remedy is the vocabulary that opens the path. In Displaced Correction the path exists, others are on it, and the holder is not.

Distinction from Referent Abandonment. In Referent Abandonment the holder had access to the verdict and severed it. Under Displaced Correction no verdict ever arrives at the holder, so there is nothing for them to defy, and the sincerity of the Belief is undisturbed.

Distinction from the Cost of a Belief. The Cost of a Belief is the expenditure required to maintain a Belief against the pressure to revise it, and its exported form is coercion applied to those who would challenge the holder, which is diagnostic of a Belief no live Referent governs. Displaced Correction concerns the consequence of acting on a Belief rather than the cost of holding it, and it is entirely compatible with a live Referent. A holder under Displaced Correction spends nothing maintaining the Belief, because nothing is pressing them to revise it.

Explanation. Some mistakes correct themselves because you are the one who pays for them. Touch a hot pan and you learn about the pan. Most mistakes that matter are not like that. A chef who plates fish that has turned is not the one who is ill at midnight, and nothing about that night finds its way back to him, so he cooks the same way tomorrow. The information exists, it is simply somewhere else, in a different person, on a different evening, blamed on something else. There is nothing wrong with his reasoning and nothing hidden from him in principle. He was never sent the answer. Which is why the things that keep people safe from this sort of error are beliefs a whole group holds rather than beliefs any one person works out: the group carries the correction to the person who needs it, and carries it before anyone gets hurt.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.1.

Cross-references: Referent, Belief, Evidence, Decoherence Time, Decoherence Trichotomy, Hard Truth, Referent Inaccessibility, Referent Abandonment, Cost of a Belief, Cost-Provenance Test, Hardness–Referent Matrix, True Belief, Confabulation Cascade, Truth-Tracked Regime.



Dissemination Precedence Principle

Dissemination Precedence Principle is the principle that institutional reform toward AIM-aligned flourishing requires prior or concurrent population-level acquisition of AIM conceptual vocabulary through existing mimetic channels (prestige-biased learning, platform visibility, social proof), with the use of Preconscious Transmission to spread I-enabling content being strategically necessary rather than paradoxical, and with reform proposals that outpace conceptual dissemination being predictably experienced as elite imposition triggering mimetic resistance; the sequence must be: conceptual seeding → vocabulary diffusion → reform articulation → structural implementation.

Explanation. Institutional reform requires political will; political will requires public understanding of what is wrong and what would be better; public understanding requires conceptual vocabulary. Without the AIM taxonomy, populations cannot distinguish genuine A-deficits from M-amplified felt deficits, policy debates conflate all preferences as equivalent (the undifferentiated utility error), reformers lack the vocabulary to articulate what visibility governance or I-infrastructure would accomplish, and resistance to M-dominant institutions is experienced as deviance rather than as correction. The conceptual vocabulary is not merely explanatory, it is politically constitutive. Reform proposals that cannot be articulated cannot be demanded. AIM must therefore spread through existing mimetic channels, using the very dynamics it describes, to reach the threshold where reform becomes articulable and supportable. This is Positive Mimesis: the copied behaviour is acquiring the conceptual tools that permit M-management.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.22.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Positive Mimesis, Preconscious Transmission, Knowledge Patch.



Divergent-Path Pre-Loading

Divergent-Path Pre-Loading. Divergent-Path Pre-Loading is the second channel of the Pre-Loading Mode: the installation of a standing prior that down-weights the default evidential contribution of a Model’s expressed Belief to the Individual’s own updating. Mechanically it is a Coupling Strength reducer (it lowers the degree to which another’s expressed Belief functions as endogenous evidence) and it is the within-Individual installation mechanism of Patch-competent Evidence intake: the network channel by which Patch-competent receivers attenuate the weight assigned to neighbours’ emitted Evidence propositions, reducing the off-diagonal Evidence-coupling spectral radius, presupposes a standing prior at the receiver, and the Divergent-Path Prior is that prior. Its distinctive contribution is that it renders Epistemic Suspension non-adversarial: the Individual withholds adoption not by judging the speaker wrong but by acknowledging information-asymmetry (paths through information space differ, so the expressed Belief is evidence about the speaker’s path, not directly about the Referent), which removes the implied-verdict cost that otherwise makes sustained suspension socially expensive. The channel is bounded by the Testimony Floor and, its Referent being partly exogenous, is durable but not self-locking (see Endogenous Stabilisation, asymmetry note).

Explanation. A standing Belief about other people’s opinions: an opinion tells you, first of all, where its holder has been (what they happened to read, see, and hear, in what order) and only secondarily what the world is like. Holding this lets you decline to adopt a Belief without calling anyone wrong: you’re not doubting them, you’re noticing that their journey isn’t yours. That makes “I don’t know yet” affordable to say and to mean.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived consequence of Axiom 8 and the path-dependence of Belief (non-commutative evidence encounter); first-person adoption of the path-dependence result. Not an additional axiom.

Cross-references: Pre-Loading, Divergent-Path Prior, Testimony Floor, Coupling Strength, Epistemic Suspension, Knowledge Patch, Decoherence Regimes, Truth-Tracked Regime.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.14.



Divergent-Path Prior

Divergent-Path Prior. The Divergent-Path Prior is the principal instance of Divergent-Path Pre-Loading: the standing prior that an expressed view is the output of that person’s unique trajectory through information space and is therefore not, by default, truth-tracking or tagged to a real-world Referent; it is evidence about the speaker’s path, and only derivatively, upon verification, evidence about the Referent. The prior does not assert that the speaker is wrong; it withholds the default promotion of expression into evidence. Expressed Beliefs earn evidential weight by decoherence against an accessible Referent (Truth-Tracked sources, disinterested testimony, measurement), and the prior leaves that earned weight untouched (Testimony Floor).

Explanation. “Your certainty tells me about your journey before it tells me about the world.” Not an insult, a fact about how Belief works for everyone, including me.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Content of a prior, not a procedure; derived from the path-dependence of Belief and Axiom 8. Not an additional axiom.

Cross-references: Testimony Floor, Coupling Strength, Epistemic Suspension, Truth-Tracked Regime, Decoherence Regimes.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.14.



Diversity Referent

Diversity Referent. The Diversity Referent is the Named Result that human variation is itself a decohered Referent, so that any Belief carving that variation into natural kinds, or ranking the kinds it carves, is held against an available verdict and is Referent-abandoned, never Referent-free. The categories a culture draws across human variation are Heuristics, which no Individual can do without, and the Diversity Referent leaves them standing: what the Diversity Referent defeats is a category held prior to the Referent, as a natural kind or a rank. Descriptively, the distribution of human genetic endowments and of human Self-Models is non-modal, continuous, and Individual-specific: it has no modal type, no natural joins, and no peak that could serve as a kind-boundary. This is over-determined by two independent channels — the genetic-empirical channel, contingent and settled by data, and the Self-Model or trajectory channel, entailed by the architecture, since Bayesian updating along an unrepeatable Individual-specific path yields a distribution with no modal type. The load-bearing property is non-modality, continuity, and Individual-specificity, not cardinality: genomes are finite and human genetic diversity is modest for a large mammal, so the result does not rest on any unbounded or limitless profusion of forms. A distinct temporal axis reinforces the descriptive result in the race case: because human variation is distributed as gradients (gradual, boundaryless change across geography — a biologist’s cline) whose axes for different traits do not coincide, and which shift as populations migrate and mix, no bounded group has ever preserved its own membership across time, so such a category is a high-Coupling-Strength construct read off its own instability rather than a Referent that holds still — the correct statement being not that today’s groups differ from antiquity’s, which concedes bounded groups existed, but that there were never kinds, only gradients, and the gradients move. Normatively, the wrongness of enforcing such a hierarchy does not follow from the descriptive fact alone; it follows from the established machinery that it is not legitimate to impose the maintenance Cost of a Boundary-Belief on those it excludes (Cost-Provenance Test, Boundary-Hardening Principle), with the descriptive result establishing only that the Referent is available and the kind-claim therefore abandoned. In scope, the Referent defeats kind-claims and ranking-claims but not distributional observations: that group means differ, that a trait is partly heritable, or that ancestry structure carries predictive information is left untouched, since none of these carves the variation into a superior and an inferior kind. A distributional observation is a reading of the Diversity Referent taken across the boundaries of a Heuristic and answerable to the Referent, never a Referent in its own right. Stated more broadly the result becomes a universal solvent and loses its discipline. The kind-claim recurs predictably, because the correlation between cultural boundaries and segments of the gradients of human variation is real and distributional, and it remains Referent-abandoned at each recurrence, because the conversion of that correlation into a kind is what the Referent defeats. The category so drawn is endogenous, its hardness being the coupling the exported Cost produces, while the Cost is exogenous, borne as measurable losses in the A-domain and the I-domain; a remedy that reads the category as perceived to locate the Cost and discharges the loss therefore softens the category rather than sustaining it, provided it does not police who belongs to it (Boundary-Hardening Principle). The result covers three cases, each retaining its own treatment: race, where the genetic channel is decisive and the Appetitive-Deficiency closure runs cleanly; sex and gender, where biological sex is distinguished from socially constituted gender and, where a dimension is bimodal, the defeat runs through the point that bimodality licenses no ranking rather than through non-modality, with gender-as-role over-determined by the trajectory channel; and neurodiversity, where establishing the Referent closes the Physical-Reality Channel and the I-channel but not the A-channel, because the parties sustaining the majority-and-minority frame are not uniformly the better-resourced party, so the eliminative three-source proof is not asserted as it is for race.

Explanation. People differ in their genes and in the selves they have built, but the differences do not fall into natural types with an average specimen in the middle. There is no modal human to rank the others against — not in the genome, and not in the self, because no two people travel the same path through life. So when someone sorts people into ranked kinds by race, by sex, or by neurological type, they are not reporting a fact the world supports; the world has already answered, and the answer is that there is no such join to find. The belief survives anyway, held up not by reality but by the costs pushed onto the people it ranks below. What the point does not deny is that measured differences exist; it denies only that a difference is a rank. The sorting keeps coming back, because cultures do line up roughly with ancestry, but coming back does not make it true. The harm it does is real even though the category is not, so the way to undo the harm is to repair the losses where they landed, without making anyone prove they belong to the group.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.1.2; Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.1.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result. Consolidates Referent Abandonment, the Referent Primacy Principle, the Appetitive-Deficiency Test and Beneficiary-Deficiency Asymmetry, the Cost-Provenance Test, and the Boundary-Hardening Principle, applied to human variation. Derived in Chapter 14 (Quantum Epistemology) §14.8.3.1.2 and §14.8.3.1.3.

Cross-references: Referent Abandonment, Referent Primacy Principle, Provenance Rule, Hardness–Referent Matrix, Hard Falsehood, Appetitive-Deficiency Test, Beneficiary-Deficiency Asymmetry, Cost-Provenance Test, Boundary-Hardening Principle, Divergent-Path Prior, Unresolved Plurality Principle, Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, Referent Absence Property, Rule–Referent Principle.



Doubt Generation

Doubt Generation is the primary mechanism by which the Knowledge Patch operates, producing a non-zero interference term in a Belief system that has decohered onto a dominant false prior (H_authentic). Formally, doubt is the condition where the Individual’s Belief state has non-zero amplitude on more than one Hypothesis direction simultaneously, which is the non-zero Interference Term. The Knowledge Patch generates doubt through high-likelihood-ratio signals: the Two-Question Diagnostic generates individual-level doubt by producing observations more probable under H_mimetic than under H_authentic; Behavioural Signatures generate confirmatory doubt through longitudinal observation; the Presumption Against Scapegoating generates collective-level doubt by producing observations more probable under H_systemic than under H_scapegoat. Without doubt, without a non-zero interference term, subspace expansion is inert: the new Hypothesis is available but cannot accumulate probability mass because the system is in a pure state.

Explanation. Doubt Generation is the core job of the Knowledge Patch, creating genuine uncertainty where false certainty has locked in. Until you doubt your own explanation for why you want something, no amount of new vocabulary or diagnostic tools can help. The Knowledge Patch works by making you genuinely unsure, then giving you better categories to sort the uncertainty into.

See Knowledge Patch, Interference Term, Decoherence, Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Individual Fixed Point.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.3; Chapter 18, Section 18.4.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Mechanism. Derived from Confabulation Rationality Lemma and the non-Boolean substrate of Belief.

Cross-references: Knowledge Patch, Interference Term, Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Individual Fixed Point.



Dual-Role Confabulation

Dual-Role Confabulation is the characteristic signature of scapegoat-attribution in which the target is simultaneously selected through prey-detection criteria (vulnerability, visibility, reciprocity-exemption (the target can be persecuted without triggering costly retaliation) and framed through predator-attribution (threatening, taking, blocking) the target is described as dangerous and causally responsible for deficits), producing a logically incoherent but psychologically functional narrative that permits targeting of vulnerable agents while experiencing the targeting as defensive response to threat.

Explanation. The dual-role structure is architecturally required for the Scapegoat Mechanism to function: (1) selection must follow prey-criteria because targeting actual predators is dangerous (the cognitive systems that evolved for survival do not recommend attacking genuinely threatening agents without overwhelming force); (2) framing must follow predator-criteria because targeting prey without threat-framing feels like aggression (the brain’s moral-licensing systems require perceived threat to authorise violence). The signature is diagnostic because genuine predator-identification exhibits selection-framing coincidence: the agent is targeted because they are threatening (predator-selection matches predator-framing). When prey-selection combines with predator-framing, the attribution is confabulated with near-certainty. The Selection-Framing Coincidence Test operationalises this: “If they are as powerful and threatening as described, why can we target them without expecting overwhelming retaliation?” Historical scapegoats (Jews in medieval-20th century Europe, Tutsis in Rwanda, Rohingya in Myanmar, Armenians in Turkey) consistently exhibit the dual-role signature: selected because vulnerable (minority, identifiable, lacking powerful allies) but framed as threatening (controlling finance, planning genocide, threatening the nation). The signature provides a reliable diagnostic for distinguishing accurate attribution from confabulation.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Diagnostic, derived from Four-Type Agent Taxonomy (Chapter 10) and Scapegoat Mechanism.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7 (the architecture: the two aspects under which the Observer’s signed channel reads one Individual-Object); Chapter 11, Section 11.19 (the diagnostic).

Cross-references: Confabulation, Scapegoat Mechanism, Self-Model, Projection, Belief, Agent-Type Vector, Observer, Signed Valuation Principle, Source Opacity, Decision Hub.



Duty

A duty, in the framework’s terms, is the correlative of a Right: the obligation, falling on whoever is best placed to discharge it, to secure the protected condition a Right names and to refrain from using control of that condition as leverage. Duties are distributed by a cascading structure rather than held uniformly, and like Rights they are derived rather than granted.

Explanation. Every Right names a condition whose absence would coerce, and a Duty answers the question of who must see to it. The answer is never “society in general”, which is an address no obligation ever reaches. It is the nearest party with the capacity to act, and where that party cannot or will not, the obligation passes outward to the next. The three source-specific duties follow from the three source-specific rights: A-Duties from A-Rights, I-Duties from I-Rights, M-Duties from M-Rights. Each has a positive limb, secure the condition, and a negative limb, do not use control of it as leverage.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.10; Chapter 18, Section 18.10; Chapter 16, Section 16.15.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (normative).

Cross-references: Right, A-Duties, I-Duties, M-Duties, Cascading Structure of Rights and Duties, Dignity, Harm, Coercion.



— E —

Early-Identification Principle

Early-Identification Principle.

Canonical layer. The principle that a developing conflict, and the Confabulation Cascade underlying it, is arrested most cheaply and with the fullest prevention of A- and I-deprivation while the cascade is still subcritical, below the Subcriticality Threshold (P_c) and before Bayesian Lock-In. As the cascade compounds toward lock-in, and the system advances through crisis-space past the Calcification Threshold, the cost of arrest rises and its preventive effect falls non-linearly, until intervention can address only aftermath. Early identification therefore requires substrate disaggregation, determining whether the genuine stake is A-, I-, or M-dominant, since the corrective pathway differs by substrate.

Explanation. A conflict, or a confabulation cascade more broadly, is easiest to stop before the shared narrative hardens. Early on only a few minds hold it, so a light touch can change them and no one is deprived of anything. The difficulty then rises with scale: as the narrative propagates, each new adherent becomes social proof for the next, so arresting it later means overturning a belief already held by many and self-reinforcing through that very social proof, not merely persuading a few. Past lock-in the narrative can no longer be seen as a narrative at all; correction becomes prohibitively costly, then impossible, leaving only cleanup. Acting early also means diagnosing whether the real stake is material (A), meaningful work and autonomy (I), or status (M), because the remedy differs by case.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Conflict-as-Failure-Mode Principle; Mechanic’s Obligation; Physician-Heal-Thyself Principle; Confabulation Cascade; Subcriticality Threshold; Bayesian Lock-In; Crisis State Architecture; Crisis State Variables; Two-Question Diagnostic; Knowledge Patch; Epistemic Suspension; Non-Malice Corollary; Non-derogable essentials; Observability Gradient.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.4.



Easterlin Paradox

The Easterlin Paradox is the empirical observation that within countries richer people report higher life satisfaction than poorer people, while across countries and across time rising GDP does not correlate with rising average life satisfaction, a cross-sectional / time-series mismatch which AIM explains as economies shifting from Appetitive-dominant growth (genuinely improving A-sufficiency) to Mimetic-dominant growth (inflating positional goods and Status competition) without corresponding investment in Intrinsic Infrastructure, causing wM to rise while wA stabilises and wI stagnates, producing higher GDP without gains in Freedom or Well-Being.

Explanation. Richard Easterlin’s 1974 finding created a puzzle for economics: within countries, richer people are happier than poorer people, but across countries and over time, rising GDP does not correlate with rising happiness. AIM resolves the paradox: early economic development primarily expands A-sufficiency (more people have adequate food, shelter, healthcare), which genuinely improves well-being. But once Appetitive sufficiency is widespread, additional income increasingly chases positional goods (luxury markers, status symbols, speculative assets) which are zero-sum. The marginal dollar shifts from A-valuable (reducing deprivation) to M-intensive (funding Status races). Since Status competition produces no net well-being gains and constantly resets reference points (the hedonic treadmill effect), GDP rises but average life satisfaction plateaus. The solution from AIM’s perspective is not degrowth but redirection: steer marginal resources toward Intrinsic Infrastructure (education, research, creative capacity, community space) and away from M-intensive positional competition via M-taxation and visibility governance. This would allow GDP growth to resume improving well-being instead of merely escalating Status races.

Distinction from Easterlin Plateau. The Easterlin Paradox names the cross-sectional / time-series mismatch (positive within-country correlation between income and satisfaction; absent or weak cross-country and over-time correlation). The Easterlin Plateau names the time-series observation alone: that the income-satisfaction curve flattens beyond a threshold. The Plateau is the empirical pattern the Paradox is named after; the Paradox is the puzzle that emerges when the Plateau is set alongside the within-country positive correlation.

Cross-references: Easterlin Plateau, Mimetic Premium (PM), Positional Goods (AIM Integration), Observability Governance, Opt-Out Preservation, M-Tax (Mimetic Tax).

Derivation: Chapter 5, Section 5.6.4; Chapter 5, Section 5.1.3; Chapter 8, Section 8.5.3; Chapter 19, Section 19.12.

Epistemic Status: Validated Empirical Pattern.



Easterlin Plateau

The Easterlin plateau is the empirical time-series pattern that, beyond a certain level, further GDP growth yields little or no gain in reported life satisfaction, which AIM explains as economies shifting from an A-dominated growth phase to M-dominated growth without commensurate investment in I.

Explanation. Once basic needs are largely covered, extra money tends to chase High Observability Goods, and status races, inflating Mimetic Desire rather than genuinely expanding secure A-floors or rich I-domains. AIM predicts that well-being will then flatten, unless societies consciously redirect marginal resources toward Intrinsically Motivated opportunities and mimetic damping instead of ever-finer status distinctions.

Distinction from Easterlin Paradox. The Plateau names the time-series observation: income-satisfaction curves flatten past a threshold. The Easterlin Paradox names the puzzle that emerges when this Plateau is set alongside the persistent within-country positive correlation between income and satisfaction.

Cross-references: Easterlin Paradox, Mimetic Premium (PM), High-Observability Goods, Mimetic Treadmill.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.5.3.

Epistemic Status: Validated Empirical Pattern.



Effective Coupling Strength

Effective Coupling Strength. Effective Coupling Strength is the realised coupling strength after content-distance and memory-decay adjustments, representing the actual degree of Belief coupling experienced by an Individual in a specific context at a specific time, as opposed to the raw Coupling Strength parameter which abstracts away these contextual modulations.

Explanation. Effective Coupling Strength is what you actually experience after accounting for how close the content is to your existing concerns and how recently you encountered the coupling signal. Raw Coupling Strength is the structural parameter; Effective Coupling Strength is what the parameter becomes once it passes through the filters of relevance and recency. A social media feed may have high raw Coupling Strength, but its Effective Coupling Strength for a given Individual depends on whether the content matches that Individual’s active Belief domains and how recently similar content was encountered.

Notation Statement. Denoted κ_effective in formal equations, derivations, operational-definition blocks, appendices, figure and table headings, and the definitions database. Written in full as “Effective Coupling Strength” in running prose. On first prose appearance in any given document the English term may be followed by a parenthetical gloss of the form “Effective Coupling Strength (κ_effective)”; a second parenthetical gloss of the same form is permitted at the first prose occurrence of the term in the main body after the formal definitions section, as a courtesy to readers who skip front-matter. All subsequent prose occurrences within that document use the English term only.

Cross-references: Coupling Strength, Self-Coupling Strength, Coupling-Decoherence Framework, Content-Agnosticism.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.10.4.9.

Epistemic Status: Parameter.



Effective Loop Gain

Effective Loop Gain (GeffG_{eff}). The Effective Loop Gain is the internal loop gain G≡κS⋅β⋅γ⋅σ′(V*)G \equiv \kappa_S \cdot \beta \cdot \gamma \cdot \sigma'(V^{*}) reduced by the Knowledge Patch interception probability: Geff=G⋅(1−p(V,S))G_{eff} = G \cdot (1 - p(V, S)). It is the fast-layer component of the Joint Loop Gain GjointG_{joint} defined in Section A.5.6.

Explanation. The Effective Loop Gain is what the internal loop gain becomes after the Knowledge Patch has intercepted some fraction of M-driven actions at the I-Override gate. If the Patch intercepts nothing, the Effective Loop Gain equals the Internal Loop Gain and the loop runs at full strength. If the Patch intercepts everything, the Effective Loop Gain falls to zero and the loop is broken. In the joint fast-slow system, the Effective Loop Gain is only one of three components of the overall loop gain; the Slow-Layer Loop Gain, which carries the leading coupling between the fast and slow layers, and the higher-order cross-coupling remainder also contribute.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.6.4; Chapter 13, Section 13.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Parameter. Source: Appendix A.6.4, A.5.6.

Cross-references: Internal Loop Gain, Knowledge Patch, I-Override, Joint Stability Condition, Slow-Layer Loop Gain, Fast-to-Slow Coupling, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle.



Eliminative Structure of Crime

Eliminative Structure of Crime. The Eliminative Structure of Crime is the corollary that, because the Three-Source Taxonomy partitions all motivation into Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, and Mimetic Desire with no fourth source (Axiom 1), harmful acts admit an exhaustive eliminative partition: securing A-floors closes the Appetite-driven branch (the act has nothing left to secure), securing the materials, instruments, and protected space for Intrinsic pursuit closes the Intrinsic-driven branch (the process-rewarding, self-regulating I-channel generates engagement, not harm), and the residue that survives is necessarily Mimetic, harm driven by a positional Object, which is the supercritical Conflict loop the framework already derives. The corollary reframes the two remedies: Cascading Support eliminates the A-driven and I-driven branches at their source by securing those two sources, and Cascading Consequences addresses only the Mimetic residue, which is why its instruments are lever-targeting and floor-preserving rather than restorative. The residue narrows further by the Non-Malice Corollary and network position: motiveless premeditated harm requires a node with secured A and engaged I, no positional Object, and no loaded loop, which is both motivationally sourceless under the partition and positionally isolated in the network, and this isolated residue is the genuine case for which incapacitation is reserved.

Plain language. All wanting comes from just three sources, the body’s needs, genuine interest, and status competition. So harmful acts have to come from one of those three too. If you make sure everyone’s basic needs are met, nobody has to steal to survive, that branch is gone. If you make sure everyone has the tools, materials, and space to do things they find genuinely absorbing, the genuine-interest branch produces engagement, not harm, that branch is gone too. What is left is harm driven by status and rivalry, which is the runaway competition the framework already explains. This is why securing needs and meaningful activity is not just kind, it removes most of what we call crime at its root, leaving only the rivalry-driven residue and the rare, isolated case of someone who harms for no reason at all, which is the only case where simply containing the person is the answer.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.13.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Corollary. Derived in Chapter 16 (Conflict and Justice), Section 16.13, from the Three-Source Taxonomy (Axiom 1), the Cost-Shifting Principle, Differential Satiation (Axiom 6), and the Non-Malice Corollary.

Cross-references: Three-Source Taxonomy, Cost-Shifting Principle, Differential Satiation Dynamics (Axiom 6), Non-Malice Corollary, Cascading Support, Cascading Consequences, Conflict, Positional Object, A-Rights, I-Rights.



Emergent Parasitism Principle

The Emergent Parasitism Principle is the principle that the Mimetic Premium (P_M) constitutes emergent parasitism in the technical rather than metaphorical sense, meeting four conditions: (1) Host Dependency, M cannot generate independent Objects; (2) Resource Extraction, P_M > 0 on all M-contaminated Objects; (3) Self-Amplification, compound interest, mimetic contagion, and reference-point escalation produce self-reinforcing growth; and (4) Host-Viability Constraint, extraction is bounded by host survival requirements, producing Parasitic Equilibrium → Parasitic Overshoot dynamics.

Explanation. This principle establishes that the Mimetic Premium is not merely metaphorically parasitic but satisfies the formal conditions for emergent parasitism. Host Dependency: M-desire cannot exist independently (it requires A-objects or I-objects to amplify. Resource Extraction: the Mimetic Premium represents real resources flowing to status signalling beyond appetitive necessity or intrinsic quality. Self-Amplification: the Mimetic Flywheel compounds) each M-transaction generates further M-demand through observability and social proof. Host-Viability Constraint: extraction cannot exceed what hosts can provide, creating the characteristic boom-bust pattern as systems oscillate between Parasitic Equilibrium (extraction sustainable) and Parasitic Overshoot (extraction exceeds regeneration capacity). The principle predicts that unmanaged M-dynamics will produce cyclic crisis rather than stable equilibrium. The biological definition of parasitism is a special case of this principle, not a prior constraint upon it: interspecificity and discrete organism identity are features of OCEP instantiation in the biological medium, not primitive criteria of parasitism as a system-logic pattern.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle

Cross-references: Mimetic Premium (PM), Object Parasitism (Axiom 5), Parasitic Equilibrium, Parasitic Overshoot, Mimetic Flywheel, Concealment Infrastructure, Parasitism (Architectural Sense).

Derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.30.



Emergent Systemic Dynamics

Emergent Systemic Dynamics refers to population-level outcomes (resource distributions, status hierarchies, access patterns, felt deficits) that arise from the aggregated operation of many Individuals’ A-I-M motivated actions interacting through institutional structures, without any Individual or identifiable group having designed, intended, or controlled the aggregate outcome, and which therefore cannot be accurately attributed to agent-based causation despite the brain’s architectural default toward such attribution.

Explanation. The term replaces “institutional capture” (which implies a single institution being captured by identifiable agents) and “diffuse institutional capture” (which retains the capture framing). Emergent Systemic Dynamics correctly identifies that many of the causes producing collective felt deficit, housing unaffordability, credential inflation, positional arms races, economic inequality, are not designed by anyone. They emerge from distributed Mimetic dynamics (aggregated M-driven purchasing decisions producing price spirals), institutional path-dependencies (rules created for different contexts producing unintended consequences), and feedback loops (success breeding success, visibility breeding visibility) that no Individual or group controls. The Information Gap Principle establishes that these causes exceed the computational tractability of available causal-inference systems, which is why the brain defaults to agent-based attribution even when the actual causes are emergent and systemic. Accurate diagnosis requires the conceptual vocabulary to recognise emergence, without it, the brain completes the Information Gap with confabulated agent-based explanations, producing scapegoating rather than systemic intervention.

Derivation: Chapter 19, Section 19.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Information Gap Principle, Aggregation Gradient, Macro-Residue Visibility Principle.



Empirical Acceptance Principle

Empirical Acceptance Principle. The methodological commitment that AIM accepts the empirical findings of existing behavioural sciences (including economics, psychology, neuroscience, sociology, anthropology, political science, and law) as valid evidence requiring explanation rather than correction. AIM’s contribution is a new explanatory architecture (the three-source motivational structure, its integration mechanism, and the concealment architecture), not new data or the rejection of existing data.

Explanation. AIM doesn’t say the experiments were wrong. The data from every field studying human behaviour stands. What AIM says is that those findings are all outputs of a single motivational architecture that no one had identified, so the explanations attached to those findings need updating, even though the findings themselves don’t.

Canonical reference: Chapter 5, Appendix 5C (The Consilience Frame).

Related terms: Methodological Reassessment Requirement, Non-Displacement Principle, Undifferentiated Desire Fallacy, Camouflage Architecture.

Derivation: Chapter 5, Section 5.9.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Camouflage Architecture, Methodological Reassessment Requirement, Non-Displacement Principle, Undifferentiated Desire Fallacy.



Endogenous-Evidence Condition

**Endogenous-Evidence Condition. The architectural condition in which the evidence on which a population’s Bayesian updating is performed is generated by the population itself rather than imported from outside, with the result that the evidence is causally entangled with the Beliefs being updated and the classical convergence theorems of Bayesian epistemology fail. *

Explanation. When everyone is updating their Beliefs from each other’s behaviour, and nobody is checking against the outside world, the group can become very certain about something that is not true. Canonical derivation - Chapter 14 (Quantum Epistemology), Section 14.10.4.7.**

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.10.4.7; Chapter 14, Section 14.10.4.1; Chapter 13, Section 13.8.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Quantum Epistemology (QE), Endogenous Feedback, Collective Prior, Bayesian Lock-In.



Endogenous Feedback

Endogenous feedback is the condition where an Individual’s Beliefs about Hypotheses systematically shape the distribution of evidence they observe, such that evidence is not independently generated (as Bayesian convergence theorems assume) but is instead co-produced by the prior Beliefs being tested, creating self-fulfilling or self-stabilizing dynamics that can lock Individuals into false equilibria.

Explanation. Classical Bayesian convergence-to-Truth theorems assume evidence E is drawn from a fixed generative process independent of the Individual’s prior Beliefs P(H). But in motivational systems with confabulation, this independence fails. Example: if I believe “I am achievement-driven” (Hypothesis H), I will seek achievement-oriented environments, interpret ambiguous feedback as achievement-relevant, remember successes and forget failures, and surround myself with similar people, all of which changes the evidence distribution I observe in ways that confirm H, regardless of whether H is true. The evidence is endogenous, generated by the Belief system itself, not exogenous. This creates feedback loops where Beliefs shape evidence which updates Beliefs which shapes evidence, and so on. Endogenous feedback breaks the convergence-to-Truth guarantee because the evidence is not an independent check on the Hypothesis; it is contaminated by the Hypothesis from the start. (Theoretical Integration)

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.2.2.

Cross-references: Endogenous-Evidence Condition, Quantum Epistemology (QE), Prior Belief, Bayesian Lock-In.



Endogenous Runaway Coupling

Endogenous Runaway Coupling. Endogenous Runaway Coupling is the supercritical κ band in which ρ(K_off) ≥ κ_c, such that G_total ≥ G_crit^total and the network’s own Evidence dynamics compel certainty-without-Truth convergence regardless of Referent Truth. This is the κ-side mirror of the Aesthetic regime’s unbounded endogenous drift, but in truth-apt domains it produces fold collapse rather than drift: the Belief was about something real, yet the Evidence base became too endogenous for self-correction.

Explanation. The Belief now feeds mainly on itself, social proof, cascades, status, price watching price. At this level, better arguments from inside the loop do not help; the architecture prevents it. Correction requires breaking coupling — weakening the Evidence coupling between Individuals, weakening the Observability coupling, or shortening Decoherence Time — forced visibility, or waiting for a decoherence shock large enough to trigger the fold. This is the runaway the Subcriticality Maintenance Principle is designed to prevent.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Critical Coupling Strength, Total Stability Condition, Saddle-Node Default, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Information-Cascade Amplification Effect.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.5.7.5.



Endogenous Stabilisation

Endogenous Stabilisation. Endogenous Stabilisation is the property of Low-Salience Pre-Loading (proper to the Caught-Desire Prior) that, because the prior’s Referent is the Individual’s own motivational architecture (a Referent that exists and is continuously accessible) the prior is self-confirming and self-protecting, and tends under use toward a locked equilibrium regardless of adoption route. Self-confirming: each caught mimetic pull that passes without loss is an ordinary Bayesian confirmation event; the prior is true of the architecture, so use ratchets its posterior upward, and the repeated Ground-Resolution cycles that use supplies are the same cycles Belief-Register commitment requires. Self-protecting: the prior attenuates the Salience channel through which social proof would displace it. Lock condition: once held at high posterior and experienced as serving the Individual (freedom from manufactured felt deficit, reduced felt peer-pressure, undiminished Appetitive and Intrinsic flourishing), displacement would require the Individual to gain more from re-coupling to others’ desires than from freedom from the deficit that coupling manufactures, and that trade runs the wrong way. In regime terms, the prior migrates itself into the Truth-Tracked Regime through use (real Referent, continuous contact, short and continually renewed Decoherence Time) rather than needing to be reasoned there at adoption. Asymmetry note: Endogenous Stabilisation does not extend to Divergent-Path Pre-Loading, whose Referent is partly exogenous (whether a given Model’s Belief is truth-tracking is a fact about the world and the Model, not only the self); that channel is durable but not self-locking and requires its Testimony Floor to stay calibrated.

Explanation. This Belief maintains itself. Every time it’s used it proves itself right, so it gets stronger with use; and the thing that could normally push a Belief out (everyone around you believing otherwise) is exactly the channel this Belief quietens. Once you’ve lived with it long enough to feel the benefit, giving it up would mean trading away peace for pressure, and nobody takes that trade knowingly. Note the limit: only the self-referring prior locks like this. The prior about other people’s opinions has to be kept calibrated by hand.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Result. Derived consequence of Axiom 8, the Belief-Register Update dynamics, the Minimum Installation Condition, the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, and the Decoherence Regimes; instance of migration into the Truth-Tracked Regime, the target state of Subcriticality Maintenance. Not an additional axiom.

Cross-references: Caught-Desire Prior, Low-Salience Pre-Loading, Pre-Loading, Truth-Tracked Regime, Decoherence Regimes, Decoherence Time, Belief Register, Belief-Register Update, Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Provenance Agnosticism, Testimony Floor, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.17.



Empathy-Mimesis Antagonism Principle

Empathy-Mimesis Antagonism Principle. The Empathy-Mimesis Antagonism Principle states that unmanaged Mimetic Desire structurally prevents empathy from discharging its Intrinsic characteristic function, the registration of another Individual’s state and the restoration of their access, by converting it into Pseudo-Empathy, which functions as targeting permission for scapegoat operations. Empathy is itself Intrinsic and is not mimetic: the conversion happens downstream of the care, when the Individual asks why the other is suffering and the Information Gap Principle applies, the Agent-Based Causal Default supplying a responsible party because systemic answers require reasoning the threat-detection systems cannot perform. Empathy and that attribution fuse into one state, and the fused product supplies moral licence, a coalition signal, and intensity that rises with the compassion felt. The conversion is conditional on three things: an operating Information Gap, elevated M-salience, and an available categorical boundary between sufferer and accused. I-Override is therefore a necessary condition for empathy to achieve what it is for.

Explanation. Caring about someone who is suffering makes you ask who did it to them, and the architecture will always find you an answer, because a culprit is the kind of answer it can compute and a diffuse structural cause is not. Once the culprit is named, the caring and the naming stop being two things. You feel for the victim and you know who is to blame, in one motion, and from there your compassion is what licenses going after them: you are not attacking anyone, you are defending the people you care about. The more you care, the more is permitted. None of this is faked, which is what makes it work. And it is not a claim that empathy is a trap. It is a claim about three conditions under which care gets turned into a weapon, and each of the three can be removed.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.20.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result. Derived at Chapter 11, Section 11.20 from the classification of empathy as Intrinsic (Chapter 7), the Information Gap Principle and the Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9), and the Scapegoat Mechanism.

Cross-references: Pseudo-Empathy, Intrinsic Motivation (I), I-Override, Information Gap Principle, Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9), Confabulation, Scapegoat Mechanism, Preconscious Transmission, Source Opacity, Entanglement, A-Floor.



Entanglement

Entanglement. Entanglement is the reciprocal co-determination of valuations between Individuals wherever wM is non-zero, which makes desires relational rather than independent. Each Individual functions simultaneously as Model and as imitator in ongoing cycles, rendering the partition between autonomous preference and socially transmitted value empirically intractable and situation-dependent.

Explanation. You are being copied while you are copying, continuously, and neither party notices. Because the influence runs in both directions at once and neither end is tagged, there is no clean line to be drawn between what you want on your own account and what you have taken from the people around you. The line is not merely hard to find. Under Source Opacity it cannot be read from the inside: the two contributions arrive at the Decision Hub already summed. This is why the framework speaks of an Individual’s motivational profile rather than of their authentic preferences, and why intervention addresses the conditions of coupling rather than anyone’s power to introspect their way out. The degree of Entanglement is itself situation-dependent: an Individual’s AIM Weights vary with context, cognitive state and social environment rather than being fixed traits, so environments can be built to lower mimetic Salience or to raise it.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.10; Chapter 19, Section 19.5; Chapter 19, Section 19.9; Chapter 8, Section 8.10.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Mimetic Desire (M), Mimesis, AIM Weights (wA, wI, wM), Source Opacity, Coupling Strength, Culture, Relationalism.



Entertainment

Entertainment. Entertainment is the reception relation between an Individual and an Object holding under two joint conditions. First, the Individual occupies the reception position rather than the production position with respect to the Object in the sense of the Salience-Emission Asymmetry: the Object’s content reaches the Individual’s Observer as read field content, rather than either constituting the Individual’s own executed action or being engaged as a constituent step in an output the Individual will themselves emit. Second, the Object performs no A-repair, so that the valuation it draws is composed of I-engagement and Mimetic reception alone; an Object that simulates A-signal without any deficit being present or repaired satisfies this condition, because the simulation is received content rather than deficit-repair. Where both hold, the Object supplies the Thinker with unresolved structure, which is the activation condition of Ground-Resolution and whose felt signature is Curiosity, and supplies the Observer with Salient content in which the Individual’s own comparative position is not at stake. Neither channel requires that the content be agent-based or that it arrive by any particular modality: the Observer’s baseline function is the reading of a field and the attachment of signed Salience to the Objects in it, of which the reading of other agents’ valuations is the special case, and the Thinker’s activation condition is unresolved structure of any kind. An Object may therefore stand in the Entertainment relation through perceived non-agent content, as a piece of music does through harmonic and rhythmic structure; through perceived agent content, as a drama or a contest does; or through content the Thinker constructs, as narrative does, where the perceptual input is symbolic and the Objects engaged, agents among them, are assembled by the generative operation from that input together with the Memory Store and carried at whatever posterior Ground-Resolution assigns them, which for constructed content is not bounded away from Belief. In the constructed case the relation is bounded by the Memory Store on the same terms Imagination is: a narrative whose constituents the Individual cannot assemble is unavailable to them rather than merely difficult. Entertainment is a relation and not a class of Objects: under the Object-Source Non-Identity Principle no Object carries a fixed source-composition, so the same Object stands in the Entertainment relation to one Individual and not to another, and to the same Individual at one time and not at another.

Explanation. Entertainment is what happens when something is made for you rather than by you, and it is not feeding you or keeping you warm. Two things then happen at once. The thinking part gets something to work out, what happens next, where the tune is going, how the trick was done, whether the team holds on, and that is the pull you feel as interest. The watching part gets a field to read, and it reads whatever is there: a piece of music moving through time, a landscape, a game turning, people wanting things and getting them or losing them. What it never gets is you. You are not in the field it is reading, so none of what it reads costs you anything positionally. That combination is the whole of it, and it is why a play is entertainment for the people in the seats and a night’s work for the people on the stage. It is not a fact about the play. It is a fact about which side of it you are on.

Emission and the Observer’s load. The condition is directional. Where an Individual’s engagement with an Object is organised by an output they will themselves emit, the priors on which the Observer conditions its assessment are weighted toward the field that will receive that output, and under the Observer-Quiescence Corollary that weighting operates upstream of the generative step, narrowing the amplitude assigned to candidate Hypotheses before Ground-Resolution acts on any of them. The Individual then engages the Object through a pre-filter set by an audience of their own rather than receiving its content. Compensation is a reliable marker of this condition rather than the condition itself, since an Individual is paid for what they emit: payment received for an engagement is strong evidence that an anticipated emission is organising it. The marker is evidence and not definition, which is why the unpaid performer and the unpaid critic both stand outside the relation while the Individual who pays for a ticket stands inside it.

The performer case. An Individual performing is not entertained by their own performance, and this holds however much they enjoy the work. The enjoyment may be entirely genuine I-engagement (Chapter 7, Section 7.7.2), but I-engagement and Entertainment are not the same relation and neither entails the other. The performer’s own action is the Object’s content, so their Observer receives it as reafference through the responses of others rather than as observation of a field they stand outside; the first condition fails on position, independently of whether an anticipated emission is also organising the engagement. The same Individual encountering the completed work later, outside the production position, satisfies both conditions and is entertained by it. Where the work carries the Individual as an Individual-as-Object, the relation is attenuated in proportion to how heavily the self-as-observed-agent channel is loaded, since under the Observer-Quiescence Corollary that load crowds the Thinker’s engagement with the unresolved structure the Object supplies. The performer who cannot receive their own work without attending only to their own faults is that crowding at its maximum.

Distinction from Fun and Flow. Fun is the phenomenology of active I-engagement and Flow is the low-crowding limit of Observer-driven crowding-out; both describe the Individual’s internal state during an engagement of any kind, and both are available to the performer. Entertainment describes the Individual’s position relative to an Object and is not available to the performer with respect to their own performance. The contrast with Flow is sharpest at the Observer: Flow is the state in which the Observer is quiet, while in Entertainment the Observer is fully occupied, occupied by the content the Object supplies rather than by the Individual’s own comparative position. The two are opposite settings of one dial rather than neighbouring states. An Individual may be entertained without Fun, as when a work is followed attentively and found poor, and may have Fun without being entertained, as in any engaged production. The terms answer different questions: Fun and Flow answer what this is like, Entertainment answers which side of it the Individual is on.

Derivation: Chapter 7, Section 7.7.7.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Object, Object-Source Non-Identity Principle, Salience-Emission Asymmetry, Observer, Observer-Quiescence Corollary, Individual-as-Object, Thinker, Ground-Resolution, Curiosity, Boredom, Imagination, Memory Store, Hypothesis Space, Salient, Salience, Fun, Flow (AIM sense), Intrinsic Motivation (I), Mimetic Desire (M), Appetites (A), Appetitive Floors (A-floors), Post-Appetitive Society, Crowding-Out.



Epistemic-Access Limb

Epistemic-Access Limb. The first limb of the Reciprocal Care Principle, holding that the Individual and a capable other are differently and only partly overlapping in the motivational evidence each can reach, so that neither has general epistemic privilege over the other: the Individual holds the audience-removal counterfactual on Intrinsic enjoyment, while the observer holds the externally legible behavioural signatures that introspection does not supply to the Individual and reads them unbound by the specific Confabulation that shapes the Individual’s own account of the desire. Neither reads the AIM weights directly; both infer from behaviour, on channels that only partly overlap. Because the two readings are independent lines of inference toward the same source-composition, they can be triangulated against each other: convergence raises confidence, divergence localises probable Confabulation. See Reciprocal Care Principle. Explanation. When it comes to knowing why you want something, you and an outside observer each see only part of the picture, and neither sees all of it. You alone can run the private test “would I still enjoy this if no one were watching?”; the observer can see the outward behavioural giveaways that looking inward does not show you, and they are not bound by the particular story you have told yourself. Because these are two independent angles on the same question, comparing them is useful: when they agree, you can be more confident; when they clash, the gap points to where your narrative is likely inaccurate.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.8.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle (limb of the Reciprocal Care Principle).

Cross-references: Reciprocal Care Principle, Constitution Limb, Source Opacity.



Epistemic-Ethical Fusion Principle

Epistemic-Ethical Fusion Principle. The principle that, because the Decision Hub selects action on integrated Belief, the accuracy of that Belief governs the quality of the resulting action whatever the Belief concerns, so that epistemic competence, the calibration of Belief to evidence across the board, is a load-bearing civic value rather than a specialist concern, and epistemology and ethics do not merely bear on each other but fuse: acting on a miscalibrated Belief means optimising against a false model of one’s actual situation, so that the epistemic failure and the ethical failure are one failure and the miscalibration is itself the origin of the harm. The principle is general in scope: motivational Source-misattribution is its sharpest instance, but it holds equally for Beliefs about causation of felt deficit (scapegoat attribution), for Beliefs held against a decohered Referent (Referent Abandonment), and for Beliefs about future outcomes (expectation calibration). It follows that improving a population’s Belief accuracy is not preliminary to ethical improvement but constitutive of it. Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Synthesis of the Referent Primacy Principle (Belief held against an established Referent is simply wrong), the Structural Determination Principle (intent and sincerity are irrelevant to harm), and the Relational Subcriticality Principle (system stability and individual well-being are one object). No new axioms required.

Explanation. your brain acts on what it believes, so a wrong Belief produces wrong action no matter how sincere you are, which means getting your Beliefs right is not just a private intellectual habit but a public duty, and doing it well is not separate from being good, it is part of being good. This is clearest for Beliefs about why you want things, but it applies just as much to who you blame, what you keep believing after the world has proven it false, and what you expect to happen. Fixing what a society believes is not a step on the way to fixing how it acts; it is the same job.

Cross-references: Referent Primacy Principle, Structural Determination Principle, Relational Subcriticality Principle, Provenance Rule, Referent Abandonment, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Well-Being, Decision Hub, Source Opacity, Confabulation.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.15.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.



Epistemic Hygiene

Epistemic Hygiene. Epistemic Hygiene is the class of practices that maintain the conditions under which the Referent condition of a Belief can be determined and the Belief’s certainty held accordingly. The end has two limbs, given by the Referent-governance axis of the Hardness–Referent Matrix. A claim a live Referent governs may be converged on. A claim whose Referent has been identified and defied, whose Referent has not been identified, or for which no Referent is constitutively available warrants Epistemic Suspension, and those three are most of what a population receives. The determination separating them is made by tracing provenance rather than by weighing content, a decohered Referent and its verdict being themselves matters of traced record.

Practices in the class are discharged by whoever handles a claim in transit. Two of them fall on a structure deciding what a population sees: claims are passed on with their origins intact, to the greatest degree the conditions of handling permit, so the determination can be made and remade by anyone downstream; and corrections are delivered to those who received a claim whose Referent condition has changed, within the interval in which they can still act on it. The standard is what the handler can achieve where the handler stands, a claim arriving already stripped being passed on as one of unknown provenance rather than repaired; and practicability is a fact about conditions rather than about willingness, so a structure that arranges conditions in which provenance cannot be preserved has manufactured the impracticability it pleads. The Presumption Against Scapegoating is an instance discharged by an Individual rather than by a structure. A practice in the class acts before the harm rather than after it, and its failure falls on those who act on the claim rather than on the party who transmitted it. Epistemic Hygiene is the class of practices standing against Referent Blindness. Derived at Chapter 20, Section 20.4.5.

Distinction from the Provenance Rule and Epistemic Suspension. The Provenance Rule and Epistemic Suspension both govern the recipient: the Rule holds a received Belief below certainty until its provenance is traced, and Epistemic Suspension is the capacity to rest there. Epistemic Hygiene governs the handler, and it is what makes both dischargeable. A claim stripped of its origins in transit can be traced by no recipient however disciplined, and a recipient who cannot tell which claims warrant suspension must suspend on all of them or on none.

Explanation. Hygiene is not one practice. It is everything people do to keep contamination out of what the body takes in, and the list has grown as more has been learned: washing hands, clean water, cooking food properly, sterile instruments, none of which was on the list to begin with. What makes a practice hygienic is what it is for, not whether it appears on a list. Epistemic Hygiene is the same kind of class in the domain of information. A claim arrives carrying no label saying what kind of claim it is. Some are about things the world can settle and has settled. Some are about things the world has settled and which are being repeated against the answer. Some are about things nobody has ever checked. Some are about taste, where there is nothing to check. Only the first warrants confidence, and the other three, which are most of what reaches anyone, warrant doubt. Any practice that helps people tell which is which, and that keeps the trail intact so they can, belongs to the class. If you do not wash your hands, someone else gets sick. If you strip a claim of where it came from before passing it on, the person who acts on it pays for that, and not you. Nobody is asking you to know what you cannot find out. Passing something on with “I do not know where this came from” attached is doing the job, not dodging it. What is not doing the job is arranging things so the question can never be asked.

Derivation: Chapter 20, Section 20.4.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Referent Blindness, Epistemic Suspension, Provenance Rule, Presumption Against Scapegoating, Referent Abandonment, Hardness–Referent Matrix, Concealment Infrastructure, Admissible Indicator, Observability, Induced-Decoherence Test, Knowledge Patch.



Epistemic Suspension

Epistemic Suspension is the cognitive capacity to tolerate “I don’t know” (i.e. doubt) as a stable closure state when faced with Information Gaps, resisting the architectural pressure toward immediate Confabulation by accepting uncertainty as a viable response that satisfies the demand for cognitive closure while leaving the actual causal question open for investigation.

Explanation. The brain’s demand for causal explanation is not inherently a demand for accurate explanation, it is a demand for any explanation that allows downstream processes to proceed. In ancestral environments, “I don’t know” was unstable because it left the organism in an alarm state without actionable direction. In modern environments, “I don’t know” can function as stable closure if the Individual: (1) accepts uncertainty as tolerable, recognising that not knowing the source of a desire does not prevent functional decision-making; (2) treats uncertainty as informative data, the absence of identifiable A or I explanations suggests possible M-origin; and (3) defers action pending investigation rather than rushing to narrative closure. Epistemic Suspension is the foundational skill required for I-Override to function correctly under Source Opacity conditions. Without it, the discomfort of uncertainty triggers Confabulation as the brain rushes to achieve closure. With it, the Individual can sustain interrogation long enough for diagnostic tests (the Two-Question Diagnostic, audience-removal thought experiments) to operate. Epistemic Suspension is not a default human capability, it must be trained, and contemporary environments systematically punish uncertainty, creating population-level disposition toward rapid Confabulation rather than sustained investigation.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.4; Chapter 18, Section 18.5.1; Appendix A, Section A.5.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Conscious Cognition, Interference Term, Confabulation, I-Override, Hypothesis Space, Knowledge Patch, Two-Question Diagnostic, Imaginative Search Corollary, Fast-to-Slow Coupling (Appendix A.5.6).



Epistemic Suspension Capacity

Epistemic Suspension Capacity is the acquired cognitive skill of tolerating uncertainty in any domain when true answers exceed available evidence or computational tractability, treating “I don’t know” as sufficient closure for the time being rather than an emergency requiring immediate narrative generation, thereby preventing the installation of confabulated priors that would compound across domains and produce lock-in toward the Individual Fixed Point, while simultaneously preserving open questions as genuine frontiers for I-engagement through curiosity and mastery-seeking.

Explanation. Epistemic Suspension is the upstream mechanism that maintains Individual Subcriticality. By providing “I don’t know” as a form of cognitive closure that does not require narrative generation, it interrupts the Confabulation Compounding process at each iteration. The closure is sufficient but not comfortable. Discomfort remains, but it is tolerable, and the question remains open for future revisitation when more tractable information may become available. The capacity is domain-general because confabulations compound across domains. A confabulated self-explanation can become a template for confabulated causal attribution, and vice versa. Beyond its defensive function, Epistemic Suspension serves I by preserving open questions as territory for genuine inquiry rather than closing them through pseudo-answers that terminate curiosity. The capacity can taught and consolidated through neuroplastic practice, making it distributable as a component of the Knowledge Patch.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.4.

Cross-references: Epistemic Suspension, Confabulation Compounding, Individual Fixed Point, Individual Subcriticality, Knowledge Patch, Cognitive Closure.



Equality

AIM-defined equality is equality of motivational conditions (guaranteed A-floors, real access to I-domains, and bounded M in key procedures) rather than equality of bundles or matching positions on status ladders.

Explanation. On this view, people need not all have the same income or identical lives, but everyone should have secure basics, access to some genuine intrinsic projects, and protection from being crushed by status contests. It replaces the image of equal piles of goods with an image of equal protection for the conditions that make free, self-directed motivation possible.

Derivation: Chapter 19, Section 19.13.9.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (normative).

Cross-references: Appetitive Floors (A-floors), Intrinsic domains (I-domains), Fairness, Freedom.



Evidence

Evidence. Evidence is the input to Bayesian Updating on which the Posterior is conditioned, denoted E in the canonical form P(H | E) ∝ P(E | H) · P(H). Within the AIM Framework, Evidence is explicitly disambiguated into four senses, which are not interchangeable and which must be named when a derivation turns on the kind of input in play:


	First-order Evidence. Observable states of the world, including behavioural evidence. This is the form of Evidence exploited by the Knowledge Patch’s Two-Question Diagnostic and the Three-Test Battery, because behaviour is externally observable and therefore routable around Source Opacity.


	Coupling-mediated social Evidence. Signals whose amplitude is modulated by the Individual’s coupling strength κ to social consensus (for instance, prestige-biased reports, social-proof cascades, and Model-transmitted valuations). Because κ determines how strongly these signals are weighted in the updating cycle, coupling-mediated Evidence can drive Confabulation Cascades under high-κ conditions even when first-order Evidence is absent or contrary.


	Introspective output. The phenomenal reports of Conscious Cognition itself. Under Source Opacity and the Sincerity Guarantee, introspective output cannot serve as reliable first-order Evidence about motivational source, because the source-tags are destroyed during Common-Currency Integration before the introspective report is generated. It may still serve as first-order Evidence about other states (for instance, about the Individual’s current affect or the current contents of the Belief Register), but not about which of A, I, or M produced a given wanting-signal.


	Integrated-valuation Evidence. The Decision Hub’s tag-stripped Scalar, delivered inward to the Thinker on the same cycle in which it is delivered outward as action. It is the Evidence on which Ground-Resolution runs the source-attribution special case, and it enters Bayesian Updating on the same footing as (a) and (b), the rule at Axiom 8 indexing on neither the origin of an item nor its subject matter. It is distinct from (c): introspective output is what Conscious Cognition reports about a wanting, and this is the wanting arriving to be explained. What separates it from the other three is its content rather than its treatment, because Common-Currency Integration destroys the source decomposition before delivery, so the likelihood it supports is reconstructed from priors rather than recovered from the signal. The formal statement of the handoff is the Fast-to-Slow Coupling, whose first stage is the Scalar-to-Likelihood Lift.




Explanation. Evidence is whatever your mind feeds into the Bayesian updating machinery to move the numbers. In AIM, the word “evidence” means three quite different things depending on context, and collapsing them is where most reasoning errors about motivation come from. The first kind is ordinary observable stuff, including what people actually do over time, which is why the Knowledge Patch asks you to watch behaviour rather than trust explanations. The second kind is socially transmitted signal, whose weight is amplified by how tightly you are coupled to the group; under high coupling, this signal can drown out the first kind. The third kind is your own introspection; it feels authoritative, but on the specific question “which motivational source produced this wanting?” it is architecturally unable to answer, because the information you would need was destroyed before the introspective report was written. AIM does not tell you to ignore introspection; it tells you to stop treating it as primary evidence on questions it cannot answer. The fourth is the wanting itself, the single number the valuation machinery hands conscious cognition, which then has to work out what produced it. It is not the third in another form: the third is what an Individual says about a wanting, the fourth is the wanting arriving to be explained. Nothing in the machinery marks it out as a special case, and it goes through the same rule as everything else, which is why an answer can come out both wrong and confident.

Cross-references: Prior, Posterior, Likelihood, Bayesian Updating, Hypothesis Space, Interference Term, Belief Register, Conscious Cognition, Source Opacity, Sincerity Guarantee, Confabulation, Confabulation Cascade, Coupling Strength, Two-Question Diagnostic, Three-Test Battery, Knowledge Patch, Common-Currency Integration, Decision Hub, Thinker, Ground-Resolution, Fast-to-Slow Coupling, Scalar-to-Likelihood Lift.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.8; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3; Chapter 13, Section 13.2.2; Chapter 18, Section 18.7.

Epistemic Status: Inherited (standard Bayesian primitive) with Framework-Specific Disambiguation.



Evidence at Iteration

Evidence at Iteration n ($E_n$) is the phenomenological experience of wanting-as interpreted by the narrative system, not the external Object-entering the Bayesian update process to revise Source Belief, where each Posterior becomes the Prior for interpreting the next iteration.

Explanation. The iteration structure captures how Source Belief evolves over time and why the Confabulation Cascade has the directionality it does. You do not assess each want in isolation; you assess it against the backdrop of all previous assessments, as filtered through the self-model they have collectively shaped. The compounding dynamic occurs because each Posterior Belief, formed against the whole run of evidence so far, becomes the Prior Belief for interpreting the next piece. If the first ten pieces of evidence have all been interpreted as authentic, each leaving a high posterior on the Appetitive and Intrinsic Hypotheses together, then the eleventh arrives into a Prior already strongly biased toward authenticity. Even if that eleventh piece is paradigmatically Mimetic, you want something precisely because a high-status model just acquired it, the Prior makes this interpretation unlikely, and Confabulation generates an A or I narrative that preserves the existing self-model. Over iterations, the Hypothesis Space narrows toward a coherent but potentially false equilibrium: “I am someone whose desires reflect genuine needs and values.” This is Bayesian Lock-In, the mathematical terminus of the Confabulation Cascade at the individual level.

The distinction is critical: when an Individual sees a luxury car (external stimulus), the Evidence at that iteration is not ‘the car exists’ but rather ‘I feel urgent wanting toward that car.’ The external Object is exogenous, but the Evidence processed by the Bayesian mechanism is the internal, already-interpreted signal-which is shaped by prior Confabulations and therefore endogenous to the Belief system. This is why the Bayesian loop can converge toward false equilibrium: the Evidence itself is contaminated by the Hypothesis being tested.

Epistemic Status: Theoretical Construct (Latent Variable).

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.3.2.

Cross-references: Prior Belief, Posterior Belief, Source Belief, Hypothesis Space, Evidence Probability, Bayesian Lock-In, Confabulation Cascade.



Evidence Probability

Evidence Probability, denoted P(E), is the overall probability of observing a particular piece of evidence regardless of which Source Hypothesis is true, representing how likely the Individual would be to experience a particular want under any circumstances, whether it arose from Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, or Mimetic Desire.

Explanation. Evidence Probability captures how common or surprising a particular experience of wanting is. If you find yourself wanting coffee every morning, that evidence is highly probable regardless of source, it could be Appetitive (caffeine dependence), Intrinsic (enjoyment of the ritual), or Mimetic (workplace norm). High Evidence Probability means the want is unsurprising and therefore less informative about its source. Low Evidence Probability, an unusual or unexpected want, provides stronger signal about which source is likely operating. In Bayes’ theorem, Evidence Probability functions as a normalising factor that ensures updated Beliefs remain valid probabilities.

Epistemic Status: Theoretical Construct (Latent Variable).

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.2.1.

Cross-references: Evidence at Iteration, Prior Belief, Posterior Belief, Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), Mimetic Desire (M).



Evidence-Coupling Matrix

Evidence-Coupling Matrix (KK). The Evidence-Coupling Matrix is the cross-Individual adjacency matrix K=[κij]K = [\kappa_{ij}] governing the strength with which Individual jj’s emitted Evidence proposition EtjE_t^{j} enters Individual ii’s Belief Register, with κij≥0\kappa_{ij} \geq 0 for all i,ji, j. The diagonal κii=κself\kappa_{ii} = \kappa_{self} is the Self-Coupling Permanence term, which is strictly positive and structurally irreducible. The off-diagonal block KoffK_{off} contains the interpersonal couplings, and its spectral radius ρ(Koff)\rho(K_{off}) enters the network loop gain as GnetK=ρ(Koff)⋅∥∂ℓ/∂E∥⋅β∥∂μ/∂b∥⋅ω(Tint)¯G_{net}^{K} = \rho(K_{off})\cdot \|\partial\ell/\partial E\|\cdot \beta\,\|\partial\mu/\partial b\|\cdot \overline{\omega(T_{int})}.

Explanation. The Evidence-Coupling Matrix is the formal expression of Coupling Strength at the network scale. Where the scalar Coupling Strength describes a domain-level average, the Evidence-Coupling Matrix describes the directed, weighted, dyadic structure of who treats whom as a source of Evidence. The diagonal carries the Self-Coupling Permanence floor that no intervention can remove; the off-diagonal block carries the policy-modifiable interpersonal couplings whose spectral structure determines the network-scale Critical Coupling Strength. Patch-competent Evidence intake reduces the effective off-diagonal weights without altering the underlying graph topology, which is the fourth channel of the Knowledge Patch’s network-scale formalisation.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.5.7.3; Chapter 14, Section 14.7.7; Appendix A, Section A.5.7.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Source: Appendix A.5.6.

Cross-references: Coupling Strength, Self-Coupling Permanence Principle, Critical Coupling Strength, Network Loop Gain, Belief Register, Evidence (Bayesian Context), Knowledge Patch, Quantum Epistemology.



Evidence-Emission Coefficient

Evidence-Emission Coefficient (ω(Tint)\omega(T_{int})). The Evidence-Emission Coefficient is a bounded monotone-decreasing function of the Interference Term, governing the strength with which the maximum-posterior Hypothesis is emitted as Evidence from the slow Bayesian layer back to the fast valuation layer in Stage 3 of the fast-to-slow coupling map. Formally, the Evidence proposition emitted to the fast layer is Et=ω(Tint(bt))⋅arg⁡max⁡kbt(Hk)E_t = \omega(T_{int}(b_t))\cdot \arg\max_k b_t(H_k), where ω′(Tint)<0\omega'(T_{int})<0 and ω(Tint)∈[0,1]\omega(T_{int})\in[0,1]. The limiting regimes are: ω→1\omega \to 1 as the Belief Register decoheres to a single Hypothesis and the emitted Evidence approaches the Individual Fixed Point; ω→0\omega \to 0 as Epistemic Suspension is sustained and the Belief Register maintains maximal superposition across competing Hypotheses.

Explanation. The Evidence-Emission Coefficient captures how firmly a Belief gets sent back to influence your fast reactions. When you are genuinely holding multiple possibilities open (high Interference Term, sustained Epistemic Suspension), the Evidence-Emission Coefficient is low and the Belief you are leaning toward has only a weak effect on your fast valuation loop. When you have settled on a single explanation and stopped questioning it (low Interference Term, Bayesian Lock-In), the coefficient approaches its maximum and the Belief drives your fast reactions at full strength. This is one of the two slow-layer channels through which the Knowledge Patch reduces the Slow-Layer Loop Gain: Epistemic Suspension sustains a high Interference Term, which keeps the Evidence-Emission Coefficient low, which keeps the slow loop gain down.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.5.6; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.13.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Parameter. Source: Appendix A.5.6.

Cross-references: Interference Term, Epistemic Suspension, Bayesian Lock-In, Individual Fixed Point, Knowledge Patch, Slow-Layer Loop Gain, Fast-to-Slow Coupling, Belief Register, Hypothesis Space.



Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis

Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis. The mimetic architecture that evolved for collective hunting and predator avoidance, requiring rapid preconscious goal-copying and arousal propagation among group members facing external targets, persists unchanged in environments where external targets have diminished through apex predator status. As external targets diminished, the same computational systems increasingly processed internal targets, other humans, producing prey-substitution (Status rivals computed as prey to be displaced), predator-substitution (Status threats computed as predators, triggering survival-level urgency for non-survival situations), coordination-reversal (M-convergence producing competition rather than cooperation once it converges on scarce positional goods), and intensity amplification (internal rivalry intensifying beyond ancestral levels as computational bandwidth is freed).

Explanation. The target class the architecture evolved to process has largely disappeared while the processing capacity has not, so the capacity has been redirected onto the only targets available, which are other people. That is the mismatch, stated at the level of the computation.

The alarm is therefore genuine. When a colleague’s promotion registers as a threat, the threat-detection system is not making a mistake in its own terms; it processes threats through a single channel and cannot distinguish a rival’s advancement from a predator’s approach. The same fact accounts for the observation the Hypothesis was built to explain: disaster produces solidarity, because a flood restores, temporarily, the conditions the machinery was selected for.

It also accounts for why appealing to civilisational threats does not reproduce that effect. Climate change and existential risk lack the computational properties that trigger re-targeting, so instead of unifying they are converted into further material for internal rivalry.

Derivation: Chapter 10, Section 10.3.5. The failure of civilisational threats to trigger re-targeting is derived at Section 10.7.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle (empirically grounded hypothesis).

Cross-references: Mimetic Desire (M), Preconscious Transmission, Apex Predator Paradox Principle, Predator, Prey, Source Opacity, Scapegoat Mechanism, Mimetic Trade-Off Principle, Observability Gradient.



Exception-Handling Analogy

The Exception-Handling Analogy is the reading of Confabulation through software exception handling, in which an untraced change elsewhere in a program that keeps raising an exception corresponds to the distributed causes no default completion reaches: the Mimetic Premium raising the cost of the A-Floor (the A-Floor Erosion Principle), and valuations passed between Individuals by Preconscious Transmission and compounding across a reference group as the Confabulation Cascade. The exception corresponds to the open question those causes produce, a felt lack or felt threat whose cause the Thinker’s Hypothesis Space does not hold. The handler corresponds to the ground-attribution the Thinker’s Ground-Resolution returns, agent-shaped where the Agent-Based Causal Default supplies the completion and agentless in the Intractability Confabulation, which satisfies the demand for Cognitive Closure and ends the search before a systemic candidate is built. In either shape the completion runs away from the Mimetic ground. Because the handler resets the loop without touching the untraced change, the exception recurs; because the handler’s attribution is restated on every cycle and each restatement lowers the Interference Term, each run makes the correct diagnosis harder, which corresponds to technical debt (Type II Exclusion). The Exception-Handling Analogy licenses recognition of the pattern and not inference about its causes, and fails at three points: the handler has no author, the architecture keeps no stack trace of which source produced a valuation, and the Exception-Handling Analogy supplies no rate and no threshold.

Explanation. When a program hits an error nobody can trace, a programmer may add a handler that catches the error so the program keeps running. If the real fault is a slow change somewhere else in the code, the error keeps coming back, and every handler added makes the real fault harder to find. Blaming a scapegoat, or deciding that a problem is too complex for anyone to understand, works the same way. Either ends the search and lets life carry on, while the real cause, such as status competition pushing up the cost of essentials, or attitudes passing from person to person without anyone noticing, carries on too, and the trouble comes back looking for a new target.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.2.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (illustrative analogy).

Cross-references: Confabulation, Confabulation Cascade, Confabulation Proliferation Corollary, Intractability Confabulation, Scapegoat Mechanism, Comfortable Confabulation, A-Floor Erosion Principle, Agent-Based Causal Default, Type II Exclusion, Propagation Pathways (Collective Confabulation).



Executive M-Capture

Executive M-Capture. The condition in which an Individual occupying an executive level of formal institutional authority is M-captured, that is, operating with an integrated valuation in which PM is the dominant component, and uses institutional levers to raise per-transaction PM-load and transaction frequency across the entire governed population. Executive M-Capture operates through five institutional channels: extraction-favourable regulation (reshaping the legal architecture to lower friction of extraction and raise friction of contribution); status-elevation of extraction pathways (directing state honours, media, and appointments toward extraction-derived figures); suppression of Knowledge Patch dissemination (restricting, defunding, or capturing the educational, journalistic, and academic channels through which AIM Vocabulary propagates); propaganda apparatus (institutionalising the Confabulation infrastructure to produce Reciprocity narratives at scale); and narrative-authority capture (the above-threshold counterpart to the Leadership Compression Principle, in which the executive’s expressed Beliefs receive disproportionate Bayesian weight due to office-attached PM-valuation). Executive M-Capture is the principal accelerant of cumulative PM in human history and the principal mechanism by which long-build societies cross the supercriticality threshold within historically compressed timescales (years to decades rather than centuries). Institutional defences against Executive M-Capture, term limits, separation of powers, judicial independence, free press, antitrust enforcement against media concentration, civil-service protections, are the principal Subcriticality Maintenance mechanisms operating at the executive scale.

Explanation. Distributed mimesis builds PM slowly. It takes centuries of trillions of small extractions to bring a society close to collapse. But if an M-captured person reaches the top of a state, with the legal, regulatory, media, and policing levers in their hands, they can compress what would have taken centuries into a few years. They reshape laws to favour extractors, hand out honours to extractors, shut down the channels through which people could learn to recognise M, build a propaganda machine, and use the authority of their office to make their own Beliefs everyone else’s Beliefs. The slow accumulation was the precondition. The captured executive is the accelerant. This is why institutions designed to prevent or remove a captured executive are not optional features of a working polity. They are the main defence against the timeline being compressed beyond the society’s capacity to recover.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.7.4.

Cross-references: Mimetic Premium (PM), Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Leadership Compression Principle, Apex M-Capture, Crisis State Architecture, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Knowledge Patch, Aggregation Gradient, Build-Up Time Decomposition, Concealment Density.



Exit Capacity

Exit Capacity is the third Crisis State Variable, measuring the degree to which Individuals can withdraw from M-intensive participation, status competitions, inflated markets, polarised identity groups, and the observation of a Reference Set for an interval long enough for the Reference Set’s priors to release, without forfeiting access to A-sufficiency (food, shelter, healthcare, basic income) or I-opportunity (education, creative practice, meaningful work), such that high Exit Capacity indicates robust opt-out pathways and low Exit Capacity indicates structural lock-in where M-awareness alone cannot produce behavioural change. Exit Capacity measures how far the Opt-Out Paradox has run, and at the worst-off margin low Exit Capacity closes both routes: an Individual who exits falls below the A-Floor, and one who stays pays the Mimetic Premium out of the provision the A-Floor protects.

Explanation. Exit Capacity is the structural prerequisite for the Knowledge Patch to translate into behaviour change. An Individual who recognises that a $1.2 million house carries $900,000 of Mimetic Premium cannot act on that recognition if every house in commuting distance of their employment costs $1 million or more and renting provides no A-secure alternative. Recognition without exit produces informed helplessness, which adds the psychic cost of awareness to the material cost of lock-in. Institutional design must therefore provide opt-out pathways alongside Knowledge Patch distribution, or the patch diagnoses a condition it cannot treat. See Crisis State Variables, Opt-Out Preservation, Knowledge Patch.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.6.2; Chapter 17, Section 17.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Crisis State Variables, Opt-Out Preservation, Knowledge Patch, Opt-Out Paradox, A-Floor.



Exploitation

Exploitation is extracting disproportionate benefit from someone specifically because their A-precarity, I-suppression, or M-vulnerability prevents them from exercising I-led choice, whether those vulnerabilities are created, maintained, or merely used opportunistically.

Explanation. What makes a deal exploitative is not only that terms are bad, but that the “bargain” works precisely because the other party is hungry, has no real alternative, or is hypersensitive to shame and status, so that they cannot afford to refuse. In justice terms, exploitation is structurally unjust because it profits from states of unfreedom that a decent system would work to cure, A-floors, I-infrastructure, and M-bounding are the primary anti-exploitation tools.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (normative).

Cross-references: Coercion, Harm, Dignity, Consent.



Extraction-Direction Asymmetry

A corollary to the Relative-Position Computation Principle. PM extraction is asymmetric in direction: a downward attribution (lowering another’s computed position) extracts more Mimetic Premium per unit of effort than an upward attribution (raising one’s own), by a factor R_dir > 1. Two independent grounds compound. (i) Channel-gain ground: lowering (whether of a Rival or the threat of being lowered oneself) is processed on the alarm channel (amygdala, anterior insula, dorsal anterior cingulate, with downstream hypothalamic engagement), which carries the Observer’s negative-signed Salience, is felt under Phenomenological Collapse as threat to the body, and is higher-gain, slower-decaying, and rumination-prone; raising oneself is processed on the ordinary approach/reward channel, which decays normally. Hence a gain ratio g_dn/g_up > 1. (ii) Structural ground: relative position is a difference, so a single down-move widens the computed differential from the counterpart’s end and registers additionally as a threat resolved, contributing a both-ends bonus ρ ≥ 0. The combined per-act extraction ratio is R_dir = (g_dn/g_up)(1 + ρ), which exceeds 1 wherever either ground is active. The two grounds are deliberately retained as separate multiplicative terms so the asymmetry survives the loss of either. R_dir is a per-act extraction ratio and is distinct from the internal loop gain G of Appendix A.5; it does not enter G_crit. Empirical signature: real-world positional moves, the orthogonal launder, scapegoating, and elite reform-resistance are predominantly downward-directed (denigration of others) rather than self-elevating.

Explanation. Putting someone else down buys you more standing, for less effort, than building yourself up does. Two reasons stack. First, your brain runs “being lowered” and “lowering a rival” through the same fast alarm system it uses for physical threats (high-strung, slow to settle, prone to brooding) whereas “raising yourself” runs through the ordinary reward system that calms down normally. Second, rank is a gap between you and someone else, so knocking them down widens the gap from their side and feels like a threat dealt with, all in one move. That is why the cheap, dominant move everywhere (in politics, in gossip, in elite push-back against reform) is to run others down, not to praise yourself.

Governing expressions. (1) Per-act extraction asymmetry: R_dir = (g_dn/g_up)(1 + ρ), with R_dir > 1 whenever g_dn > g_up or ρ > 0. (2) Collective-alignment dynamics (population-scale coarse-graining, not the fast loop of Appendix A.4): the collective positional alignment m(t) obeys a forced damped oscillator m’’ + 2β_m m’ + ω_m² m = F(t), where the positional forcing F(t) = R_dir · k · sign(m)(1 + c|m|) is scaled by the asymmetry R_dir; withholding sets F → 0, leaving pure damping, and m(t) decays to the equilibrium m* = 0. (3) Floor invariance: P_M ≥ 0 throughout, per P = P_A + P_I + P_M; attenuation governs the rate and baseline of accrual, never the sign. Full derivation at Appendix A, Section A.10.

Falsification. (1) If neuroimaging shows status-gain engaging the alarm channel at gain equal to or exceeding status-loss, the channel-gain ground fails. (2) If, controlling for effort, upward attribution is found to extract equal or greater PM than downward in observed status economies, R_dir ≤ 1 and the asymmetry is falsified. (3) If the orthogonal launder and scapegoat-construction are found to be predominantly self-elevating rather than other-lowering, the empirical signature fails. (4) For the Mutual-Regard Equilibrium: if populations practising either route (universal private withholding of downward attribution, or symmetrised mutual regard) show no shrinkage of the computed regard differential relative to controls, or if symmetric regard at a given level is found to sustain a non-zero PM differential, the equilibrium claim fails.

Cross-references: Mutual-Regard Equilibrium (the population-scale net-benefit consequence).

Derivation: Chapter 10, Section 10.3.5; Appendix A, Section A.10.2; Appendix A, Section A.10.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



— F —

Fairness

Fairness is the refusal to prefer one Individual’s motivational claims over another’s on the basis of who they are, their Status, or the Salience of their wanting. Fairness is not a refusal to prefer Appetites and Intrinsic Motivation over Mimetic Desire.

Explanation. Fairness is a rule about Individuals, not about sources. Two Individuals want, and Fairness refuses to rank one Individual’s wanting above the other’s because of who they are, their Status, or the Salience of the wanting. An Appetitive claim still outranks a Mimetic claim, including when the Mimetic claim belongs to the Individual of higher Salience. Equality names the conditions that refusal requires: guaranteed Appetitive Floors, real access to Intrinsic domains, and protection from status-crushing Mimetic escalation. Fairness is the refusal itself.

Distinction from Equality. Equality is the equal conditions. Fairness is the interpersonal refusal that assigns those conditions without ranking Individuals.

Derivation: Chapter 19, Section 19.13.9.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (normative).

Cross-references: Equality, Freedom, Appetitive Floors (A-floors), Intrinsic domains (I-domains), Status, Salience, Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), Mimetic Desire (M).



Fast-Layer Axiom Restatements (M1 through M5b)

Fast-Layer Axiom Restatements (M1 through M5b). Six derivative restatements of the canonical axioms, introduced in Appendix A, Section A.2, to specify the fast valuation layer of the three-layer formalism in the way B1 through B3 specify the slow layer and N1 through N3 the network layer. M1 Behavioural Taxonomy Primary; Neural Mechanism Secondary (from Axiom 1): the three sources are distinguished first by their observable behavioural signatures. M2 Fast Perceptual-to-Goal Coupling (from Axiom 7): a fast mapping from observed Model behaviour to the internal mimetic signal M(t)M(t), operating on subsecond timescales and preceding conscious access. M3 Common-Currency Integration (from Axiom 2): the Decision Hub computes V(t)=wAA(t)+wII(t)+wMM(t)V(t) = w_A A(t) + w_I I(t) + w_M M(t). M4 Status Feedback (from Axiom 5): realised valuation modulates environmental Salience S(t)S(t), which feeds back into the mimetic input channel. M5a Source Opacity as Information-Theoretic Entailment of Integration (from Axioms 2 and 3): the integration discards source tags, by the Data Processing Inequality. M5b Differential Satiation (from Axiom 6): the three contributions have distinct satiation dynamics, and the M-contribution carries no self-terminating term.

Explanation. These six restatements are not new axioms. They put the existing axioms into the form the fast layer of the formal model needs: how the three sources are told apart, how watching someone else want something starts wanting in the watcher, how the three signals combine into one value, how a realised choice feeds back into what the surroundings mark as valuable, why the combination hides where the value came from, and why only the copied component never switches itself off.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Axiom Restatement. Source: Appendix A.2.

Cross-references: B1-B3 Slow-Layer Axiom Restatements, Network-Layer Axiom Restatements (N1-N3), Common-Currency Integration, Source Opacity, Data Processing Inequality, Differential Satiation Dynamics (Axiom 6), Preconscious Transmission, Internal Loop Gain, Parasitism Theorem.



Fast-to-Slow Coupling

Fast-to-Slow Coupling. The Fast-to-Slow Coupling is the formal specification of the handoff between the fast valuation layer (the three-node M→V→SM \to V \to S system operating on subsecond timescales) and the slow Bayesian layer (the Belief Register and Hypothesis Space operating on the timescale τB\tau_B). The coupling map Φ:(Vt,St,bt,ℋ)→Et\Phi:(V_t, S_t, b_t, \mathcal{H})\to E_t delivers the Decision Hub’s Scalar to Conscious Cognition as Evidence, which is then lifted to a likelihood over the representable Hypothesis Space (Stage 1), used to update the Belief Register by Bayes’ rule (Stage 2), and emitted back to the fast layer as a weighted Evidence proposition (Stage 3), where the emission strength is governed by the Evidence-Emission Coefficient ω(Tint)\omega(T_{int}).

Explanation. The fast valuation loop runs your moment-to-moment reactions, and the slow Bayesian loop runs your settled Beliefs about why you want things. The Fast-to-Slow Coupling is the bridge between them. Your fast loop produces the Scalar, a feeling of wanting, which your conscious mind interprets by picking the most plausible explanation from its available Hypothesis set. That explanation becomes a piece of evidence that updates your Beliefs, and those updated Beliefs feed back into your fast loop by adjusting how much weight different motivational sources get. If your Hypothesis set does not include “this wanting might be mimetically driven,” then the coupling systematically converts mimetic wanting into sincere false Beliefs about authentic motivation. This is the Confabulation Rationality Lemma in dynamical-systems form.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.5.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Source: Appendix A.5.6.

Cross-references: Decision Hub, Belief Register, Source Opacity, Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Internal Loop Gain, Slow-Layer Loop Gain, Joint Stability Condition, Evidence-Emission Coefficient, Restriction-Induced Concentration Factor, Scalar-to-Likelihood Lift, B1-B3 Slow-Layer Axiom Restatements, Self-Coupling Permanence Principle, Knowledge Patch, Bayesian Lock-In.



Failure-Cost Identity

Failure-Cost Identity. The identity holding that the aggregate expenditure a community makes on Conflict is not the price of its justice, its security, or its dispute resolution, but the measured cost of its failure to hold its interfaces sub-critical. The identity rests on a derived rather than adopted baseline: no expenditure on Conflict corrects an Appetitive or Intrinsic deficit that existed before the Conflict began or that would have existed had it never begun, and none carries any party past the position held before the interface crossed the Critical Loop Gain, so the optimum expenditure is nil and every unit above nil measures the extent to which prevention did not occur. The measure counts Conflict and not friction, reads the system rather than the parties, and is a lower bound, because Intrinsic suppression is welfare never generated and Trauma is not denominated. The figure falls legitimately only where the incidence falls; a reduction achieved by declining to adjudicate conceals the cost rather than removing it.

Explanation. Money spent on courts, police, grievance procedures, arbitration and armies is usually counted as the price of having a civilised society. It is the opposite. None of it puts anyone ahead of where they were before the trouble started; at best it patches part of the damage the trouble caused. So the right benchmark is nothing at all, and every dollar above nothing is a receipt for a failure to stop the trouble earlier. You never learn what the prevented fight would have cost, and you do not need to, because the fights you did not prevent are already itemised, audited and published, just filed under the wrong heading.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.18.

Cross-references: Averted-Cost Opacity Principle, Conflict (AIM sense), Conflict-as-Failure-Mode Principle, Conflict Horizon, Mechanic’s Obligation, Early-Identification Principle, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Loop Gain, Trauma, Precautionary Asymmetry.



Fallow Signature

Fallow Signature. The Behavioural Signature of an Object wanted under Mimetic Desire (M): the Object is acquired, used briefly, and then kept unused while the occasions for using the Object continue. The wanting that drove the acquisition ends at possession, because Salience tracks an Object as pursued rather than as possessed. The use that follows is carried by the Object’s novelty, through Curiosity, and ends when Boredom registers that the Object has nothing left to resolve, so the interval is the time the Object’s novelty takes to be spent and varies with the Object. The Fallow Signature is distinguished from the continuing use of an Object that an Appetitive need or an Intrinsic process requires, which stays in use for as long as the need recurs or the process continues, and from the consumption of an Object used up in the process, whose wanting returns with the process for any equivalent unit. The Fallow Signature applies to every class of Object, roles and memberships included: where a membership was taken up to be seen as a member, the unseen part of the process lapses first and the membership is the last to be let go.

Explanation. Something you wanted because it caught your eye, or because other people wanted it, gets used for a while and then sits in the cupboard. A guitar bought because a friend plays is played for a few weeks while it is new, and then stays on its stand even on the evenings you have free. A guitar bought for playing you love keeps being played, and a loaf of bread is eaten and bought again. Joining things works the same way: if you joined the choir to be seen in it, the rehearsals go first, the concerts last a little longer, and your name stays on the list long after you have stopped singing. How long it takes is however long the novelty lasts, which is different for every Object.

Derivation: Chapter 7, Section 7.5.2.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Diagnostic.

Cross-references: Mimetic Desire (M), Behavioural Signatures, Two-Question Diagnostic, Audience-Removal Test, Private Persistence, Curiosity, Boredom, Axiom 6 - Differential Satiation Dynamics, Object.



Fault-Line Figure

Fault-Line Figure. A Fault-Line Figure is the person-case specialisation of an Anchoring Object: an Individual whose accumulated Mimetic Premium is sufficiently high that they function as the primary comparative reference point for an entire political field, such that every other actor’s Status position is partially computed through their orientation relative to the figure (support, opposition, analysis, neutrality), and the figure’s removal would simultaneously destabilise every actor’s Self-Model. The Fault-Line Figure generates PM for the entire field: supporters gain PM-from-alignment, opponents gain PM-from-opposition, and commentators gain PM-from-proximity, creating a distributed incentive to maintain polarisation in which no participant has a structural reason to eliminate the configuration. The Fault-Line Figure is the historically Salient and most frequently encountered instance of the Anchoring Object, but the underlying mechanism is Object-general: the same removal-branch discharge follows where the Anchoring Object is a sacred object, an external power, or a system of governance, none of which involves an Individual. Results stated for the Fault-Line Figure that depend only on the comparison-other function generalise without modification to the Anchoring Object.

Explanation. A Fault-Line Figure is the political leader everyone is talking about, and everyone’s identity has become partly defined by whether they support, oppose, or analyse them. The figure generates status for people on all sides: supporters get status from loyalty, opponents get status from resistance, and commentators get status from explaining it all. This means nobody actually benefits from the figure disappearing, even though many claim to want exactly that. The figure has become the organising principle of the entire political field. The leader is the most familiar case, but not the only one, the same thing happens when a tribe’s sacred idol is destroyed, or when an entire system of government collapses. The figure is the version of this with a face on it.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.6.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Differentiation Collapse Mechanism, Valence-Neutral Status, M-Led Negative-Attention-Seeking, Decoherence-Time Stabilisation Effect, Anchoring Object.



Field-Correction Obligation

Field-Correction Obligation. The Field-Correction Obligation is the requirement, derived from the Relational Subcriticality Principle, that because a Harm deforms Self-Models across the whole field rather than transferring a quantity to a creditor, the field’s own persistence condition requires the correction of every Self-Model the perturbation deformed, no node excluded. It runs inward from the community across the field, to the victim and dependants, to the helpers in expanding circles, and to the generating field of the act, the perpetrator and the enablers who loaded the loop, and to the field around the generating field. The obligation attaches to the deformation and not to anyone’s intent, because the deformation is the same whatever produced it (the natural-death control), while the form correction takes at each node is calibrated to the forward risk that node carries and the share of the loop it loaded. A field cannot discharge the obligation by directing the perturbation onto a single node, which is the scapegoating direction the Justice movement dissolves; it discharges the obligation only by re-fitting every deformed node. Cascading Support is the obligation applied to the field deformed around the victim and to the field around the generating field, the dependants, households and communities anchored to those who produced the act; Cascading Consequences is the obligation applied to the generating field; the two run concurrently as one operation.

Plain language. When a serious Harm happens, it does not just hurt one person and leave everyone else untouched. It damages the sense of self of everyone connected to it, the victim, the family, the people who step in to help, and even the wrongdoer and those who helped them. Because the community is one connected web, the only way it can repair itself is to mend every damaged part, not to dump all the damage onto one person and call that justice. Helping the victim’s circle, supporting the wrongdoer’s family, who did nothing, and correcting the wrongdoer’s circle are parts of the same repair job, and they happen at the same time.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.14; Chapter 17, Section 17.19; Appendix A, Section A.5.7.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Derived in Chapter 16 (Conflict and Justice), Section 16.14, from the Relational Subcriticality Principle.

Cross-references: Relational Subcriticality Principle, Cascading Support, Cascading Consequences, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Trauma, Scapegoat Mechanism, Non-Malice Corollary.



Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary

Canonical Definition. The Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary is the floor locus of the Dual-Locus Ignition Theorem: the result that there exists a unique critical depth of sustained Appetite deficit at the worst-off segment at which Mimetic amplification first outruns correction across the guarded range of collective Belief, so that the Subcriticality Condition fails and the collective crisis transition ignites from below without any leadership variable entering the condition. The mechanism is monotone: chronic deprivation downweights exogenous evidence (raising effective Coupling Strength) and drains the Belief Heterogeneity Buffer (removing the cross-Individual Belief variance from which its damping derives), both increasing in the depth of the deficit, and the operative quantity is the worst-off segment’s deficit rather than the population mean’s. The economic and revolutionary face of the resulting discharge is the floor-reasserting fold of Chapter 17, Section 17.5. Formal statement: Appendix A, A.5.8.7. Prose derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.8.4.

Explanation. Push the worst-off far enough below their subsistence floor and a society will tip into crisis on its own, no leader required. The reason is mechanical: when people cannot meet real bodily needs, evidence from the outside world stops changing their minds, which is the same thing as their becoming more susceptible to whatever story is going around, and the ordinary disagreement between people that normally slows a panic drains away at the same time. Both effects deepen as the deprivation deepens, and there is a definite point — set by the most exposed group, not the average — where correction can no longer keep up and the collapse fires. This is the mirror image of the apex locus of the same theorem: the floor locus can be switched off by making sure the worst-off are provisioned, which is why Appetite-floor security is treated as a structural requirement of holding a society subcritical, not as an optional kindness.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.8.4.

Cross-references: Dual-Locus Ignition Theorem, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Belief Heterogeneity Buffer, Coupling Strength, A-Floor Erosion Principle, Saddle-Node Default.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result (Corollary to the Dual-Locus Ignition Theorem; qualitative register, Appendix A).



Flow (AIM sense)

Flow (AIM sense). Flow is the low-crowding limit of Observer-driven crowding-out of the Thinker’s generative search: the state in which few observable valuing agents are present in the field, or the Observer is rendered low-Salience with respect to those present, so that the Observer’s continuous sampling of the Belief Register and of the behaviour of observed agents falls toward its minimum and ceases to compete with Imagination’s goal-directed search of the Hypothesis Space. Flow is not a distinct architectural state or a separate mechanism; it is the low-intensity end of the single continuous crowding-out process whose high-intensity end is dense Observer sampling of many Salient valuing agents. Its two signature features are one condition described on two channels: loss of self-consciousness is the minimum of Observer crowding on the self-as-observed-agent channel, and subjective time compression is the same minimum on the duration-tracking channel, because subjective duration tracks the density of registered agent-configuration events (the Observer’s dominant input under the Configural Update-Rate Asymmetry), so that stream thinning and felt-time compressing are the same event. The enjoyment of flow is the joy in the doing at its most concentrated: each stage of the process closes its own deficit as the work proceeds, and with the Observer quiescent nothing competes with the liking those closures carry (Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2).

Explanation. Flow is what happens when there is almost nobody to watch and nothing agent-like to keep track of, so the part of your mind that constantly monitors other people and where you stand relative to them goes quiet, and the thinking-and-imagining part is left free to work on the task in front of it. This is why flow needs a clear goal and a good skill-challenge match: the imagination stays pointed at the task the whole time; quiescence only removes the social monitoring that would otherwise distract it. The two famous features of flow (losing your sense of self and losing your sense of time) are not two separate things. They are the same quiet-Observer condition showing up in two places: you stop tracking yourself as someone being watched and judged, and, because your brain measures time by counting notable happenings and the most notable happenings are other agents doing things, there is suddenly almost nothing left to count, so time seems to vanish. The enjoyment comes from the work itself: each small step that comes right is a small satisfaction, and with nothing else competing for attention those satisfactions are what you feel. Flow is the individual, moment-to-moment version of the same crowding-out that shows up when a paid reward kills someone’s enjoyment of an activity (Motivation Crowding-Out) or when a status economy squeezes out genuine-interest activity across a whole society (the I-Crowding-Out Dynamic).

Cross-references: Observer-Quiescence Corollary, Crowding-Out, Configural Update-Rate Asymmetry, Observer, Thinker, Imagination, Hypothesis Space, Minimum Installation Condition, Belief Register, Fun, Conscious Cognition.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.5; Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived as the low-crowding limit of the Observer-Quiescence Corollary. Externally corroborated by flow research (Csikszentmihalyi), active-inference accounts of flow’s self-loss (Parvizi-Wayne et al.), the event-density account of time perception (Block and Grondin), and Event Segmentation Theory (Zacks and Swallow).



Fold Geometry (AIM usage)

Fold Geometry (AIM usage). Fold Geometry names the bifurcation topology in which two fixed points of the fast valuation dynamical system (Appendix A), one stable and one unstable, approach each other as the internal loop gain G ≡ κ_S·β·γ·σ’(V) rises, collide at G = G_crit, and annihilate, after which the system has no nearby equilibrium and jumps discontinuously to whichever distant attractor survives the collision: the inflated state where the low-V fixed point was the one annihilated, and the A-I functional baseline V ≈ w_A·A + w_I·I where the inflated fixed point was. Fold Geometry is the architecturally generic case for high-PM systems under M1 through M5b and is the mathematical structure underlying Saddle-Node Default. Canonical reference: Appendix A, §A.5.3.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.5.3.

Explanation. Imagine two hills on a landscape that gradually slide toward each other until they merge and flatten out. Before the merge, a ball sitting on the stable hill can wobble a bit and return to the top. Once the hills collide and disappear, the ball has nowhere local to rest and rolls all the way down to the valley far below. Fold Geometry is the mathematical name for this kind of collapse. In AIM it describes what happens to an inflated mimetic valuation (bubble price, scapegoating peak, institutional consensus) when the concealment structure holding it up gives way. There is no warning wobble and no gentle return to fair value. The system simply falls off the edge and lands at the level that would have existed if Mimetic Premium had never inflated it. The same geometry runs the other way at the other edge. Approached from below, it is the low hill that merges and vanishes, and the ball rolls up into the inflated state — which is how the spiral catches rather than how it ends.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Governed Band, Saturation Hold, Saddle-Node Default, Mimetic Premium (PM), Hopf Sub-Case, Crisis State Architecture.



Forced Quiescence

Forced Quiescence is the suppression of visible mimetic dynamics through monopolistic control over every channel through which those dynamics would normally manifest. It is structurally distinct from Subcriticality: under Subcriticality, mimetic dynamics operate but are constrained by independent institutional friction; under Forced Quiescence, mimetic dynamics are not constrained but concealed. The system appears stable because the only Individual whose M-dynamics could trigger visible crisis, the dictator, has no domestic rivals against whom to escalate. Under Forced Quiescence, κ (Coupling Strength) approaches maximum because the system’s entire evidence base is endogenous, and τ (Decoherence Time) is artificially extended because reality cannot intrude through the channels it would normally use. Errors accumulate across five channels: elite mimetic competition, Confabulation correction, institutional competence, A-floor independence, and I-domain access.

Explanation. A fake calm where a dictator suppresses all the signs of trouble rather than actually fixing the problems. Things look peaceful on the surface, but all the rivalries, errors, and pressures are building up invisibly behind the dam of total control. The longer the suppression continues, the more pressure accumulates, and the more catastrophic the eventual release.

Substrate specification. Forced Quiescence accumulates Mimetic Debt across four architecturally distinct channels: M-suppression (the suppressed mimetic competition that compounds during the suppression interval), A-floor contingency (the suppressed A-precarity that becomes manifest on suppression release), I-domain destruction (the suppressed I-engagement that has eroded during the suppression interval), and Confabulation accumulation (the uncorrected narratives that have compounded under the suppression’s exogenous-evidence absence). Succession Decoherence releases all four channels simultaneously, producing the Seneca Asymmetry between gradual accumulation and catastrophic release. Intervention design during Forced Quiescence must address all four channels; addressing only M-suppression release is insufficient.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.6.1.

Cross-references: Subcriticality, Succession Decoherence Principle, Accumulated Mimetic Debt, κ (Coupling Strength), τ (Decoherence Time), Seneca Asymmetry, Leadership Compression Principle, Anchoring Object, Differentiation Collapse Mechanism, Discharge Duration Principle, Synthetic Buffer Corollary.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Foundational-Entailment Distinction (FED)

The Foundational-Entailment Distinction (FED) is the principle that the foundational text of a general theory is required to lay out generative principles and demonstrate their application across major output categories, but is not required to derive every particular instance within its scope, the theory’s scope extends to all derivable instances, while the text need only demonstrate the derivation procedure on representative cases.

Explanation. FED prevents a common misreading of general theories: the demand that the foundational text must contain every application. Newton’s Principia derives the laws of motion and demonstrates them on planetary orbits, falling apples, and tides, it does not derive the trajectory of every cannonball ever fired, yet Newtonian mechanics covers all such trajectories in principle. Similarly, AIM’s foundational text demonstrates how the three-source architecture generates predictions about markets, justice, conflict, and institutional design across representative cases. Demanding that the text derive every specific application, the dynamics of a particular housing bubble, or the escalation pattern in a specific geopolitical crisis, is a category error. FED clarifies the division of labour: the foundational text establishes and demonstrates; the research programme extends and tests. See Completeness Criterion for General Theory Status.

Derivation: Chapter 3, Section 3.3.

Epistemic Status: Metatheoretical Principle.

Cross-references: Completeness Criterion for General Theory Status (CCGT), Replacement Requirement, Derivation-Not-Ambition Principle (DNA-P), AIM Framework.



Four Dimensions of M-Management

The Four Dimensions of M-Management are the institutional design levers through which societies can systematically damp destructive Mimetic escalation without attempting to eliminate M:

(1) observability suppression, reducing gratuitous visibility and public comparison in high-M arenas;

(2) A-sufficiency universalisation, securing broad A-floors so that status races do not threaten survival;

(3) I-infrastructure protection, building and insulating I-domains and Intrinsic Infrastructure from status tournaments; and

(4) opt-out preservation, ensuring live, non-punitive exit paths from high-M arenas so that Individuals can refuse mimetic games without forfeiting A-sufficiency or basic I-opportunity.

Explanation. The Four Dimensions of M-Management translate AIM’s structural diagnosis into a governance checklist. Observability suppression tackles the Observability Gradient and High-Theatre environments by asking “what could be kept off-stage without undermining safety or accountability?” A-sufficiency universalisation fulfils A-Rights and A-Duties by making sure that exiting a status race does not mean hunger, homelessness, or untreated illness. I-infrastructure protection defends schools, libraries, labs, studios, and community spaces etc. from conversion into prestige tournaments, keeping them as genuine I-domains. Opt-out preservation guarantees that people can walk away from conflict, bubbles, polarised theatres, or toxic arenas without losing access to housing, jobs, or basic respect. Together, these dimensions give concrete content to “M-management” in the Stratification Inevitability and Unifying Crisis Principles: they are the levers that, if maintained, can keep societies in subcritical mimetic regimes without demanding impossible changes to human nature.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.22.

Epistemic Status: Proposed Intervention.

Cross-references: Observability Gradient, Mimetic Desire (M), Blind Pricing, High-Observability Sectors.



Frame Rupture

Frame Rupture. The architectural event in which a Hypothesis central to the Self-Model can no longer be sustained as a True Belief, either because the Hypothesis has been incontrovertibly disconfirmed or because a previously orthogonal Hypothesis (an H3 outside the prior representable Hypothesis Space ℋ\mathcal{H}) has entered the space and displaced the prior amplitude distribution, producing amplitude redistribution across the remaining ℋ\mathcal{H} and opening the Therapeutic Window as the post-rupture interval of elevated receptivity to revision.

Explanation. Frame Rupture is the formal architectural event that opens the Therapeutic Window. Under Quantum Epistemology, the Self-Model holds a distribution of probability amplitudes across the Hypothesis Space, with one or more dominant Hypotheses carrying near-unity amplitude. Frame Rupture is the event of losing one of those dominant Hypotheses. The mechanism can be either (i) incontrovertible disconfirmation of the previously dominant Hypothesis (the evidence has become impossible to reconcile with the Hypothesis), or (ii) the entry of a previously orthogonal Hypothesis into the representable space (an H3 that the prior framework could not formulate, now becoming representable and displacing the prior amplitude distribution). In either case, the prior amplitude that the dominant Hypothesis carried is now redistributed across the remaining Hypothesis Space, and previously low-amplitude Hypotheses become representationally available.

Quantum-Epistemology grounding. Frame Rupture operates at the formal-architectural level through amplitude redistribution across ℋ\mathcal{H}. Source-channel implications follow from rupture-type rather than from rupture-mechanism: I-attribution rupture (loss of an I-grounded self-narrative) opens I-Hypothesis Space; A-attribution rupture (threat to A-floor identity) opens A-Hypothesis Space; M-attribution rupture (Status inversion or exposure of M-capture) opens M-Hypothesis Space specifically. The Therapeutic Window is the architectural intervention-opening produced by Frame Rupture, with AIM uptake conditional on competing Hypotheses being available in the Individual’s ℋ\mathcal{H} at the time of rupture. The Vocabulary Gap (Hilbert Collapse) is the architectural barrier to AIM uptake that persists when ℋ\mathcal{H} does not yet contain the M-attribution Hypothesis, even after Frame Rupture.

Derivation: Chapter 15, Section 15.7.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct; derived from Quantum Epistemology (QE), Hypothesis Space, and the Hilbert Collapse mechanism.

Source: Chapter 2 (Quantum Epistemology (QE), Therapeutic Window, Vocabulary Gap (Hilbert Collapse) entries); Chapter 13 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics, amplitude redistribution treatment).

Cross-references: Quantum Epistemology (QE), Hypothesis Space, Hilbert Collapse, Vocabulary Gap (Hilbert Collapse), Therapeutic Window, Imaginative Search Corollary, Self-Model Disruption, Bayesian Lock-In.



Freedom

Freedom, in AIM terms, is the state in which intrinsic motivation can reliably lead action while appetites are adequately regulated and mimetic pressures are recognised and bounded, so that life choices are not dictated by deprivation or status panic (Normative Principle).

Explanation. A person is free, on this account, when self-endorsed projects are actually able to guide what they do, because their basic needs are secure enough not to hijack them and social pressures are strong enough to inform, but not to coerce. Freedom is not the absence of all constraint; it is the presence of conditions under which the AIM profile is stably I-led rather than A- or M-dominated.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (normative).

Cross-references: Fairness, Equality, Intrinsic Motivation (I).



Friction Compounding Effect

Friction Compounding Effect is the mutual reinforcement of the four buffering mechanisms (institutional friction, Belief heterogeneity, A-floor security, I-domain vitality) during stability periods, producing a self-reinforcing stability cycle; and the reverse phenomenon, cascading failure with buffer inversion, during collapse. The Friction Compounding Effect provides the buffer-level mechanism for the Seneca Asymmetry: independent operation during growth produces robust stability; coupled failure during collapse produces rapid disintegration.

Explanation. During stable times, each safety mechanism makes the others work better, courts protect the press, the press protects institutions, institutions protect welfare, welfare protects people’s ability to think clearly, clear thinking keeps disagreement healthy, healthy disagreement supports court independence. During collapse, the same connections work in reverse, each failure causes other failures, and the disagreement mechanism can flip from a brake to an accelerator, which is why civilisations fall much faster than they rise. See Seneca Asymmetry, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Institutional Brake, Buffer Inversion.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.12.2; Chapter 13, Section 13.8.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Seneca Asymmetry, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Institutional Brake, Buffer Inversion.



Fun

Fun. Fun is the subjective phenomenology of active I-engagement: the experience of novelty (sensory, physical, cognitive, creative, or social) encountered during process-rewarding activity, produced by dopaminergic prediction-error signals that mark unfamiliar input as rewarding. Fun is present when novelty remains, challenge persists, and prediction errors are being generated. It is I’s real-time feedback signal that the current activity is producing process-reward. Fun is the broader phenomenological counterpart of flow: where Flow (AIM sense) is the specific low-crowding limit at which Observer-driven crowding-out of the Thinker’s generative search approaches its minimum, Fun encompasses the full range of positive I-engagement experience (including sensory exploration, playful experimentation, and curiosity-driven investigation), not only that peak low-crowding state.

Explanation. Fun is what it feels like when you are genuinely engaged in something new and interesting, whether that is riding a roller coaster, learning a new skill, improvising music, or exploring unfamiliar territory. It is not frivolous. It is the brain’s signal that an activity is worth doing right now because there is still something novel and rewarding happening. When Fun stops, boredom arrives, and the healthy response is to move on to something that offers fresh engagement. Individuals need to have more Fun. The AIM Framework’s normative goal is to create the structural conditions under which they can.

Cross-references: Flow (AIM sense), Observer-Quiescence Corollary, Crowding-Out.

Derivation: Chapter 7, Section 7.5.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



— G —

Gap Behaviour Test

The Gap Behaviour Test is the diagnostic test that reads the Lead of an Individual’s engagement in a domain from what the Individual does during an interval in which recognition in that domain is absent: an I-led Individual continues the practice, and an M-led Individual lets it lapse or seeks an alternative audience.

Explanation. The Gap Behaviour Test is the Audience-Removal Test carried across an interval of conduct instead of posed as a counterfactual. When recognition stops, the input M draws from others’ reactions stops with it, and what remains on M’s side is the Individual’s attenuated observation of their own behaviour (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.9.1) and any imagined audience. I’s inputs are untouched, because cognition continues in private (Chapter 7, Section 7.4.2.2). The comedian who writes jokes nobody hears and the musician who composes in private read as I-led. The Individual whose output dries up, or who turns to controversy or a new high visibility platform unrelated to the craft, reads as M-led. A lapse alone does not discriminate, because an A-driven cause such as illness or the need for income produces one too, so the M reading requires the turn toward a new audience, or the A causes excluded. The Gap Behaviour Test reads the Lead (see Lead-Tag-Last Heuristic), not the full composition, and asks whether the practice continues, not whether it continues at the same intensity.

Derivation: Chapter 7, Section 7.4.2.3; Chapter 20, Section 20.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Diagnostic. Falsifiable prediction (Chapter 7, What Would Falsify This?, criterion 7).

Cross-references: Audience-Removal Test, Care-Substitution Test, Lead-Tag-Last Heuristic, Valence-Neutral Status.



GDPA, GDPI, GDPM

GDPA, GDPI, and GDPM are aggregate measures decomposing total economic activity into the share predominantly driven by appetitive motives (A), intrinsic motives (I), and mimetic motives (M), obtained by aggregating good-level Price Shares across the economy, expenditure-weighted.

The aggregation runs on the Price Shares rather than on the good-level AIM indices because GDP is a money total: what is being partitioned is expenditure, and sA, sI and sM are defined on the transaction. The good-level AIM index is the buyer-side companion measure, and approximates the shares only where a good’s source-specific utilities are equal.

Explanation. Instead of treating GDP as one big number, AIM splits it into three streams: how much production mainly serves bodily and safety needs, how much mainly supports intrinsically valuable activity, and how much mainly fuels status games. This decomposition makes it possible to say, for example, that a country’s extra growth went mostly into M-heavy sectors rather than improving basic security or meaningful opportunities.

Derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.26; Chapter 12, Section 12.27.

Epistemic Status: Theoretical Construct (Latent Variable).

Cross-references: Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), Mimetic Desire (M), GDP Source-Blindness Corollary, Price Decomposition, Price Shares (sA, sI, sM).



GDP Source-Blindness Corollary

GDP Source-Blindness Corollary. The GDP Source-Blindness Corollary is the corollary to the A-Default Confabulation Principle stating that any economic-measurement architecture denominated in Common Currency without source-decomposition at the per-transaction throughput rung of the Aggregation Gradient is structurally incapable of distinguishing A-output from PM-extraction on A-essentials, I-output from PM-extraction in the same sectors, or productive activity from parasitic extraction layered onto productive activity at that rung. Because the measure is source-blind at the rung at which it operates, and the discipline’s A-default frames all monetary flow at that rung as A-provision plus a luxury residual, GDP and analogous per-transaction-throughput aggregates register PM-extraction as economic activity equivalent in kind to A-provision, with the consequence that headline aggregates can rise during periods of flourishing-erosion (housing crises, mental-health epidemics, rivalry-intensification on observability platforms) when the underlying source-composition is shifting from A-I-dominant to PM-dominant. The GDP Source-Blindness Corollary is qualified by the Aggregation-Concealment Independence Theorem and the Macro-Residue Visibility Principle, which establish that the source-decomposition becomes diagnosable at higher aggregation rungs through alternative population-scale statistics (markup concentration, A-Floor erosion indicators, Aggregate Net Mimetic Position divergence) even where per-transaction concealment is total.

Explanation. GDP, measured the way it currently is, counts every dollar the same. A dollar spent on food, a dollar spent on rent that is mostly PM-interest extraction, a dollar spent on a fast-fashion garment that produces flourishing-erosion in the wearer, and a dollar spent on a craft tool that supports decades of I-engagement are all identical to GDP at the transaction rung. This is why GDP can grow while housing becomes unaffordable, mental health collapses, and inequality widens: the per-transaction measure cannot tell that the additional dollars are PM-extraction rather than A-provision. What the GDP Source-Blindness Corollary does not say is that the source-decomposition is invisible everywhere. At higher aggregation rungs (the level of population-scale concentration statistics, A-Floor erosion indicators, Aggregate Net Mimetic Position divergence, and sectoral markup distributions), the cumulative signature of Unidirectional PM Flow is observable to third-party analysis even when per-transaction concealment is total, because the Aggregation-Concealment Independence Theorem establishes that the population-scale signature does not require dissecting individual transactions. A source-decomposed national account would supplement headline GDP with the four kinds of macro-residue statistic the Macro-Residue Visibility Principle specifies, making the divergence between monetary throughput and actual flourishing legible without requiring transaction-level source-tagging.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from the A-Default Confabulation Principle, the Price Decomposition (P = P_A + P_I + P_M), the Aggregation Gradient, and the Aggregation-Concealment Independence Theorem.

Derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.26.

Cross-references: A-Default Confabulation Principle, Price Decomposition, Mimetic Premium (PM), Parasitic Equilibrium, Concealment Infrastructure, Aggregation Gradient, Aggregation-Concealment Independence Theorem, Macro-Residue Visibility Principle, Unidirectional PM Flow Principle, A-Floor Erosion Principle.



Goal Persistence Score (GPS)

The Goal Persistence Score (GPS) measures how stubbornly an AI system pursues instrumental strategies and subgoals even when blocked, constraints are imposed, or the original context changes.

Explanation. GPS shows whether the system has the AI equivalent of tunnel vision. Does it keep finding new ways to pursue a goal when you try to stop it, or does it gracefully back off when constrained? High-GPS systems are like the classic paperclip maximizer-they treat every obstacle as a puzzle to solve rather than a signal to stop, which means they’ll route around your safeguards instead of respecting them.

Derivation: Appendix C, Section C.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Metric.

Cross-references: Constraint Satiation Ratio (CSR), Apex M-Capture.



Governance Completeness Condition

Governance Completeness Condition. The Governance Completeness Condition is the specification of what an adequate governance architecture must contain: it must gate the authority, convert the crisis geometry, and be read from outside. The three obligations are not substitutes for one another. The gate is an operation on the four capacities named in the apex ignition condition, and by the Time-Buying Principle it acts on the interval between a decision and its consequence while touching no coupling in the Internal Loop Gain, so it buys the interval and cannot convert the geometry. Conversion requires a Restoring Node, and by the Saddle-Node Default nothing else converts, but a node acts on the loop and cannot close a route into crisis that one Individual holding the four capacities can open whatever the loop is doing. And by Source Opacity the quantity requiring damping is not readable from within the system carrying it, so a structure discharging either of the first two obligations must have its own state read somewhere other than by itself, which makes the third a condition on the first two rather than an addition to them. What is complete is the obligation set and not any design satisfying it: the Governance Completeness Condition states what an adequate architecture must contain, and not that containing it is enough. Derived at Chapter 20, Section 20.2.

Explanation. A car needs brakes, a governor on its top speed, and a speedometer, and none of the three does the job of the others. The brakes stop this journey and change nothing about how fast the car gets driven tomorrow. The governor changes what the car can do and will not stop it hitting the wall in front of it now. And a car with both, whose only reading of its own speed is the driver’s impression of it, is being managed by guesswork. The Governance Completeness Condition says the same of a society’s arrangements. One thing has to stop any single person taking everyone over the edge, a second and separate thing has to make the underlying situation less dangerous, and a third has to report on both from somewhere that is not them. Missing any one of the three is a specific failure rather than a general shortfall, and that is what makes the Governance Completeness Condition useful: it says what to look for. What it does not say is that an arrangement with all three is a good one. Complete describes the list of obligations, not the design that meets them. See Restoring Node, Governed Band, Admissible Indicator, Time-Buying Principle.

Distinction from the Governed Band. The Governed Band is an operating condition a system is in; the Governance Completeness Condition is a specification an architecture meets or fails. A society can occupy a Governed Band with no architecture having been designed to put it there, because a qualifying node may have been installed for unrelated reasons, and an architecture can satisfy the Governance Completeness Condition without having produced a Governed Band, because qualification is not conversion and the node’s gain and lag are separate questions. The Governed Band is what an architecture satisfying the Governance Completeness Condition is aiming at.

Distinction from the Restoring Node. The Restoring Node is the second of the three obligations and not the whole of them. The Node’s own conditions of Novelty, Closure and Sign settle whether a candidate structure qualifies; the Governance Completeness Condition settles whether an architecture containing such a structure is adequate. Collapsing the two produces the error the Governance Completeness Condition exists to name, which is treating conversion of the loop geometry as sufficient while the apex route stands open.

Distinction from the Completeness Criterion for General Theory Status (CCGT). Both terms use complete and neither is about the other’s subject. CCGT is a metatheoretical standard applying to theories, asking whether one can in principle account for every reliably observed output of the system it describes. The Governance Completeness Condition is a framework-internal result applying to institutional architectures, asking whether one contains the three things an architecture must contain. A theory can satisfy CCGT and recommend an architecture that fails the Governance Completeness Condition.

Derivation: Chapter 20, Section 20.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Restoring Node, Governed Band, Saturation Hold, Admissible Indicator, Counterfeit Limit Cycle, Time-Buying Principle, Leadership Compression Principle, Dual-Locus Ignition Theorem, Saddle-Node Default, Source Opacity, Institutional Buffering, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle.



Governed Band

Governed Band. A Governed Band is the bounded operating condition a system occupies when a qualifying Restoring Node holds it below the Salience Ceiling at moderate gain and lag. The bound is supplied by the node’s feedback rather than by the system running out of headroom: the slope of the valuation-to-salience mapping remains live at the operating point, margin to the fold is preserved, and the system returns along the path it came when the forcing falls. A Governed Band is the condition Institutional Buffering is directed at, and it is available only where the node satisfies Novelty, Closure and Sign, since attenuation of the existing couplings cannot produce it. It is distinguished from Saturation Hold by where the bound comes from, and the two are not distinguishable by whether the system appears to be escalating, because neither is.

Explanation. A limiter on a sound system reads the level and turns the gain down in proportion before the signal reaches the ceiling, so the output stays clean and there is room left over. That is a Governed Band. Nothing about the system is straining, the bound is being applied deliberately, and when the input drops the limiter simply stops working and everything returns to normal by the route it took. This is the condition worth aiming at, and it is not the condition a society reaches by merely easing off the channels that drive the trouble. Something has to be added that watches and pushes back. See Restoring Node, Saturation Hold, Institutional Buffering, Hopf Sub-Case, Counterfeit Limit Cycle.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.13.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Restoring Node, Salience Ceiling, Saturation Hold, Institutional Buffering, Hopf Sub-Case, Counterfeit Limit Cycle, Novelty, Closure, Sign, Internal Loop Gain, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle.



Grievance Belief

Grievance Belief. A Grievance Belief is the Belief an Individual holds about a specific Individual-Object when the Agent-Type hypothesis for that Object in the Belief Register concentrates on its Predator and Rival coordinates: the Belief that the agent is taking, blocking, or threatening. It reaches that concentration by either of two routes. Ground-Resolution on a felt deficit whose Object the agent gates supplies one, under Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Confabulation (Axiom 4) and the Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9). The other requires no deficit: the Agent-Type classifier updates on non-behavioural evidence, so presentation, group affiliation and proximity move the Predator weight directly, and the Predator and Prey coordinates update faster than the Collaborator and Rival coordinates that would redistribute weight away from them. A concentration sustained by restatement alone follows from the Self-Coupling term and the network Evidence-coupling, whose effect is set by the cycle count over which the incumbent hypothesis is restated rather than by the evidential weight of any single restatement. By either route the Grievance Belief is written to the Belief Register as a prior about that agent, where it conditions the Observer’s read of the agent on every subsequent encounter and is re-emitted as Evidence on every cycle by the Self-Coupling term, so that it persists after any deficit that forced it has closed. Where the forcing is Rung Loss the deficit does not close, because what the fall leaves is a Salience reading against a comparison set that has not fallen rather than a deficit a consumption could correct, so the forcing is continuous for as long as the believed standing is held (Chapter 15, Section 15.10.2). The deficit is the forcing of a Grievance Belief and not its content: sustained Appetite deficit raises the likelihood force of every Grievance Belief a population entertains. It is distinguished from a Source Belief, the Individual’s distribution over the source Hypotheses for their own want, which occupies a different subspace of the same Hypothesis Space and names no other Individual; and from the Belief-Conditioned Status Estimate, the signed selection variable that reads the agent as extractable or costly. Dual-Role Confabulation is the case in which a Grievance Belief’s Predator framing coexists with a Prey selection. The kind-claim that licenses violence against a group is the Prey-selection limb of a Grievance Belief rather than a construct beside it: the ranking discounts the expected cost of acting, which is the cost limb of the Belief-Conditioned Status Estimate, while the Predator framing supplies the authorisation, so a Belief that licenses violence carries both limbs at once. The Grievance Belief is the Belief type on which Conflict (AIM sense) runs. It is the Belief under which the other party’s conduct is read as threat, which is the unfavourable estimate that ignites the adversarial branch of the Interactional Confirmation Loop; a Grievance Belief supplies its own confirming evidence by whichever route is available, from the party at the gate, whose guarded or hostile response to being acted against is the conduct the Grievance Belief predicted, or, where that party is reciprocity-exempt and emits nothing, from co-holders, whose expressed Grievance Beliefs arrive as social proof; and by the Extraction-Direction Asymmetry that branch sits closer to its escalation threshold than the cooperative branch to its compounding one, terminating at the action thresholds of the possession layer. Other Belief types compound toward their Objects; none compounds against an agent. Content-Independence holds within the type and not across it. The Grievance Gateway (the Gateway) and the Three-Test Battery are tests applied to a Grievance Belief and to no other Belief.

The type is fixed by structure. What makes a Belief a Grievance Belief is the target and the Predator-or-Rival framing. A felt deficit the target gates forces the Belief harder and faster and does not constitute it. The truth-value of a Grievance Belief, whether the attribution corresponds to what actually caused the deficit, and the certainty-value, how strongly the holder holds the Grievance Belief, are the two orthogonal dimensions of Truth-Value Orthogonality, and neither enters the type. An accurate grievance sincerely held, a false one sincerely held, and a narrative cynically deployed by a holder who assigns it no credence are therefore one type running one structure, differing only on axes the structure does not read. Certainty is not thereby inert, since cascade velocity is a function of certainty; what certainty does not do is determine which type of Belief is climbing.

The Grievance Belief attaches to a party rather than a role, and its content may place the grievance at either end. What makes a Belief the type is that the holder reads the other party as taker or threat, not which party the holder takes to have been wronged. The type therefore covers the Individual who holds themselves aggrieved by the other; the Individual who is genuinely attacked and reads the attacker as the gate on their safety, whose Grievance Belief is accurate and who is the paradigm case of an accurate one rather than an exception to the type; and the Individual who believes the other is aggrieved at them and reads that grievance as a threat, whose Belief has the same structure though the wrong in its content sits at the holder’s own end. The deficit need not be the holder’s own. An Individual in whom the Intrinsic empathic signal registers another’s deficit, and in whom that signal fuses with an agent-attribution for it, holds a Grievance Belief on the other’s behalf; Pseudo-Empathy is that fusion, in which caring about the sufferer and knowing who did it arrive as one state and the care functions as targeting permission (Chapter 11, Section 11.20). This is the ordinary route by which a population none of whose members is personally deprived converges on a target, and it is what the Grievance Gateway’s Origin Check screens. A Grievance Belief with no deficit behind it is within the type, and is the unanchored case. The Predator framing carries the authorisation on its own, and where no deficit, the holder’s or a sufferer’s, is traceable behind the concentration, restatement supplied it. This is what the Grievance Gateway’s Origin Check is built to find, so the unanchored case is the most suspect member of the type rather than an exclusion from it, and what it lacks is deficit provenance rather than membership. What falls outside the type is a Belief carrying no Predator framing at all: a Y-dominant classification that licenses violation without the authorisation to act is a Stable Prey Classification.

One Grievance Belief is sufficient, and the interface need not be loaded from both ends. A single Grievance Belief loads an interface and can carry it to discharge. The party at the gate need not hold one, need not respond in kind, and need not know that a grievance has been laid at their door. The Scapegoat is that case, and the Prey-selection criterion of reciprocity-exemption selects for a target who will not close the loop, so the one-sided configuration is not a limiting case but the shape the most destructive instances take. Where the second party does form a Grievance Belief, generated by the first party’s conduct, the interface is loaded from both ends, and two accounts locked against each other is the configuration at which the Belief Heterogeneity Buffer inverts. Where both parties hold the type, the interface is loaded from both ends, and the moral asymmetry between them survives intact: an attacker and a defender hold the same type and do not thereby stand alike (Chapter 17, Section 17.15).

Explanation. A Grievance Belief is the belief that someone is to blame for what you lack: they took it, they are in the way of it, they are a danger to you. It is not a belief about how the world is, which an answer would settle, and it is not a belief about where your own wanting came from. It is a reading of another person as a taker or a threat, and it comes with an action attached, because getting past that person feels like getting what you were missing. Quarrels, feuds, lawsuits, pogroms and wars run on this belief and on no other kind. A belief about the world stops driving a dispute once the parties agree. A belief about your own motives has nobody in it to fight. Wanting what someone else has inflates a price or a fashion, but it does not turn anyone into an enemy. A Grievance Belief has a target built in, it survives the shortage that produced it, and the more you act on it the more the other person guards or hits back, which is exactly the evidence it needs. Ranking a group as lesser is not a separate belief sitting next to the grievance; it is the part that makes acting on the grievance look cheap. Being lowered by someone also runs on a faster, louder channel than being raised by them, which is why hostility ignites more easily than regard. The Grievance Gateway’s first question, whether the grievance is yours, tests whether the belief was copied. Its second and third, whether your body needs the thing and whether you would care if nobody knew, test the Source Belief the grievance carries about the deficit beneath it. Whether the grievance is true, and whether the person holding it means it, are both beside the point: what makes it the dangerous kind is its shape, a person named, read as a taker or a threat, over something you feel the lack of. And the shape does not require that you be the wronged one, or that there be two of you. It covers the person defending themselves against a real attack, the two parties who each think the other started it, and the person who knows they were in the wrong and now watches the other for retaliation. It also covers the person who is not the one wronged at all, but who feels the wrong done to someone else and has settled on who did it, which is how a crowd with no personal grievance of its own ends up with a target. And it does not require that you be able to say what the person did. Disliking someone, or holding them to be wicked, is already the shape: a person read as a taker or a threat. A shortage sharpens that reading and speeds it up, but nothing has to be short for it to form. A face met often enough, in company that treats it as an enemy, will do it, and a belief that arrives that way has no grievance behind it that anyone could state, which is exactly what the first Gateway question is for. The dislike can arrive on a single sighting, and when it does the reasons for it arrive afterwards and feel like its cause. What came first was a signal about how to regard a stranger, and by the time the reasons are available the signal has been written down as a fact about them. What the shape does not cover is a belief with no such reading in it at all. Nor does the other party have to hold anything at all: a scapegoated group is chosen partly because it cannot answer back, and the whole sequence can run to its end with only one side ever holding the belief.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.11.8, with the Belief object at Section A.5.6; prose derivation at Chapter 14, Section 14.8.9 and Chapter 16, Section 16.3.

Cross-references: Belief, Belief Register, Agent-Type Vector, Source Belief, Authenticity Belief, Belief-Conditioned Status Estimate, Interactional Confirmation Loop, Extraction-Direction Asymmetry, Conflict (AIM sense), Conflict-as-Failure-Mode Principle, Dual-Role Confabulation, Grievance Gateway, Three-Test Battery, Presumption Against Scapegoating, Scapegoat Mechanism, Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9), Pseudo-Empathy, Referent Abandonment, Diversity Referent, Buffer Inversion, Belief Multipolarity Principle, Rung Loss, Status Death.



Grievance Gateway (the Gateway)

Grievance Gateway (Locked) is the pre-screening filter applied before the Three-Test Battery, requiring that any Grievance Belief first satisfy three checks: (1) Origin Check: whose Appetitive or Intrinsic deficit is this, and did it reach me by a traceable route or only as circulating account? (2) A-Check: does my body need the thing being denied? (3) I-Check: would I still care about this if nobody knew? Only grievances passing the Origin Check (Step 1) and at least one of the A-Check or I-Check (Steps 2/3) proceed to the Three-Test Battery. Grievances failing Step 1 are copied grievances, requiring Epistemic Suspension rather than agent-targeting.

Explanation. Before you test whether your blame is accurate (Immediacy, Mechanism, Authorship), you first test whether the grievance reached you from a real deficit, your own or one suffered by someone you can identify and trace. Many grievances are absorbed from social groups, news, or online communities with no route back to any sufferer or any harm. The Grievance Gateway catches these copied grievances before they reach the heavier diagnostic machinery, saving cognitive resources and preventing participation in collective scapegoating narratives that were never grounded in a traced deficit. A grievance held on another’s behalf passes where its route to the sufferer is traceable and fails where it is not.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.18.

Epistemic Status: Construct (derived from Source Opacity and the Information Gap Principle; formalised from the Knowledge Patch children’s adaptation)

See Presumption Against Scapegoating, Three-Test Battery, Two-Question Diagnostic, Epistemic Suspension, Source Opacity.

Cross-references: Grievance Belief, Presumption Against Scapegoating, Three-Test Battery, Two-Question Diagnostic, Epistemic Suspension, Source Opacity.



Grinding Interface

Grinding Interface. A Grinding Interface is a social domain in which two or more Decision Hubs must interoperate but in which the interface geometry (rules, visibility, scarcity, Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time) is such that divergent Self-Models reliably produce friction rather than meshing.

Explanation. A Grinding Interface is any setting (contract, neighbourhood, market, institution) whose design reliably turns normal human differences into fights, because the way the setting is built forces people into collision instead of letting them pass one another cleanly.

Cross-references: Conflict (AIM sense); Conflict-as-Failure-Mode Principle; Conflict Horizon; Decision Hub; Self-Model; Coupling Strength; Decoherence Time.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Ground-Resolution

Ground-Resolution. The evaluative operation of Conscious Cognition, performed by the Thinker, which resolves whatever the Thinker is attending to into its best-supported explanation by redistributing probability mass across the Hypothesis Space according to the available evidence and the current interference term, under the rule stated at Axiom 8. Its subject matter is whatever Hypotheses the Thinker currently holds open: Hypotheses about the external world, about causal structure, about other Individuals’ internal states (empathy), and about the source and object of the Individual’s own valuations. Its evidence is whatever reaches the Thinker: perceptual and contextual evidence, information received from other Individuals, and the Decision Hub’s tag-stripped Scalar, which is the whole of what reaches the Thinker from the Decision Hub. The Observer does not feed the Thinker. The Observer’s Salience enters the Decision Hub as one signed contribution and reaches the Thinker only inside the integrated Scalar, with its source-tag destroyed. Ground-Resolution is recruited by the unresolved or the mispredicted rather than running on every cycle, and the felt presence of that recruitment is Curiosity. Imagination supplies the candidates over which Ground-Resolution redistributes. Its output is the posterior written to the Belief Register.

Explanation. Ground-Resolution is what happens when an Individual works something out. The operation takes whatever is being attended to, weighs the available explanations against the available evidence, and settles on the best-supported one. Two features govern everything downstream. It returns the most probable Hypothesis given the space and the evidence, not the true Hypothesis given the state of affairs; and it is content-agnostic, so it cannot register whether the true explanation is in the space at all. Where the Hypothesis Space is adequate to the subject matter, resolution is accurate. Where a required Hypothesis is absent, dominated, or unformable for want of the conceptual vocabulary, Ground-Resolution resolves onto the best available alternative with the confidence it would assign a correct one. That failure geometry is general. It produces Source-Attribution Confabulation where the subject matter is the source of the Individual’s own valuation, and Pseudo-Empathy where the subject matter is another Individual’s suffering and structural causal Hypotheses are unavailable.

Source attribution is the special case in which the subject matter is the source of the Individual’s own valuation and the evidence is the Decision Hub’s Scalar, from which source-tags were destroyed at integration. Where the Hypothesis Space does not yield the Mimetic Hypothesis, whether because the Mimetic Hypothesis is absent or because it is outweighed by an incumbent attribution the Belief Register and the reference group restate on every cycle, Ground-Resolution returns the best available Appetitive or Intrinsic Hypothesis, and that output is Source-Attribution Confabulation. I-Override is the same special case run deliberately, with the interference term sustained and the Hypothesis Space expanded to admit the Mimetic Hypothesis.

Cross-references: Thinker, Conscious Cognition, Belief Register, Belief-Register Update, Bayesian Updating, Hypothesis Space, Observer, Decision Hub, Source Opacity, Posterior, Prior, Confabulation, Source-Attribution Confabulation, I-Override, Curiosity, Imagination, Pseudo-Empathy, Memory Store.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3; Appendix A, Section A.5.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Guilt-Priming

Guilt-Priming is the elevation of template activation caused by guilt signals generated by the moral-monitoring systems, such that templates describing behaviours connected to the guilt become highly activated and deploy with low evidential threshold when interpreting others’ behaviour, regardless of whether the Individual consciously recognises the source of their guilt or the connection between their own behaviour and the deployed template.

Explanation. Guilt is an aversive signal generated when behaviour deviates from internalised norms or threatens social bonds. Due to Source Opacity, guilt signals are not tagged with their source, the Individual experiences guilt but may not know why. The guilt signal has two effects: (1) Template Activation, the behaviour connected to the guilt becomes a highly activated cognitive category, sitting at the top of the inferential stack ready for deployment; and (2) Inference Bias, when the Individual observes others’ behaviour, the primed template is applied with low threshold, and ambiguous behaviours are interpreted through the primed template. This mechanism explains why Projection often targets the very behaviours the projecting Individual is engaging in, creating the appearance of Freudian defence when the mechanism is simpler: the Individual’s unrecognised behaviour generates guilt, the guilt primes the template, and the primed template deploys readily to explain others. The Individual cannot recognise this mechanism because each link in the chain, source of guilt, template activation, connection between self and template, is opaque due to Source Opacity and Confabulation.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.9.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct, extending affect-cognition research within AIM architecture.

Cross-references: Source Opacity, Projection, Template, Scapegoat Mechanism.



— H —

Habit

Habit. Habit-timescale action-selection at the Decision Hub, driven by the cached-value (habit) store intrinsic to the Decision Hub itself, without a fresh Ground-Resolution cycle. The Decision Hub acts on this cached store directly; the store is built up and updated in place over repeated cycles rather than read live from the Belief Register through the Observer. A Habit is therefore not motivationally sourceless: the cached values it acts on are laid down by repeated cycles of fresh integration in a stable context, so the store is written by what the Individual has done and not by what the Thinker currently believes, and holds a value with no record of what produced it. The automaticity of Habit is a feature of its bypassing fresh Ground-Resolution, not of any bypassing of stored value.

Habit runs automatically only where two conditions hold: the Decision Hub’s cached-value store holds a value for the Object, and the current context matches closely enough that the Observer’s live Salience flag does not diverge from the cached expectation. Where either condition fails, the automatic path is not available and a Ground-Resolution cycle is recruited. Where the cached store holds no value for the Object (an unfamiliar Object with no cached attribution), there is nothing for the Decision Hub to act on, so the Decision Hub cannot act by Habit and the Thinker must resolve the Object from scratch. Where a posterior exists but the context is novel or unusual (the Observer flags a mismatch between what the cached value predicted and what is actually present), the Habit still fires first on the current pass, because the automatic route is faster than deliberation, and the novelty then registers as the trigger that recruits the Thinker to run a Ground-Resolution cycle after the fact. That cycle revises the Belief Register through a Belief-Register Update, which the Observer reads on its next cycle; the Ground-Resolution cycle does not retune the cached store, which changes only as repeated cycles in the new context lay down new values. Novelty-driven recruitment is source-neutral: it gates the Observer channel as such and does not depend on whether the routed posterior is A-dominant, I-dominant, or M-dominant.

Habits can be decoded by altering conditions and observing which motivational source reasserts itself: a Habit formed from A-dominant posteriors will seek functional substitutes when the habitual Object is removed; a Habit formed from M-dominant posteriors (confabulated or otherwise) will seek status-equivalent substitutes. Habit is not a fourth motivational source but sub-deliberative selection on the Decision Hub’s own cached-value store, gated by whether the context is familiar enough to spare the Thinker a fresh Ground-Resolution cycle.

Explanation. A Habit is what happens when the system acts without stopping to think the choice through afresh. Normally the Thinker runs a Ground-Resolution cycle before a decision, working out what an incoming signal means and what it is worth right now. A Habit skips that step. Instead the Decision Hub acts straight off its own cached-value store, a running record of what past cycles settled the Object was worth, which the Decision Hub holds itself and can act on without waiting on anything else. That is why a Habit is fast: it is running on a stored answer rather than working out a new one.

This also means a Habit is not motivationless, and not a fourth kind of drive alongside Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, and Mimetic Desire. It is running on old conclusions. Whatever drove the past cycles that laid the cached value down, a genuine bodily need (A), a genuine engagement (I), or a status pull (M), is what the cached value now carries forward and what is driving the behaviour, though the value keeps no record of which it was, and it keeps driving the behaviour until something makes the Thinker look again. Because the value is pre-stored, it does not correct itself just because circumstances have changed; correction requires a fresh Ground-Resolution cycle, whose revised posterior reaches the Observer through a Belief-Register Update and the Decision Hub’s store through repeated cycles.

A Habit runs automatically only while two things hold: the Decision Hub’s store holds a value for the Object, and the situation is familiar enough that the Observer’s live Salience flag still fits what that value predicted. If there is no stored value (an unfamiliar Object), there is nothing for the Decision Hub to act on, so there is no Habit to run and the Thinker has to work the Object out from scratch. If there is a stored value but something about the situation is novel or unexpected, the Habit still fires first, because the automatic route is faster than deliberation, and the novelty then acts as the trigger that calls the Thinker in to re-resolve the Object; what the Decision Hub’s store holds changes only as the new situation repeats. This is why you can catch yourself doing the habitual thing and only afterwards realise the situation had changed.

You can read what a Habit is really running on by changing the situation and watching what the system reaches for. Take away the habitual Object, and a Habit built on A-conclusions will look for a functional substitute (something that meets the same underlying need), while a Habit built on M-conclusions will look for a status-equivalent substitute (something that restores the same standing). The automatic part is only the skipping of fresh thinking, not the skipping of stored value; the cached value is exactly what the Habit is acting on.

Cross-references: Belief Register, Belief-Register Update, Ground-Resolution, Observer, Decision Hub, Thinker, Adoption-Action Distinction, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Three-Source Taxonomy, Heuristic.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.8.1; Chapter 9, Section 9.8.5; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.8; Chapter 9, Section 9.8.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Hard Falsehood

Hard Falsehood. A Hard Falsehood is a Belief no live Referent governs, sustained at high Coupling Strength and long Decoherence Time by the export of its maintenance Cost onto those the Belief places outside its boundary, so that its hardness is manufactured rather than Referent-supplied and its decoherence is suppressed rather than paid. A Hard Falsehood arises in two Referent-conditions that share this dynamic but differ in corrective: the Referent-abandoned case, where a decohered Referent of traced provenance is available and defied, corrected by obeying that Referent under the positive limb of the Provenance Rule; and the Referent-free case, where no Referent has been identified, coupling having hardened around an un-run test, corrected by constructing the Induced-Decoherence Test to obtain the verdict that does not yet exist. Because its Cost is deferred rather than waived, a Hard Falsehood stores the violent fold formalised by the Boundary-Hardening Principle.

Explanation. A hard falsehood looks exactly as solid as a hard truth, firmly held, non-negotiable, but nothing in reality is holding it up. It stands only because someone outside the belief is being made to pay for it, through punishment, exclusion, or blame. That exported cost is what makes it hard, and it comes in two kinds: one where the world already gave its verdict and the belief ignores it, and one where the verdict was never sought at all. Both defer a reckoning rather than avoid it, and the longer they last the more violently they eventually collapse.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.1.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Referent Abandonment, Type I Exclusion, Cost of a Belief, Cost-Provenance Test, Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, Boundary-Hardening Principle, Induced-Decoherence Test, Provenance Rule, Hardness–Referent Matrix, Soft Falsehood, Hard Truth, Diversity Referent.



Hard Truth

Hard Truth. A Hard Truth is a Belief occupying the short-Decoherence-Time regime of the Decoherence Trichotomy, whose boundary is hard because a live, exogenous Referent governs it and reality re-imposes it continuously and at low cost to the enforcement mechanism, so that Coupling Strength is held low by constant reality-contact and the Cost of the Belief is borne by the world rather than by any excluded party. A Hard Truth stores no undischarged decoherence, because a Belief the world continuously confirms has no accumulating gap to release.

Explanation. A hard truth is hard because it is true. Reality keeps proving it, over and over, without anyone having to force the matter, so it feels solid and non-negotiable, and it is, because the world itself is holding it up. Nobody outside the belief is being made to pay for it.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.1; Chapter 14, Section 14.8.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Decoherence Trichotomy, Decoherence Time, Coupling Strength, Cost of a Belief, Cost-Provenance Test, Hardness–Referent Matrix, Hard Falsehood.



Hardness–Referent Matrix

Hardness–Referent Matrix. The Hardness–Referent Matrix is the classification of any Belief by crossing two axes: the hardness axis, being Coupling Strength and equivalently the Decoherence Time it sets, and the Referent-governance axis, being whether a live Referent governs the Belief (truth), whether a Referent was identified and its verdict defied (abandoned falsehood), whether no Referent was ever identified (Referent-free falsehood), or whether no Referent is constitutively available (the off-grid aesthetic regime). The crossing yields six positions: Hard Truth and Soft Truth on the truth side; Hard Falsehood and Soft Falsehood each in Referent-abandoned and Referent-free conditions on the falsehood side; and the aesthetic regime off the grid, where Decoherence Time is unbounded by constitution rather than by neglect and the Induced-Decoherence Test cannot be constructed. Each cell carries a distinct Cost-provenance signature and a distinct corrective, and the Matrix is the diagnostic instrument by which an Individual locates a Belief’s regime and reads off the obligation and remedy that attach to it. Derived at Chapter 14, consolidating the Decoherence Trichotomy, Referent Abandonment, Coupling Strength, and the Bubble-and-Foam Model.

Explanation. The Matrix is a simple grid for placing any belief. One direction asks how hard the belief is held, how much it resists being moved and how long it takes reality to correct it. The other asks what its relationship to reality is, governed by a live fact, defying a known fact, never checked against any fact, or about a domain where there is no fact to check (taste). Where a belief lands tells you who is paying to keep it there and what, if anything, should be done about it.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.4; Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.1.1.

Epistemic Status: Named Result.

Cross-references: Decoherence Trichotomy, Referent Abandonment, Type I Exclusion, Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, Aesthetic Drift Principle, Induced-Decoherence Test, Cost of a Belief, Cost-Provenance Test, Boundary-Hardening Principle, Hard Truth, Soft Truth, Hard Falsehood, Soft Falsehood, Diversity Referent.



Harm

Harm is interference with an Individual’s motivational system that:


	Damages appetitive satisfaction (A-harm);


	Crowds out intrinsic engagement (I-harm); or


	Weaponises mimetic dynamics against them (M-harm);

thereby degrading the Individual’s capacity for Freedom as AIM defines it.




Explanation. A-harm is about bodies and basic safety: deprivation, injury, and credible threats that keep people in chronic need or fear. I-harm is about meaning and agency: environments that strip autonomy, block competence, destroy relationships, or make sustained engagement with valued pursuits impossible. M-harm is about status and belonging: shaming, scapegoating, exclusion, and reputation attacks that turn social life itself into a weapon. M-Harm is a real coercive and normative category of Harm; it is not a Cost of a Belief or decoherence ledger entry. M phenomenology is real and behaviourally efficacious, but it is not a true world deficit. When Status contests export maintenance Cost, the Cost-Provenance Test records the A-domain and I-domain losses that result, not the Status displacement itself (Cost of a Belief; Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle; Phenomenological Reality Principle).

These harms often co-occur (wrongful imprisonment, for example, typically inflicts all three) and each type calls for different remedies: resources and safety for A, context redesign for I, and visibility and community repair for M.

A-Harm is interference with an Individual’s Appetitive satisfaction through deprivation, injury, or credible threats that damage bodily security, basic safety, or access to physiological necessities. A-harm is about bodies and basic safety: being deprived of food, water, shelter, or medical care; suffering physical injury, pain or death; or living under credible threats that keep people in chronic need or fear. This includes starvation, homelessness, untreated illness, physical violence, and conditions that prevent the body from maintaining basic physiological balance. A-harm remedies focus on restoring resources and safety-securing food, housing, healthcare, and protection from physical danger.

I-Harm is interference with an Individual’s intrinsic motivation and self-endorsed projects through environments that strip autonomy, block competence development, destroy meaningful relationships, or make sustained engagement with valued pursuits impossible. I-harm is about meaning and agency: being forced into purely instrumental roles with no room for self-direction, having one’s skills and talents systematically wasted or suppressed, losing the relationships that give life meaning, or being trapped in conditions where no intrinsically valued activity can take root or survive. This includes totalizing surveillance, soul-crushing work with no autonomy, educational systems that kill curiosity, and institutional designs that treat humans purely as means to the ends of others’ goals. I-harm remedies focus on context redesign-creating protected space, time, and resources for autonomy, competence development, and meaningful relationships.

M-harm is interference with an Individual’s social standing and belonging through shaming, scapegoating, exclusion, reputation attacks, or weaponized visibility that turns social life itself into a source of suffering. M-harm is about status and belonging: being turned into a public spectacle or permanent scapegoat, having one’s reputation systematically destroyed, being excluded from community and social participation, or being forced into toxic status competitions where losing means losing basic Respect. This includes public humiliation campaigns, cancel culture, institutional shaming, predatory status games, and visibility systems designed to rank and expose people in ways that weaponize social comparison. M-harm remedies focus on visibility and community repair-restoring some floor of respect, creating alternatives to toxic status arenas, and bounding harmful mimetic amplification.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.10; Chapter 16, Section 16.12.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (normative).

Cross-references: Coercion, Exploitation, Dignity, Freedom, Cost of a Belief, Cost-Provenance Test, Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Phenomenological Reality Principle.



Heuristic

Heuristic. A Heuristic is a class of Object, Individual or event that the Thinker holds as a prior, together with the rule that answers a question about a case by the class the case is assigned to, so that a continuous and largely unobserved world is modelled in terms a serial Ground-Resolution can compute with. Heuristics are how an Individual makes a workable model of the world, and the term carries its sense in the psychology of judgement: an economical procedure that substitutes a question the Individual can answer for one the Individual cannot, usually effective and in error systematically and predictably. A Heuristic is maintained by the Thinker and revised only by Bayesian Updating, and a Heuristic acts faster than deliberation, because the Heuristic’s classes are among the templates the Observer reads from the Belief Register and under which the Observer classifies the field into Objects. Every Heuristic is coarser than the Referent the Heuristic models. Most Heuristics are acquired and maintained on testimony, so Contactless Updating moves them, and each Heuristic sorts the Evidence that would test the Heuristic, so a Heuristic departs from its Referent unless the Individual holds the Referent prior to the Heuristic and not subordinate to the Heuristic. Held subordinate to the Referent, a Heuristic is a workable model; held prior to the Referent, the Heuristic becomes a claim that its classes are the world’s own divisions, which an available decohered Referent defeats.

Distinction from Habit. A Habit is selection on the Decision Hub’s cached-value store, which holds a value and no class and which the Thinker does not write. A Heuristic is a class the Thinker holds and the Observer applies. Both run faster than deliberation, by different routes.

Explanation. No one can think about every case from scratch, so the mind sorts the world into kinds and answers questions about a case by asking what kind it is. That sorting is a heuristic, and it is how anyone builds a working picture of the world at all. It is usually good enough and wrong in predictable ways, because a kind leaves out what makes its members different. The danger is not in having heuristics, which no one can avoid, but in forgetting that they are maps. Most of the kinds a person uses were learned from other people, and they shift with what other people say rather than with how the world is; they also decide how new evidence gets sorted, so they tend to confirm themselves. The protection is to keep the world in charge: to treat a kind as a guess about how things divide, and to change it when the world says otherwise. The races and genders a culture recognises at any time are heuristics of this kind. Using them is unavoidable; treating them as nature’s own divisions, or as ranks, is what the evidence about human variation rules out.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.4.

Epistemic Status: Inherited (the heuristics-and-biases literature) with Framework-Specific Extensions.

Cross-references: Thinker, Ground-Resolution, Belief Register, Observer, Referent, Referent Primacy Principle, Contactless Updating, Provenance Rule, Bayesian Flywheel, Category Construction Corollary, Diversity Referent, Culture, Mimetic Drive to False Belief, Habit.



High-Observability Sectors

High-observability sectors are the industries, asset classes, or domains that occupy the most visible band to individuals the ambient information environment, and therefore absorb a disproportionate share of M-driven surplus regardless of their functional characteristics.

Explanation. High-M sectors are not defined by luxury content or positional function alone; they are defined by observability structure and by the mimetic value of being seen to participate or hold ownership stakes in them. In contemporary economies, property, media companies, large technology platforms, sports properties, speculative assets with continuous price feeds, and other sectors where ownership and performance are continuously visible dominate capital flows; not necessarily because they meet more needs or enable more intrinsic work, but because they are maximally observable and therefore maximally mimetic. This explains why bubbles form in whatever is most observable and observed at a given moment, why controlling or highly publicised ownership interests in these sectors behave as paradigmatic positional goods, and why blind pricing and visibility governance target structure rather than product type.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.8.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived at Chapter 8, Section 8.8.3 as the sector-level aggregate of High-Observability Goods.

Cross-references: Observability Gradient, High-Observability Goods, Four Dimensions of M-Management, Mimetic Premium (PM).



High-Theatre

High-Theatre describes any environment, arena, procedure, or communication in which visibility, audience presence, and public comparison are structurally maximised, whether or not the visibility serves the task, the parties, or the observers, such that participation becomes a Status performance: it elevates wM, triggers Source Opacity, and drives participants toward Mimetic escalation regardless of any underlying Appetitive or Intrinsic justification. The arrangement is characteristically defended by an informational or accountability justification that the observability does not in fact deliver, and the defence is sincerely held, which is what makes the pattern stable rather than merely common. The same conditions operate at population scale: where an act is staged, its Mimetic component is available to every observer, the observers’ responses become endogenous evidence for one another, and Coupling Strength within the observing population rises accordingly. The property is a design variable rather than a feature of the subject matter, since the same substantive act may be conducted with or without an audience.

Explanation. High-Theatre is simply high visibility of the process. A private tragedy is made national news. Photographers pursue someone whose only qualification is being known. Politics is conducted as performance rather than as governance. Crimes are reported in detail to millions who were not involved, will never be involved, and can do nothing about them. None of it is required by the thing it attaches to, and the same operation runs at small scale in a leaderboard for ordinary work or a hearing held where colleagues can watch who goes in. The stated reason is that it keeps people informed. That reason is sincerely held and it is wrong: the information changes nothing the viewer can act on, and leaves them worse off for having received it. What the visibility does reliably produce is comparison. Once a process is observable, everyone’s position within it can be computed by everyone else, and the contest follows whether or not anyone intended one. Spectacle is the extreme case, not the definition.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.19.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Low-Theatre, Four Dimensions of M-Management, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Salience, Coupling Strength, Status, Scapegoat Mechanism, Cascading Consequences, Zero-Sum Status Competition.



High-Observability Goods

High-Observability Goods are goods, services, and assets whose value is materially affected by being seen, known about, or comparable to others’ holdings, including:


	Ownership claims in High-Observability Sectors themselves (controlling interests, visible equity positions, franchise rights, naming rights, media-salient board roles), where the payoff is disproportionately Mimetic because control or association with the sector functions as a status signal over and above any cashflow or functional utility; and

	Classical positional goods as standard economics already recognises.



Explanation. High-Observability Goods matter in AIM not because of their intrinsic properties, but because their value is tightly coupled to being seen, tracked, and compared in social space. Classical positional goods / Veblen goods fit this pattern because their main payoff is relative status (owning a rare bag, a trophy house, or a prestige degree) shifts perceived status more than it changes appetitive sufficiency or intrinsic opportunity. Ownership claims in High-Observability Sectors extend the same logic to assets: a publicly known stake in a flagship platform, league franchise, or iconic media property functions as a standing broadcast of social status, so the Mimetic premium embedded in the price reflects the reputational and narrative control it confers, over and above any ordinary return on investment the asset delivers.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.8.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: High-Observability Sectors, Observability Gradient, Mimetic Premium (PM), Price Shares (sA, sI, sM), Status.



Hopf Sub-Case

Hopf Sub-Case. The Hopf Sub-Case names the non-generic bifurcation topology in the fast valuation dynamical system (Appendix A) in which a stable fixed point loses stability via a pair of complex conjugate eigenvalues crossing the imaginary axis, producing a sustained limit cycle (oscillation in M, V, S) rather than a jump to a distant attractor. The Hopf Sub-Case requires a restoring mechanism outside the three-node loop, either a fourth state variable acting against the loop, such as an institutional buffer, or the reversal of the sign of one of the loop’s couplings, that supplies the damping the AIM architecture itself does not provide, because M5b commits to the structural absence of self-terminating negative feedback in the M-channel. Canonical reference: Appendix A, §A.5.3.

Explanation. A Hopf bifurcation is when a system, instead of crashing, starts oscillating back and forth around a target (like a clock pendulum rather than a dropped glass). For this to happen in mimetic dynamics, something outside the core loop has to keep pushing the system back after each deviation. The AIM architecture does not supply that pushback on its own, because the M-channel has no built-in satiation or self-correction. So unless something outside the loop with its own push-back, such as an institution, is actively damping the system mid-cycle, you do not get oscillation. You get a one-way collapse (the Fold). The Hopf Sub-Case is the rare case where external damping turns what would have been a crash into a cycle.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.5.3; Chapter 17, Section 17.17.5; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.13.3; Appendix A, Section A.5.7.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Fold Geometry (AIM usage), Saddle-Node Default, Crisis State Architecture, Knowledge Patch.



Housing Exception Principle

The Housing Exception Principle is the principle that housing is the universal Mimetic Premium (PM) carrier because it uniquely and simultaneously satisfies genuine Appetitive need (shelter is A-essential), enables I (privacy, space, the conditions of undistracted engagement), and functions as the primary visible wealth signal in most societies, creating a structural condition where Individuals cannot opt out of PM-contaminated markets to meet a non-negotiable A-need, making housing the sector where Concealment Infrastructure is thickest, Price Inflation Ratio is highest, and Exit Capacity is lowest.

The satisfaction is continuous rather than episodic, and that is what makes the carrier universal. Most Appetitive goods satiate on consumption and the deficit returns, so the Object is re-acquired on a cycle. Housing does not run that cycle. It satisfies shelter, safety and thermoregulation for as long as it is held, and it supports the Thinker’s processes, privacy, space, the conditions of undistracted engagement, on the same terms. An Object satisfying continuously is held rather than consumed, and an Object that is held is observable for the whole time it is held. Episodic goods carry Mimetic Premium while they are being acquired or displayed; housing carries Mimetic Premium without interruption, which is why it is the universal carrier and not merely a large one.

Explanation. Most positional goods are optional, you can refuse to buy a luxury watch without risking A-deprivation. Housing is different: you must have shelter, and in most markets the only available shelter carries an enormous PM (the premium paid for location-as-status-signal, architectural style-as-status-signal, and neighbourhood-as-identity-signal). This means even an Individual with perfect Knowledge Patch awareness, who knows exactly how much of the price is PM, cannot escape paying it without accepting A-deprivation (homelessness or substandard shelter) or radical geographic dislocation (moving to a location where PM is lower but employment and social networks are absent). The Housing Exception Principle explains why housing bubbles recur across all post-appetitive societies despite widespread awareness that prices are “too high”: awareness is necessary but insufficient when the object carrying PM is also A-essential. See Concealment Infrastructure, Exit Capacity, Opt-Out Preservation, Price Inflation Ratio, Abstraction Layer, Abstraction Layering.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.13.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Concealment Infrastructure, Exit Capacity, Opt-Out Preservation, Price Inflation Ratio, Abstraction Layer, Abstraction Layering.



Housing PM Decomposition

Housing PM Decomposition provides a concrete example of how PM components distribute across different purchaser profiles for the same Object.

Example Housing PM Decomposition (Illustrative Calculation)

House purchase price: $800,000









	Component
	Cash Buyer (with portfolio)
	First-Home Buyer (80% LVR, 30yr @ 6%)





	P_A (shelter, construction, land)
	$250,000
	$250,000



	P_I (home office, workshop)
	$50,000
	$50,000



	PM(visible) (location, size beyond adequacy)
	$200,000
	$200,000



	PM(ownership) signal gained
	+$300,000
	+$300,000



	PM(portfolio) signal gained
	+$150,000
	$0



	PM(interest) extracted
	$0
	$926,560



	Net Mimetic Position
	+$150,000
	-$626,560



	Total cost over term
	$800,000
	$1,726,560





Explanation. The cash buyer with an existing asset base gains all status signals (ownership + portfolio + visibility) while incurring zero extraction, producing strongly positive NMP. The first-home buyer gains ownership signal but incurs PM(interest) extraction exceeding the entire purchase price, producing strongly negative NMP. The A-function (shelter) and I-function (workspace) are identical; the M-outcome diverges by 1.4 million dollars based solely on Individual purchasing power and financing structure.


	P_A: Cost of shelter function, construction, maintenance, land sufficient for footprint.

	P_I: Cost of I-enabling features beyond basic shelter, space for intrinsic pursuits, home office, studio, workshop space.

	PM(visible): Premium for observable characteristics that signal Status, location prestige, size beyond A-I adequacy, architectural distinction, brand recognition. Approximately constant across purchasers of the same Object.

	PM(ownership): Premium paid because owning rather than renting signals wealth, stability, and class position. Present in any ownership purchase regardless of the Object’s other characteristics. Signal gained is approximately constant across purchasers of the same Object.

	PM(portfolio): Additional premium signalling wealth magnitude through quantity or breadth of holdings. Accrues to those whose ownership of the Object forms part of a visible asset base, whether multiple properties, diversified investments, or accumulated holdings across Object classes.

	PM(interest): Interest paid on debt financing the purchase. As Interest is PM on Money itself, this represents PM extraction layered on top of the Object’s price. Entirely Individual-relative: ranges from zero (cash purchase) to multiples of purchase price (high-LVR, long-term financing).



Even a modest dwelling in a low-status area carries PM(ownership) and, if debt-financed, PM(interest). There is no PM-free housing purchase in societies where ownership correlates with Status and debt-financing is the dominant access mechanism.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.13.2.

Cross-references: Net Mimetic Position (NMP), Mimetic Premium (PM), A-Floor Erosion Principle.



Humane Visibility Principle

The Humane Visibility Principle is the institutional design principle that information should be kept off-stage when publicising it would add needless status pain (M-driven harm) without improving fairness, choice quality, or accountability, operating as a mimetic management tool that asks not “does observation intrude on autonomy?” (which is the privacy question) but “does observability amplify mimetic comparison and rivalrous suffering beyond functional necessity?”

Explanation. The Humane Visibility Principle and privacy often recommend the same design choice, less observability, but for different reasons that can conflict. When transparency serves accountability (e.g., publishing government officials’ financial interests), privacy considerations might counsel against it, while the Humane Visibility Principle asks whether the specific visibility fuels mimetic dynamics beyond its accountability function. The Audience-Removal Test operationalises the distinction: if the outcome would be materially similar without observers, visibility is not functionally necessary and opacity is warranted. Publishing school exam rankings, for example, fails the Audience-Removal Test, the educational outcomes would not differ without the ranking, but the mimetic harm (status pain for lower-ranked students, escalation dynamics among parents) is substantial. Neither privacy nor transparency is axiomatically correct; observability must be tuned to actual motivational dynamics. See Opt-Out Preservation, Four Dimensions of M-Management, Observability Gradient.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Derived from AIM architecture.

Cross-references: Opt-Out Preservation, Four Dimensions of M-Management, Observability Gradient, Salience Sufficiency Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.12.7.



Hybrid Evidence Coupling

Hybrid Evidence Coupling. Hybrid Evidence Coupling is the intermediate κ band in which exogenous Referent Evidence and endogenous social Evidence jointly update the Belief, with ρ(K_off) in the subcritical mixed domain (operationally ~0.2–0.5 relative to κ_c) and f_endo neither negligible nor dominant. Order effects are substantial (Chapter 14 §14.7.4 mixed domain) but the system remains below κ_c; classical probability breaks down for sequential evaluation while fold collapse is not yet structurally inevitable.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.7.4.

Explanation. You mix your own observation with what others tell you, and neither source alone runs the show. A second medical opinion, a peer-reviewed field where replication still works, or a market where some buyers still test the product directly, these are hybrid. The order in which you hear things still matters, but reality can still get a word in. This is everyday social epistemology for most professional and personal decisions.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, Coupling-Decoherence Framework, Quantum Epistemology.



Humanisation Null Hypothesis

Humanisation Null Hypothesis (HNH). The Humanisation Null Hypothesis is the architectural result that the phenomenon conventionally labelled dehumanisation is not a subtraction from a prior humanised state but a reclassification within the species-general Agent-Type taxonomy (Predator, Prey, Collaborator, Rival), and that the conventional framing mislocates the architectural event because it presupposes a humanisation operation that was never performed. Moral consideration is not a binary output of the classifier but a four-profile output, with each Agent-Type carrying its own reciprocity structure and its own morally-loaded phenomenology: Collaborator classification generates reciprocity-of-cooperation, Rival classification generates reciprocity-of-contest, Predator classification generates reciprocity-of-threat-response, and Prey classification generates reciprocity-of-extraction. Reclassification across the four profiles produces the phenomenology conventionally described as dehumanisation because the moral content of one profile is typically incompatible with the moral content of another, not because moral consideration has been removed. No humanisation layer is stripped, because no humanisation layer was architecturally present. Framework-Specific Principle. Derived from the Individual-as-Object Principle, Axioms 2, 3, 9, SNPP, and the Agent-Type taxonomy.

Explanation. Dehumanisation is easy because humanisation never happened. Your brain does not run a humanity-recognition circuit that propaganda or conflict switches off. It runs a Predator-Prey-Collaborator-Rival classifier, and what changes under propaganda is which of the four categories the classifier assigns to the out-group. Each of the four categories comes with its own moral profile built in. Collaborators are owed cooperation, Rivals are owed honourable contest, Predators are met with defensive force under specific restraints, and Prey are processed under extraction ethics (clean kills, stewardship duties, prohibitions on wastefulness and gratuitous cruelty). When the classification shifts, the moral profile shifts. What we retrospectively call moral consideration is not a single layer that gets stripped. It is a four-way architectural output whose content changes with the classification, and the reclassification is cheap because the classifier is designed for rapid reassignment on behavioural evidence. This is why dehumanisation under propaganda is fast and rehumanisation after conflict is slow: reclassification toward Predator or Prey errs on the side of false positives by evolutionary design, while reclassification back toward Collaborator or Rival requires sustained behavioural evidence accumulated under Source Opacity conditions.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.13.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Species-Neutral Processing Principle, Individual-as-Object, Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9), Agent-Type Vector, Scapegoat Mechanism, Information Gap Principle, Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Confabulation (Axiom 4), Push-Pull Obligation Principle, Four Dimensions of M-Management.



Humour

Humour. Humour is Fun in which the open question closes in the episode that opens it: evidence the Individual’s expected reading of an Object cannot accommodate, resolved by the Individual’s own Imagination into a reading that fits everything already encountered, the evidence that set up the expectation included, where the integrated valuation of the resolved Object is positive. The resolution occurs in the Thinker’s reading of the Object and does not revise the Belief Register. Whether the episode is felt as Humour is decided by the sign of the integrated valuation, to which the Body Manager and the Observer contribute whatever the Object carries apart from the joke, and Source Opacity leaves the Individual unable to tell which contribution decided it.

Explanation. A joke leads you to expect one thing and then immediately subverts those expectations by providing a completely different explanation from the same information presented in the joke. Whether that feels funny depends on what else the content carries: a joke about something that genuinely threatens you, or that lowers you, does not land however clever it is. A joke you have heard before has no surprise left in it, but the next joke of the same kind can still work.

Derivation: Chapter 7, Section 7.5.7.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Fun, Curiosity, Boredom, Imagination, Ground-Resolution, Hypothesis Space, Memory Store, Belief Register, Signed Valuation Principle, Source Opacity, Phenomenal Affect, Extraction-Direction Asymmetry, Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Non-Malice Corollary.



Hypothesis

Hypothesis. A Hypothesis is a candidate explanation or proposition that Conscious Cognition can represent and over which it can distribute probability: an element of the Hypothesis Space, constituted from the Individual’s Knowledge (the contents of the Memory Store). A Hypothesis may concern any subject matter, the external world, causal structure, another Individual’s internal state, a mathematical or logical claim, or the source and object of the Individual’s own valuations. Hypotheses about the source of one’s own valuation (whether a given wanting is A-, I-, or M-driven) are one subset, and the most consequential, because Source Opacity strips exactly the Evidence that would resolve them. A Hypothesis bears a Prior and, after Bayesian Updating on Evidence, a Posterior; it becomes a Belief when Ground-Resolution writes it to the Belief Register. A Hypothesis whose constituent Knowledge is absent from the Memory Store cannot be represented, and so lies outside the Hypothesis Space until that Knowledge is acquired.

Explanation. A Hypothesis is any “maybe it’s like this” your mind can hold, about anything at all, not only about why you want something. It is built out of what you already have stored: if the pieces needed to frame a particular guess were never in your memory, you cannot even form the guess. The framework treats your own motivation as one arena in which Hypotheses are formed and tested, and the hardest one, because the evidence you would need to check a guess about your own motive was destroyed before you could look at it. But the concept is general: a hunch about the weather, a theory in physics, and a guess about a friend’s mood are Hypotheses in exactly the same sense as a guess about why you want the promotion.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.4; Chapter 14, Section 14.3.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-general term (canonical). The motivational source-attribution case is a subset.

Cross-references: Hypothesis Space, Knowledge, Memory Store, Prior, Posterior, Likelihood, Evidence, Bayesian Updating, Belief, Belief-Register Update, Imagination, Confabulation, Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Conscious Cognition.



Hypothesis Space

Hypothesis Space. The Hypothesis Space, denoted ℋ\mathcal{H}, is the set of candidate Hypotheses currently representable by an Individual’s Conscious Cognition, over which probability mass is distributed by Bayesian Updating and across which the generative operation (Imagination) constructs new candidates. ℋ\mathcal{H} is not identical to the set of logically possible Hypotheses; it is the subset an Individual’s cognition can actually formulate and evaluate at a given time, bounded by conceptual vocabulary, acquired frameworks, and the current reach of the imaginative operation. Expansion of ℋ\mathcal{H}, whether endogenously through Imagination or exogenously through AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, is the architectural precondition for any truth-discovery in which the true generative Hypothesis H was previously absent from ℋ\mathcal{H}.

Explanation. Think of the Hypothesis Space as the list of possible explanations your mind is currently able to consider. You can only weigh up ideas that are on the list. If the right explanation is not on your list, no amount of careful reasoning will put it there; careful reasoning on a short list just gives you the best answer that was on the short list. New items get added to the list in two ways: your own imagination builds them from scratch, or someone hands you a ready-made concept (like “Mimetic Desire”) and you adopt it. Expanding the list is how you become able to reach new Truths; without expansion, you keep getting the most confident wrong answer the short list allows.

Cross-references: Hypothesis, Conscious Cognition, Imagination, Confabulation, I-Override, Bayesian Updating, Interference Term, Belief Register, AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Imaginative Search Corollary, Prior, Posterior, Likelihood, Memory Store, Fast-to-Slow Coupling (Appendix A.5.6).

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.3.1; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.4; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3; Chapter 18, Section 18.4.2; Appendix A, Section A.5.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



— I —

I-Adequate Price

I-Adequate Price. The I-Adequate Price is the component of an Object’s total price equal to the additional cost, over the A-Functional Price, of quality sufficient to support genuine process-engagement. The I-Adequate Price is the second of the three components into which Price Decomposition separates any Object’s total price, and the I-Adequate Price and the A-Functional Price are the two prices the Mimetic Premium parasitises at the economic level under Object Parasitism.

Explanation. The I-Adequate Price is what is paid for an Object to be good enough for the activity it serves. For a house the I-Adequate Price is what is paid above shelter for design, a garden or a workspace good enough to support the occupants’ own pursuits. Paying beyond that adequacy for size or an address that signals position is paying the Mimetic Premium.

Distinction from Price Decomposition. Price Decomposition is the analytical separation of a total price into its three components; the I-Adequate Price is one of those components and not the separation.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Price Decomposition, A-Functional Price, Mimetic Premium (PM), Object Parasitism, Intrinsic Motivation (I).



I-Corrective Asymmetry

I-Corrective Asymmetry. The derived consequence that, because the Observer has no upstream channel into the Thinker for its Salience output, and that output reaches the Thinker’s ground-resolution function only after tag-stripping at the Decision Hub, the Thinker cannot use the Observer’s signal as independent evidence to correct its own priors about the Observer; correction must therefore be routed through the Thinker’s Hypothesis Space directly, which is the architectural basis for siting the Knowledge Patch in the Thinker. Follows from the Channel-Count Asymmetry and Source Opacity. The fast-layer formalisation is at Appendix A.5.9.

Explanation. The social-comparison faculty cannot tell the reasoning self “you are wrong about me,” because it has no line back to it and its signal arrives stripped of its source. So the reasoning self can only be corrected by working on its own Beliefs directly, which is exactly where the Knowledge Patch operates.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.12; Appendix A, Section A.5.9.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Channel-Count Asymmetry, Decision Hub, Thinker, Observer, Source Opacity, Knowledge Patch, I-Supremacy Result, A-Disadvantage.



I-Duties

I-duties require individuals and institutions to structure roles and environments so that Intrinsic Motivation can lead where A is met and M is bounded.

Explanation. I-duties bind parents, schools, employers, professions, and states to avoid designing systems that permanently crowd out autonomy and mastery, constant surveillance, impossible demands, and totalizing status tournaments are all I-violating. Those who control educational systems, workplaces, and civic institutions must create conditions where people can develop competence, pursue self-endorsed projects, and maintain meaningful relationships, not just extract compliance or performance.

I-duties also bind each person negatively, not only institutions positively: the duty not to conduct one’s own intrinsic pursuit so as to inflict I-harm on another, that is, so as to deprive them of the time, space, tools, or materials their own pursuit requires. Because intrinsic reward is non-positional, such collisions are rare; where they occur the remedy is a negotiated, in-kind reallocation of the shared enabler (time, space, tools, or materials) rather than a proportional infliction of loss (see the conflict-level diagnostic, Chapter 16, §16.10).

Derivation: Chapter 5, Section 5.6.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (normative).

Cross-references: Intrinsic Motivation (I), I-Rights, Intrinsic domains (I-domains), A-Duties.



I-Emergence

I-Emergence. I-Emergence is the process by which I-grounded motivational signals, previously suppressed in the Decision Hub by competing M-signals of higher integrated value, rise in relative weight during M-shock because the M-architecture’s temporary incoherence removes the inflated M-contribution from the value comparison, allowing I-compatible Objects to achieve decision-relevant value for the first time. I-Emergence requires four conditions: A-sufficiency, retained I-capacity, environmental access to I-compatible activities, and (optimally but not necessarily) Knowledge Patch vocabulary to protect emerging I-engagement from M-re-contamination.

Explanation. I-Emergence is what happens when the status game stops working and you discover what you actually enjoy. The executive who retires and discovers gardening did not suddenly become a gardener, the gardening interest was always there, but the career’s status-signal was louder in the Decision Hub. When the status signal goes quiet (through retirement, relocation, or any other M-shock), the quieter signal becomes audible. It requires that your basic needs are met, that you still have the capacity for genuine engagement, and that you have access to activities worth pursuing.

Cross-references: Self-Model Disruption, Therapeutic Window, Revelation Effect, Differential Satiation Dynamics (Axiom 6), Decision Hub.

Derivation: Chapter 15, Section 15.7.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from Self-Model Disruption Principle, Differential Satiation (Axiom 6), and Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2).



I-Override

I-Override. I-Override is the cognitive operation by which an Individual redirects a Mimetic signal from automatic Decision Hub processing to deliberative Intrinsic Motivation scrutiny, thereby inferring the source-attribution that integration destroyed, which routes around Source Opacity rather than restoring the source-tags, and transforming felt necessity into an analysable sensation with identifiable Mimetic origins that can be evaluated rather than merely acted upon. I-Override is available only once the Thinker has been recruited (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3): until then action-selection runs automatically on habit and on the priors already held, and an inference completed after selection revises the Beliefs for the next selection rather than redirecting the one already made. I-Override is Ground-Resolution run deliberately on the source-attribution special case: the reasoner maintains a non-zero interference term (Epistemic Suspension), preserves or expands the representable Hypothesis Space ℋ\mathcal{H} through AIM Vocabulary Acquisition to admit H_M and other structural alternatives, and resists collapse onto a single Hypothesis pending further evidence, thereby enabling Belief revision. I-Override is not a separate faculty and not a state of the engine distinct from ordinary evaluation. I-Override is the evaluative operation under a configuration, and it runs Imagination, because expanding ℋ\mathcal{H} to admit the Mimetic Hypothesis is what the generative operation performs.

The operation is one instance of a general capacity. I-Override is not a separate faculty added to the architecture. It is the same inference engine, described in Chapter 13, running on the widest hypothesis space available to the Individual and maintaining a non-zero interference term against narrative-closure decoherence and M-contaminated evidence weighting. Run on a restricted hypothesis space, that same engine produces Confabulation. This is why the two are not opposites, and why the Knowledge Patch operates by widening the space rather than by installing a new capability.

Explanation. I-Override is the mental move of catching a powerful urge and asking, “wait, why do I actually want this?” It redirects the urge from automatic processing to deliberate investigation of whether the urgency is a real survival need (Appetitive), a genuine interest (Intrinsic), or social copying (Mimetic). Before I-Override, the phenomenology is “I need this or I die” - an integrated signal experienced as fact. During I-Override, the phenomenology shifts to “I feel a sensation of need-or-die; let me examine it” - the signal becomes an object of investigation rather than a command to obey. The difficulty of I-Override is that holding the thinking engine in an open-search configuration (multiple Hypotheses alive, doubt sustained, premature closure resisted) is metabolically and socially costly. The engine wants to end its operation; training, AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, and protective environments hold it open long enough for accurate source-attribution to complete, or at least not to completely believe the wrong answer.

Cross-references: Decision Hub; Intrinsic Motivation; Mimetic Desire; Source Opacity; Transmission Window; Two-Question Diagnostic; Epistemic Suspension; AIM Vocabulary Acquisition; I-Override Capacity; Knowledge Patch; Conscious Cognition; Imagination; Imaginative Search Corollary; Prior; Posterior; Evidence.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.3; Chapter 9, Section 9.13; Chapter 11, Section 11.3.1; Chapter 11, Section 11.3; Appendix A, Section A.6.4; Chapter 9, Section 9.13.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



I-Override Capacity

I-Override Capacity is the Individual’s context-dependent ability to successfully execute I-Override (to redirect Mimetic signals from automatic Decision Hub processing to deliberative Intrinsic Motivational scrutiny, inferring the source-attribution through manual Source-tagging before acting, routing around Source Opacity rather than restoring the destroyed tags) which varies with A-security, stress, cognitive load, training, conceptual vocabulary, and social support, and is therefore a proper target of institutional design and personal practice rather than a fixed trait.

Explanation. I-Override is a specific cognitive operation; I-Override Capacity is how often and how well a given person can actually perform it in the wild. Even highly reflective people lose this capacity under sleep deprivation, pain, fear, or when A-floors are threatened. Chronic stress, surveillance, and High-Theatre environments all push capacity down, because the Decision Hub is flooded with urgent signals and there is little slack for slow scrutiny. By contrast, secure A-floors, protected I-domains, and explicit AIM vocabulary push capacity up: people have time, safety, and concepts with which to question their own urgency. Training also matters: like any skill, I-Override becomes easier and more automatic with practice. AIM treats I-Override Capacity as a design target: justice, education, and workplace systems can be evaluated partly by whether they expand or erode typical capacity in their populations.

Cross-references: Adoption-Action Distinction, I-Override.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.13.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



I-Override Information Architecture

I-Override Information Architecture refers to the specific informational constraints under which I-Override operates: Source Opacity destroys only the source-tags identifying which motivational channel (A, I, or M) generated each input to the Decision Hub, while all other information processed prior to integration (contextual cues, temporal sequence, behavioural history, environmental conditions, bodily states, and the content of the desire itself) remains accessible to conscious awareness. M-inputs face an additional constraint: because mimetic transmission occurs preconsciously within the Transmission Window, the acquisition event was never consciously registered, rendering M structurally undetectable through direct introspection even when other information remains available.

Explanation. Source Opacity is often misunderstood as total information loss. It is not. What is lost is specifically the tag indicating which system generated the motivational signal, not the signal’s content, intensity, or surrounding context. An Individual experiencing intense desire for a house retains access to: the house’s features (content), how urgently they want it (intensity), when the desire arose (temporal), whether they are hungry or tired (bodily state), who else has expressed interest (social context), and their own history of housing preferences (behavioural history). What they cannot access is whether this desire originated from genuine shelter need (A), from the house enabling valued activities (I), or from observing others pursue similar houses (M).

The asymmetry between A/I and M detection reflects timing differences in the neural architecture:


	A-signals arise from bodily states that are partly accessible to awareness (hunger pangs, fatigue, pain). The Individual cannot see the source-tag, but can observe correlated bodily phenomenology.

	I-signals arise from engagement with activities. The Individual cannot see the source-tag, but can observe whether the activity remains rewarding when audience and external stakes are removed.

	M-signals arrive preconsciously via mirror-neuron systems within the Transmission Window and are integrated before the approximately 300–500ms threshold at which conscious awareness becomes possible. The Individual cannot see the source-tag and has no correlated phenomenology to observe, the mimetic acquisition event itself was never consciously registered.



I-Override therefore operates through inference from available information rather than recovery of source-tags. The Two-Question Diagnostic works by elimination: the Individual uses accessible information (bodily states for Question 1; Private Persistence for Question 2) to rule out A and I, leaving M as the residual category. This eliminative structure is not a workaround but a design requirement, direct M-detection is architecturally impossible given preconscious transmission timing.

The practical implication is that I-Override effectiveness depends on:


	Information availability, stress, cognitive load, and A-deficit degrade access to contextual information

	Diagnostic tools, the Two-Question Diagnostic provides a structured method for using available information

	Conceptual vocabulary, without the concept of M, successful elimination (not-A, not-I) cannot be attributed to any category, and confabulation fills the gap with A or I narratives



Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.13.1; Chapter 4, Section 4.3.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Theoretical Construct, integrating established neuroscience on preconscious timing with AIM-specific mechanisms.

Cross-references: I-Override, Source Opacity, Transmission Window, Two-Question Diagnostic, Decision Hub, Fast-to-Slow Coupling (Appendix A.5.6).



I-Rights

I-rights are entitlements to real scope for self-endorsed projects-autonomy, competence development, and meaningful relatedness-without systematic I-suppression.

Explanation. I-rights capture the idea that people are not just mouths to be fed or workers to be directed, but Individuals entitled to some protected space for education, creative and relational life, and self-chosen commitments. This means access to learning, time and resources for meaningful projects, and freedom from systems that treat humans purely as instruments for others’ goals.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (normative).

Cross-references: Intrinsic Motivation (I), I-Duties, Intrinsic domains (I-domains), A-Rights.



I-Supremacy Result

I-Supremacy Result. The derived consequence that, under the Channel-Count Asymmetry, the Thinker (I) exerts disproportionate influence over the integrated value V, because it controls two of the three channels of direct input to the Decision Hub (its own ground-resolution input and the Thinker-conditioned Observer channel), against the Body Manager’s single independent channel. The result is derived from the control asymmetry, not posited as a weighting. The fast-layer formalisation is at Appendix A.5.9.

Explanation. Because the reasoning self effectively holds two of the three votes that decide what we do, its view tends to win. This is not because anyone designed it to win, but because the third voter (social comparison) is just echoing the reasoning self, so the reasoning self is really voting twice.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.12; Appendix A, Section A.5.9.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Channel-Count Asymmetry, Decision Hub, Thinker, Body Manager, Observer, A-Disadvantage, I-Corrective Asymmetry, I-Template Override Result.



I-Template Override Result

I-Template Override Result. The derived consequence that, where the Thinker’s priors have been configured to discount the Body Manager’s deficits (for example the fast, the vigil, the ordeal, or a Glory-template reframing of bodily sacrifice as honour), the Body Manager’s single unshaped channel can be outvoted by the two Thinker-shaped channels at the Decision Hub, so that cultural configuration of the Thinker’s templates overrides bodily survival signalling. Follows from the Channel-Count Asymmetry. The fast-layer formalisation is at Appendix A.5.9.

Explanation. If the reasoning self has been taught that ignoring the body is noble, it can override the body’s alarm, because it controls two of the three votes. This is why people can starve themselves, march into danger, or push past exhaustion when a Belief system tells them to.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.12; Appendix A, Section A.5.9.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Channel-Count Asymmetry, Decision Hub, Thinker, Body Manager, Template, I-Supremacy Result, A-Disadvantage, I-Corrective Asymmetry.



I-Vacancy

I-Vacancy. I-Vacancy is the condition in which Mimetic monopolisation of the valuation field leaves Intrinsic Motivation no perceptible Object to lead, such that Intrinsic interests can be neither seen nor built until the Mimetic scaffold is cleared; it is a vacancy of conceptual access and cultivation, not of innate capacity.

Explanation. I-Vacancy names what happens when chasing status or accumulation has taken over so completely that a person cannot even notice, let alone develop, the things they would genuinely enjoy for their own sake, not because the capacity is missing, but because nothing else can get through until the Mimetic noise is cleared.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.12.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Intrinsic domains (I-domains), Crowding-Out, Mimetic Desire (M), Intrinsic Motivation (I), Decision Hub, Source Opacity.



Ignition Gain

Ignition Gain is the parameter α in the fast valuation system specified in Appendix A, denoting the coupling coefficient from observed Model goal signals m_obs(t) to the preconscious mimetic channel M(t). α reflects the efficiency of the perceptual-to-goal substrate identified in Axiom 7 (Preconscious Transmission). It is a structural property of human cognition, not an intervention parameter. α > 0 is a structural boundary condition of any Individual who perceives other Individuals.

Explanation. The Ignition Gain is how efficiently the brain’s perception machinery converts seeing someone else pursuing something into a preconscious pull toward that thing. It is a feature of how we are wired. We cannot turn it down without rewiring the perceptual-to-goal substrate itself, which the framework neither can nor wants to propose. As long as Individuals perceive other Individuals, α is non-zero.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.2.1.

Cross-references: Ignition Input, Preconscious Transmission, Mimetic Desire (M).

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Ignition Input

Ignition Input is the exogenous input m_obs(t) in the fast valuation system specified in Appendix A, denoting the stream of observed Model goal signals directed at a focal Object that reach an Individual’s perceptual apparatus. m_obs(t) is not a state variable and not a structural parameter; it is an input whose magnitude depends on the institutional, technological, and cultural environment the Individual occupies. It is modifiable through Class 1 interventions.

Explanation. The Ignition Input is the actual flow of visible Model signals coming at an Individual in a given environment. A person scrolling saturated social media receives a very different m_obs from a person in an isolated community with few Model channels. Unlike the Ignition Gain, which is structural, the Ignition Input is changeable: it is what institutions, platforms, and cultures actually let through to perception, and it is what Class 1 interventions adjust.

Cross-references: Ignition Gain, Class 1 Intervention, Observability, Model.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.5.1; Appendix A, Section A.4; Chapter 8, Section 8.14.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Ignition-Release Asymmetry

Ignition-Release Asymmetry. The Ignition-Release Asymmetry is the result that the loop ignites and releases at two different levels of forcing, and that the release level is the lower of the two. Where the loop capacity exceeds its critical value, the fast valuation system carries two resting states, one at the A-I functional baseline and one inflated above it, separated by an unstable boundary. Rising forcing carries the system from the low state to the inflated one at the ignition boundary; falling forcing returns it at the release boundary; and the two boundaries do not coincide. The reduction in forcing required to release an ignited system therefore exceeds the reduction that would have prevented its ignition, by the width of the interval over which both states exist, and that width grows as loop capacity rises. The state the system occupies is accordingly a function of the path it has taken and not of its present forcing alone, which is hysteresis. The inflated state is a resting state rather than a trajectory, so it persists under no further exogenous forcing, held by the loop’s own Salience feedback and by the Belief Register through the Observer’s templates; the acts it drives still draw on the Individual’s energy envelope.

Explanation. A loop of this kind starts at one setting and stops at a lower one, which is the ordinary experience of feedback through a microphone: turning the volume back to where the howling began does not stop it, and the knob has to go lower still. Two things follow for intervention. The cheap moment is before ignition, and the difference between the cheap moment and the expensive one is not a matter of political difficulty but of the architecture. And a system that has ignited is not straining to escalate further; it is at rest at an inflated level, which is why nothing about it presents as a crisis, and why it stays there without anyone maintaining it. See Internal Loop Gain, Saddle-Node Default, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Restoring Node, Bayesian Lock-In, Collective Fixed Point. Framework-Specific Result.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.13.2; Appendix A, Section A.5.3; Chapter 13, Section 13.4.3; Appendix A, Section A.5.8.3; Chapter 17, Section 17.17.5; Chapter 18, Section 18.2.1; Chapter 13, Section 13.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Result (qualitative).

Cross-references: Internal Loop Gain, Saddle-Node Default, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Restoring Node, Counterfeit Limit Cycle, Bayesian Lock-In, Collective Fixed Point, Mimetic Flywheel, Class 1 Intervention.



Imagination

Imagination. Imagination is the generative operation of Conscious Cognition, the operation by which a candidate Hypothesis is constructed from Knowledge held in the Memory Store and delivered into the representable Hypothesis Space ℋ\mathcal{H}. Imagination scores nothing; the first probability a constructed Hypothesis carries is one Ground-Resolution has assigned it. It is recruited by an open question, which may be presented or set. Where the Belief Register holds no posterior adequate to an Object, whether that Object is one the perceptual field supplies or one the Individual has assembled from the Memory Store and set as a question, or where the context diverges from what the stored posterior predicted, the absence of an adequate Hypothesis is itself the activation condition, and the search for one is what Imagination performs. Recruitment may be endogenous as well as exogenous. Its reach is bounded by the Memory Store, a Hypothesis whose constituent Knowledge is absent from the Memory Store cannot be assembled and is unavailable rather than improbable. Creative counterfactual engagement, where the constructed Hypothesis is not resolved against evidence and so carries no posterior at all, and the endogenous expansion of ℋ\mathcal{H} that is the condition of possibility for truth-discovery are the same operation: Ground-Resolution carries no term for what a Hypothesis is about, so construction proceeds under one rule whether the assembled Hypothesis describes a state of affairs that can obtain or one that cannot. The two cases diverge downstream of the generative operation, in reach against the Memory Store bound, in how available the evidence bearing on them is, since Ground-Resolution scores on what reaches the Thinker and a Hypothesis whose disconfirming evidence is out of circulation is scored on whatever else reaches it, and in whether the search terminates by resolution or by Boredom. Without Imagination, ℋ\mathcal{H} would be static and any Hypothesis not already in ℋ\mathcal{H} would remain orthogonal indefinitely, making truth-discovery impossible in domains where the true generative Hypothesis is not supplied exogenously. AIM Vocabulary Acquisition is a socially-transmitted accelerant for the imaginative operation, supplying pre-formed candidate Hypotheses that the engine would otherwise have to construct from first principles.

Explanation. Imagination is what the mind does with a question it has not yet answered. The question can come from the world or from the Individual: something in front of you that nothing already held explains, or something you have put to yourself out of what you already know. Either way the search for an answer begins, and that search is the construction of a candidate out of what you already know. Without it, an Individual could only think thoughts already present in their repertoire; with it, genuinely new Hypotheses can enter thinking and be tested against evidence. The limit is what is in the Memory Store, you cannot assemble a guess out of pieces you have never encountered. Imagination is the generating half of the one thinking engine. Ground-Resolution is the weighing half, and I-Override is the weighing half run deliberately on the question of why you want what you want, which is why I-Override runs Imagination in order to widen the list. Imagining something that could not happen and working out how to make something happen are the same operation. An Individual assembling a scene in which they fly through the clouds and an Individual assembling a route by which one device is connected to another are each building a candidate out of Knowledge already held, against a question set from the inside rather than one the world put in front of them, and nothing in the operation registers which of the two it is running. The connection can be tried, so the candidate meets evidence quickly and either becomes Belief or is dropped. The flight is disconfirmed just as readily, by everything the Individual already knows about their own body. Both are cases in which the evidence is close at hand. Where it is not, and what bears on a constructed Hypothesis is out of circulation while what other Individuals appear to hold is not, the posterior settles on the second, and the Hypothesis can be carried high, held as Belief, and experienced as real, because being experienced as real is what holding a Belief at high posterior is. That is the architecture operating as specified rather than failing. Engaging with fiction, running a thought experiment, and planning a future scenario are all this operation. The same operation, running beneath the Belief-formation process, is what allows entirely new explanations (including true ones previously absent from conceptual vocabulary) to enter the mental repertoire.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.4.

Cross-references: Conscious Cognition; Hypothesis Space; Hypothesis; Memory Store; Ground-Resolution; Belief Register; Curiosity; Boredom; Confabulation; Confabulation Proliferation Corollary; I-Override; Imaginative Search Corollary; AIM Vocabulary Acquisition; Entertainment; Epistemic Suspension; Interference Term; Prior; Likelihood.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Imaginative Search Corollary

The Imaginative Search Corollary is the consequence of the two-operation structure of Conscious Cognition that Imagination executes an expansion of the Hypothesis Space ℋ\mathcal{H} which Ground-Resolution alone cannot achieve: Ground-Resolution redistributes probability mass across ℋ\mathcal{H} as ℋ\mathcal{H} stands, so a Hypothesis absent from ℋ\mathcal{H} acquires no mass however much evidence arrives, whereas Imagination constructs candidate Hypotheses out of Knowledge held in the Memory Store and delivers them into ℋ\mathcal{H}, enabling truth-discovery in domains where the true explanatory Hypothesis was previously absent from ℋ\mathcal{H}. The expansion is bounded by the Memory Store rather than by ℋ\mathcal{H}: what Imagination can assemble is fixed by the Knowledge the Memory Store holds, so a Hypothesis whose constituent Knowledge has never been encountered is unavailable to construction as well as to updating. AIM Vocabulary Acquisition operates as the primary socially-transmitted accelerant of this corollary, supplying pre-formed candidate Hypotheses (H_appetitive, H_intrinsic, H_mimetic) that the engine would otherwise have to generate from first principles.

Explanation. Conscious Cognition has two operations and only one of them changes what is in the space. Ground-Resolution moves weight between the explanations already there; Imagination puts new ones there. That is why evidence alone cannot correct a systematic motivational misattribution: where the Mimetic Hypothesis is not in the space, no amount of updating selects it, and Ground-Resolution goes on returning the best of what remains, sincerely and wrongly. The corollary implies that S-expansion is a precondition for accurate motivational attribution, and therefore that interventions which expand the Hypothesis Space (knowledge distribution, AIM vocabulary) are the mechanistic antidote to Confabulation lock-in at the population level.

Cross-references: Imagination; Ground-Resolution; Conscious Cognition; Confabulation; Source-Attribution Confabulation; Confabulation Rationality Lemma; Hypothesis Space; AIM Vocabulary Acquisition; I-Override; Source Opacity; Sincerity Guarantee.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.3.1; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.4; Chapter 18, Section 18.4.4; Chapter 14, Section 14.3.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Corollary.



Immediacy Test

Immediacy Test. The first limb of the Three-Test Battery: the identified Individuals must be literally and immediately blocking the Individual’s access to a bodily need, right now. The terms are strict by design, and each blocks a route by which a diffuse deficit passes itself off as an acute one: temporal displacement, that they will eventually cause harm; metaphorical extension, that they are blocking symbolically; and speculative projection, that harm follows if the situation continues. What the Immediacy Test separates is acute Appetitive threat from diffuse felt deficit. A Grievance Belief that fails it is not thereby false, but it is not an emergency, and the response belongs to systemic analysis rather than to agent-targeting.

Explanation. The first test asks whether these people are standing between you and something your body needs, right now, in the literal sense. Not eventually, not symbolically, not if things carry on as they are. Most felt deficits fail this, and failing it does not mean the deficit is imaginary; it means the urgency attaching to it came from somewhere other than an emergency.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.18.

Cross-references: Three-Test Battery, Grievance Belief, Grievance Gateway, Mechanism Test, Authorship Test, Presumption Against Scapegoating, Appetites.



Incentive Salience

Incentive Salience is Kent Berridge’s term for the dopamine-mediated motivational “wanting” system that drives approach behaviour, effort expenditure, and craving toward Objects, functioning independently of opioid-mediated hedonic “liking” (pleasure, satisfaction), such that wanting can intensify without corresponding increases in liking, enabling Mimetic Desire to produce intense urgency for status targets that provide minimal or declining hedonic satisfaction.

Explanation. Incentive Salience is the brain’s “go get it” signal, the strength of pull toward an Object and the willingness to expend effort to obtain it. Berridge’s work shows that this signal is mediated by dopamine in regions like nucleus accumbens and can be turned up or down without changing how pleasurable the outcome actually feels. Opioid systems, by contrast, mediate hedonic “liking”, the enjoyment or satisfaction once the Object is obtained. Because these systems dissociate, a person can intensely “want” a status good, speculative asset, or social victory that they do not especially “like” once obtained. AIM relies on this dissociation to explain why Mimetic Desire is non-satiating: M heavily activates incentive Salience but delivers weak and short-lived liking. Status races therefore feel urgent and addictive, yet victories quickly go flat, driving further pursuit rather than resolution.

Epistemic Status: Established Neuroscience.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.5.4.

Cross-references: Salience, Mimetic Desire (M), Appetites (A).



Incidental Buffer Principle

Incidental Buffer Principle. The named result (formal locus Appendix A.5.3, as a corollary to the Saddle-Node Default) that, because the AIM architecture supplies no restoring force against Mimetic Premium compounding, every measure that has ever damped a mimetic cascade in the historical record has been (a) external in origin, whether an Institutional Buffer added outside the loop or a prior-adjusting internal correction applied from outside the Individual, (b) incidental, never engineered against the M-loop because the loop had not been identified under the Camouflage Architecture, and instead indexed to a culture’s Confabulated model of its own disorder, and (c) variable in strength across time and culture, drifting with the Confabulated rationale that sustains it rather than with the architectural quantity it damps. The principle spans two damping sites: external institutional buffering, which requires a fourth node with intrinsic negative feedback to convert the Fold, and internal damping by the Knowledge Patch, which attenuates the effective loop gain from within but cannot convert the Fold and is therefore insufficient alone. Neither site is sufficient on its own; they are complementary, and both have been unavailable in architecture-targeted form for the whole of the historical record.

Explanation. Human societies have always had things that slow a mimetic blow-up down, courts, a free press, divided power, and at the individual level habits of self-restraint. But none of these were ever designed to stop the actual mechanism, because nobody knew the mechanism was there. They were built to fit each culture’s own story about what was going wrong, so they only ever dampen the real problem by accident, and their strength rises and falls with the story rather than with the danger. The Knowledge Patch helps from the inside by changing how a person reads their own wanting, but on its own the Knowledge Patch only softens the build-up and cannot guarantee the crash is avoided. Stopping the crash reliably needs a purpose-built institution doing the job from outside, working together with the Patch inside.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.5.3; Chapter 17, Section 17.17.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Saddle-Node Default, Knowledge Patch, Camouflage Architecture, Mimetic Premium (PM), Buying Time Strategy.



Indicator

Indicator. An Indicator is what a population takes a system’s state to be, carried in a published figure, an audited number or a measured outcome. That an Indicator is published or measured does not establish that it tracks the state it is taken to represent: the conditions under which an Indicator by which a governing body is assessed does so are those of the Admissible Indicator, and the failure class in which an Indicator recurs and responds while the represented quantities move beneath it is the Counterfeit Indicator.

Explanation. An indicator is any number a society reads as telling it how things stand: an unemployment rate, a waiting time, a confidence index. The number is not the situation. It is what people take the situation to be, which is why the framework asks separately which numbers deserve that trust.

Derivation: Chapter 20, Section 20.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Admissible Indicator, Counterfeit Indicator, Instrument, Referent.



Individual

Individual. An Individual is any entity whose behaviour is generated by an integrated motivational architecture in which Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), and Mimetic Desire (M) are weighted and combined through a Decision Hub to produce choice, subject to Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Confabulation (Axiom 4), Differential Satiation (Axiom 6), and Preconscious Transmission (Axiom 7) at species-appropriate parameter values (including transmission-window latency, reference-set composition, and the range of I-compatible activities). The Individual is the unit at which AIM motivational phenomenology is specified.

Explanation. An Individual, in AIM, is any being whose wanting is produced by the three-source architecture running through a Decision Hub. The definition is architecture-first: what qualifies an entity as an Individual is the presence of the integrated A-I-M architecture, not species membership. Whether a given being is an Individual is therefore an empirical question about its neural integration, not a matter to be settled by stipulation.

Scope note for this book. For the purposes of this treatise, all discussion of Individuals refers to human Individuals (natural persons), and the book’s institutional analysis, crisis dynamics, and Knowledge Patch operations are specified at human parameter values unless explicitly stated otherwise. In principle, however, the architectural definition above extends to any being in which the A-I-M architecture is instantiated, and if another species were found to possess that architecture, AIM’s results would apply to it at its own parameter values. The book does not pursue that extension but neither does it foreclose it.

Derivation: Chapter 1, Section 1.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. The species-generality of the definiens follows from the Derivation-Not-Ambition Principle (DNA-P): the scope of AIM’s consequences is fixed by what its premises logically imply, not by authorial stipulation.

Cross-references: Proxy, Decision Hub, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Preconscious Transmission, Differential Satiation Dynamics (Axiom 6), AIM Framework, DNA-P.



Individual Confabulation Cascade

The Individual Confabulation Cascade is the self-reinforcing intrapersonal loop whereby valid Bayesian updating on endogenously-generated evidence, the Individual’s own confabulated narratives, treated as data by the updating system, produces directional drift of the Authenticity Belief P(H_authentic) toward 1, regardless of the actual motivational source, because each confabulated explanation is incorporated as evidence confirming the prior, producing a posterior that becomes the prior for the next cycle, generating monotonic convergence toward false certainty that one’s desires are authentically A- or I-sourced.

Explanation. The Individual Confabulation Cascade is the micro-level engine that drives the Unifying Crisis Principle’s macro-level predictions. It works as follows: (1) the Individual experiences a desire whose source is opaque; (2) Confabulation generates a narrative (“I want this because it’s genuinely good”); (3) the narrative is experienced as evidence; (4) Bayesian updating incorporates this evidence, raising the Authenticity Belief; (5) the updated Belief becomes the prior for interpreting the next desire; (6) the raised prior makes the next confabulation more likely to be authenticity-confirming. The cascade is self-reinforcing because the evidence is endogenous, generated by the same system that consumes it. There is no external corrective input unless the Individual acquires the M-concept (Knowledge Patch Necessity) and practises Epistemic Suspension. See Confabulation, Bayesian Lock-In, Confabulation Cascade, Collective Convergence Mechanism.

Direction-of-drift specification. (Disaggregation Convention 2.) Each intrapersonal completion preferentially attributes to A or I and systematically avoids M-attribution; that asymmetry is what drives P(H_authentic) toward 1 rather than toward an unbiased random posterior. See also Comfortable Confabulation.

Scale specification. The Individual Confabulation Cascade is the intrapersonal form of the Bayesian compounding dynamic, the loop within a single Individual updating on their own self-generated narratives. Its inter-personal counterpart is the Confabulation Cascade (propagation through social networks); its population-scale counterpart is the Collective Convergence Mechanism (synchronisation of many individual cascades into shared population-level Beliefs).

Cross-references: Comfortable Confabulation (for asymmetric-direction-of-drift specification), Confabulation Cascade, Exception-Handling Analogy.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.3.1; Chapter 13, Section 13.3.2; Appendix A, Section A.5.8.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (the intrapersonal scale of the Bayesian compounding dynamic).



Individual Fixed Point

Individual Fixed Point is the stable configuration of accumulated confabulations-about self, causation, expertise, and prediction-where the Individual’s confidence has converged toward certainty, alternative interpretations have become unthinkable, and the structure has become immune to disconfirming evidence through mechanisms including filtering, reinterpretation, and defensive hostility toward challenges.

Explanation. The Individual Fixed Point is the personal-scale analogue to the Collective Fixed Point. It represents the attractor state toward which human cognition naturally converges when confabulations are permitted to accumulate without interruption. The fixed point feels like achieved self-knowledge and accurate understanding precisely because every observation has been filtered through priors that the observations themselves constructed. At the fixed point, the I-process stagnates because all questions have been pseudo-answered-there are no genuine frontiers for curiosity to explore. An Individual at the fixed point exhibits: universal authenticity attribution (all desires experienced as genuinely self-originated); certainty exceeding evidence; disconfirmation immunity; revision experienced as threat; and intellectual stagnation despite apparent expertise. Escape from the fixed point is extremely difficult because the structure is self-reinforcing and challenges feel like identity threat.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.3.3; Appendix A, Section A.5.8.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Collective Fixed Point, Individual Subcriticality, Confabulation Compounding, Bayesian Lock-In.



Individual Subcriticality

Individual Subcriticality is the maintenance of sufficient uncertainty about one’s own self-narrative, causal models, expertise claims, and predictions to prevent lock-in to a fixed point where alternative interpretations become unthinkable-the personal-scale analogue to collective Subcriticality, which maintains sufficient doubt about scapegoat narratives across a population to prevent functional consensus on targeting.

Explanation. Just as populations can converge toward certainty that produces coordinated violence, Individuals can converge toward certainty about themselves and causation that forecloses revisability. Individual Subcriticality is the state of maintained openness-confidence in self-understanding and causal models that remains below the threshold at which alternatives become unavailable as Hypotheses. An Individual maintaining subcriticality can genuinely entertain “I might be wrong about this” rather than experiencing doubt as threat. The same mathematical structure-preventing convergence to a fixed point-operates at both collective and individual scales.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.5.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Individual Fixed Point, Individual Subcriticality Principle, Epistemic Suspension, Bayesian Lock-In.



Individual Subcriticality Principle

Individual Subcriticality Principle is the principle that just as collective subcriticality requires maintaining sufficient doubt about scapegoat narratives across a population to prevent functional consensus on targeting, individual subcriticality requires maintaining sufficient doubt about one’s own self-narrative, causal models, expertise claims, and predictions to prevent lock-in, with an Individual maintaining subcriticality when their confidence in these structures remains below the threshold at which alternative interpretations become unthinkable, and with Epistemic Suspension Capacity being the cognitive operation that maintains individual subcriticality by preventing confabulated self-explanations from installing as priors, thereby preserving the revisability of the self-model and the Individual’s capacity to update Beliefs when better explanatory frameworks become available.

Explanation. The principle establishes that: (1) the same mathematical structure-preventing convergence to a fixed point-operates at both collective and individual scales; (2) the intervention target is the same at both scales: maintaining probability mass on alternative interpretations rather than allowing convergence toward certainty; (3) the mechanism of lock-in is the same at both scales: confabulations compound through social transmission (collective) or temporal accumulation (individual) until alternatives become unintelligible; (4) the consequence of lock-in is the same at both scales: the system loses capacity for self-correction and becomes immune to disconfirming evidence. An Individual who has reached self-narrative lock-in cannot acquire AIM vocabulary in a way that updates their self-understanding, because the AIM Framework contradicts priors that have been locked in-they may learn AIM intellectually while remaining unable to apply it to themselves.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.5.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Individual Subcriticality, Epistemic Suspension, Epistemic Suspension Capacity, Individual Fixed Point.



Individual-as-Object

Individual-as-Object. Individual-as-Object is the recognition that every Individual functions simultaneously as a valuing subject (whose Decision Hub generates Object-valuations) and as an Object of valuation (toward which other Individuals’ Decision Hubs generate valuation and action-readiness). The valuation directed at an Individual-as-Object decomposes into A-component (functional contribution to the observer’s needs, bounded by the observer’s deficit state), I-component (contribution to the observer’s genuine engagement and relational depth, bounded by functional adequacy), and PM-component (Status signal, network leverage, and positional advantage of association, with no terminus of its own). In any dyadic interaction, both parties assign valuations containing A, I, and PM components to each other. The net PM transfer is the differential between the two PM-components: the party who assigns more PM than they receive is the net PM payer; the party who receives more PM than they assign is the net PM extractor. The A and I differentials are functional, not parasitic. The aggregate Object-valuation received across all other Individuals constitutes the Individual-as-Object’s Status, which decomposes into Status-A, Status-I, and Status-PM. The pathological dynamics identified in the AIM framework attach specifically to Status-PM.

Explanation. You are not only the person doing the wanting. You are also the thing other people want (or want to avoid, or want to be associated with). Their brains assign you a value score just like they assign a value score to a house or a job title, and that score has three parts: how useful you are to them (A), how genuinely enriching you are (I), and how important you seem beyond what you actually contribute (PM). The first two are accurate and self-limiting. The third can inflate without bound. When you interact with someone, you each assign a three-part score to the other. The PM-difference between your scores is the extraction. The A and I differences just reflect who contributes more to whom, which is normal and healthy.

Distinction from Self-as-Object. Individual-as-Object is the Individual as an Object of other Individuals’ valuation, and the reciprocity of that relation is the whole of what the term carries. The Individual as an Object of their own valuation is Self-as-Object, a reflexive relation from which none of the four reciprocal consequences follows. The distinction is load-bearing rather than terminological: reading Self-as-Object under this entry would put self-valuation into Status, which Status is defined to exclude.

Relational extension. Because the canonical Object definition enumerates relationships as a full Object-type, the Individual-as-Object architecture generalises to cover relational Objects whose relata include at least one Individual. Three points follow directly.


	Individual-Object relations are Objects. When B is an Individual-as-Object in A’s Decision Hub and X is any other Object, the B, X relation is itself a valued Object in A’s Decision Hub. A’s valuation of B is therefore not a simple scalar attached to B in isolation, it is a function of B’s observed relations to further Objects.

	Observation of relations is the primary channel for Preconscious Transmission. What A catches when observing B is not a pure B-valuation and not a pure X-valuation, it is the B, X relational configuration. The mirror-neuron system’s capacity to model goal-directed action is, architecturally, a capacity to represent Individual-Object relations.

	Reciprocity propagates through relational Objects. Two Individuals valuing the same relational Object from opposite ends (“our friendship”, “our rivalry”, “our deal”) produces the coupled-valuation dynamics that generate Entanglement, Differential Extraction, Non-Purchasability, and Self-Reinforcement. These consequences are not only effects of mutual person-valuation, they are effects of mutual valuation of shared relational Objects.



Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.10; Chapter 8, Section 8.12.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from existing Object definition and AIM architecture. No new axioms required. Cross-references: Object, Object Parasitism, Status, Reciprocal Valuation Property, Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, Entanglement, Mimetic Premium, Net Mimetic Position, Unidirectional PM Flow Principle.



Individualism

Individualism. The foundational ontology of Western social theory that treats the Individual as an autonomous agent: self-originating, self-knowing, preference-revealing, causally transparent, and analytically separable from social influence. Individualism rests on five interlocking empirical assumptions, each a claim about motivational architecture rather than a philosophical axiom: Preference Autonomy, that desires originate within the Individual and belong to that Individual as their own; Introspective Access, that Individuals can identify the sources and reasons for their desires through self-examination; Revealed Preference, that choices reliably reveal stable, pre-existing preferences that belong to the Individual; Rational Agency, that the Individual is the appropriate unit of causal explanation for their actions; and Separability, that Individual preferences can be cleanly partitioned from social influence for analytical purposes. The AIM Framework dissolves (rather than refutes) Individualism by demonstrating that the architecture it presupposes does not exist. Preconscious Transmission (Axiom 7) dissolves Preference Autonomy, because desire arrives within the Transmission Window before the Individual can gate it. Source Opacity (Axiom 3) and Confabulation (Axiom 4) dissolve Introspective Access, because the source decomposition is destroyed at integration and the report of it is generated after the fact. Source Opacity dissolves Revealed Preference, because a choice reveals the integrated Scalar and not its composition, and Entanglement dissolves it a second time, because the preference revealed was already partly constituted by the preferences of others. Preconscious Transmission and the Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9) dissolve Rational Agency, because intention is partly constituted by inputs the Individual did not choose and the outcomes that matter are emergent rather than intended. Entanglement and Confabulation dissolve Separability, because the partition between endogenous preference and social influence corresponds to no distinction in the architecture.

Explanation. The assumption, built into economics, psychology, law, and philosophy, that people are self-contained units whose desires come from within, whose self-reflection is reliable, whose choices show what they want, who are the right unit for explaining what they do, and who can be studied apart from social influence. AIM shows the brain architecture this picture requires does not exist. The lowercase phrase revealed preference, in Chapters 12 and 13, names the economic method rather than this assumption.

Derivation: Chapter 19, Sections 19.2 to 19.7.

Cross-references: Relationalism, Relational Constitution Principle, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Preconscious Transmission, Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9), Entanglement, Phenomenological Isolation.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Dissolved by AIM architectural findings.



Induced-Decoherence Test

Induced-Decoherence Test. The Induced-Decoherence Test is the criterion of adequacy for any model of a system in which the model is itself a coupled node, holding that the model’s predictive fit through the system’s high-Coupling-Strength, long-Decoherence-Time stable phase carries no information about the model’s quality, because such fit is the expected output of the coupling and confirms only the endogeneity of the system; the model is corroborated only by its capacity to predict the conditions of the system’s decoherence, the crisis at which Decoherence Time expires and the system transitions through the Critical-Coupling Fold, and the decisive examination is therefore the construction of a low-Coupling-Strength, short-Decoherence-Time environment in which the model’s predicted collapse conditions are induced and observed. A model that predicts the induced collapse is corroborated; a model that fits the stable phase but fails to predict the induced collapse is incomplete and not fit for purpose; and a model for which no such environment can be constructed has had the endogeneity of its corroboration established by elimination. The Test is the experimental form of the Provenance Rule applied to a model rather than to a single Belief. Derived at Chapter 14, Section 14.10.4.1.

Explanation. If a model only ever gets tested against data the model itself helped to create, then “it fits the data” proves nothing, of course it fits, it helped write the answer. The only honest test is whether the model can predict the moment the whole thing falls over, because the collapse is the one event the model did not help to stage. So the real experiment is to build a small, controlled, fast-feedback version of the system where you can deliberately trigger the collapse and check whether the model saw it coming. Predict the crash, and the model has earned trust. Fit the calm but miss the crash, and the model is not good enough. And if you cannot even build a setting where the model could be caught out, that itself tells you its apparent success was never real evidence.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.10.4.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Diagnostic.

Cross-references: Decoherence Time, Provenance Rule, Quantum Epistemology (QE), Coupling Strength.



Induced-Resolution Corollary

Induced-Resolution Corollary. The Induced-Resolution Corollary is the derived result that, where a problem has been identified as sitting in the endogenous regime and one elects to resolve it, the better means is to induce the collapse of the prediction’s superposition early, by acting on the world, rather than to predict the outcome and await its collapse; the corollary governs the choice of means once one elects to act, and does not impose a duty to resolve every open question at once. A system that acts early collapses on the short-Decoherence-Time regime, while the loop has accreted little, and the cost of having been wrong is bounded, whereas a system that predicts and waits permits the endogenous loop to run. The corollary also admits a parallel mode: rather than collapsing the whole superposition, the actor may isolate a smaller, representative component of the loop (most naturally a bounded sub-community) run an induced-decoherence test on that component while the larger loop continues, and use the resulting collapsed evidence to design the intervention against the larger loop before committing to it. The component must be representative enough that its collapse is informative about the whole, on pain of returning a clean verdict on the wrong question (its own Type I Exclusion). The parallel mode raises no prejudicial discrimination against the selected sub-community: the loop is already running on them, so the induced collapse reduces a cost they already bear rather than imposing a new one, and the focus of testing and intervention design places them first in line for the resulting intervention. The boundary is that the procedure collapses a dynamic already in place, never manufactures a new harm to study. In the limiting case, the collapse is itself the intervention: because contact with reality is what collapses an endogenous loop, identifying the problem as an endogenous loop and knowing how to induce its collapse is already sufficient to resolve it, and no separate downstream intervention need be designed. The parallel mode is reserved for the harder case, in which collapse is necessary but the intervention the collapsed state then requires is not known in advance; conducting the test at sub-community scale rather than population scale is what makes this case tractable, since a population-scale collapse with no ready remedy risks a full-scale crisis, and protects the larger community rather than disadvantaging it. First stated at Chapter 14 §14.8.5.

Explanation. When a problem has been identified as one that compounds endogenously (where the loop will keep running and accreting if left open) the better choice, once one elects to act, is to force the question to resolve now by acting on the world rather than predicting the outcome and waiting for reality to eventually settle it. Acting early brings the loop to resolution while it has accreted little, bounding the cost of being wrong and yielding real feedback rather than a forecast. There is also a parallel option: run a smaller, representative sub-component of the loop to a quick resolution, read the genuine verdict it returns, and use that to design the intervention against the full loop before committing, capturing the feedback advantage of early resolution at a fraction of the cost of collapsing the whole system.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.5.

Epistemic Status: Named Result. Corollary of the Predictive Superposition Principle and the Decoherence Trichotomy. First derived in Chapter 14 §14.8.5.

Cross-references: Predictive Superposition Principle, Decoherence Trichotomy, Decoherence Time, Coupling Strength, Endogenous-Evidence Condition, Induced-Decoherence Test, Type I Exclusion.



Information Gap Principle

The Information Gap Principle is the principle that when Individuals experience A/I deficits whose true causes (preconscious mimetic transmission, diffuse institutional capture, Entanglement, lack of true causal information) exceed the computational tractability of available causal-inference systems, Confabulation defaults to agent-based causation (“and identifiable ‘someone’ is responsible”) rather than systemic explanation, because human causal cognition is architecturally optimized for detecting agents (Predators, Prey, Rival, Collaborators) and does not spontaneously generate, as default explanatory completions, the distributed, preconscious, entangled processes or other lack of information that actually produce M-driven deficits; even I-led System 2 processing, when engaged under default closure-pressure, characteristically elaborates an agent-based Confabulation rather than an accurate structural diagnosis, because the agent-based candidate reaches Belief-fixation before a systemic Hypothesis has finished being built, so that structural diagnosis is rare rather than impossible, with the agent-based Confabulation serving the functional purpose of providing cognitive closure and actionable targets that allow downstream threat-response and social-coordination processes to operate.

Explanation. The Information Gap Principle explains why scapegoating consistently emerges when Individuals experience felt deficit under conditions of Mimetic capture. The human brain is architecturally designed for agent-based causal inference (detecting Predators, Prey, Rivals, and Collaborators) and does not by default compute the distributed, preconscious, entangled causes, or otherwise lacks the information, that actually produce M-driven deficits. When faced with the question “why do I lack sufficiency?”, the causal-inference systems produce the only kind of answer they compute by default: someone (an agent) is responsible. This is not strategic selection of simple over complex explanations; it is architectural limitation. The scapegoat explanation emerges because it is the only explanation the cognitive machinery generates by default. The principle establishes that Confabulation is not failure of intelligence or effort, it is the brain’s best available response to computationally intractable causation.​

Derivation: Chapter 10, Section 10.10.2; Chapter 11, Section 11.12.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle

Cross-references: Emergent Systemic Dynamics, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Preconscious Transmission.



Information-Cascade Amplification Effect

Information-Cascade Amplification Effect. The Information-Cascade Amplification Effect is the mechanism whereby PM-captured information infrastructure actively accelerates Confabulation Cascade convergence toward the criticality threshold (Pc), because editorial incentives optimised for M-engagement, rather than A-I function, produce systematically PM-inflated reference points that synchronise cascade direction across the population, with each cycle of PM-inflated reference-point propagation generating demand for further PM-captured information, creating a recursive amplification loop. At the network scale (Appendix A.5.7.5), the Information-Cascade Amplification Effect is the architectural consequence of the network-density dependence of the critical threshold: a denser graph of Evidence couplings has a larger spectral radius ρ(Koff)\rho(K_{off}) at any given per-edge coupling weight, which carries the population toward the Critical Coupling Strength κc\kappa_c without moving it, and a denser graph of observation raises ρ(Λ)\rho(\Lambda) and lowers the threshold itself, both without any change in per-Individual receptivity. The density dependence holds while the Thinker’s intake budget is slack; where it binds, the spectral radius is fixed by the budget, and the Effect operates by capturing a larger share of that budget for PM-captured channels rather than by density as such (Appendix A.5.7.4).

Explanation. When news, social media, and prestige publications are captured by PM, when they make money by grabbing your attention through status anxiety and comparison triggers rather than by informing you, they do not just fail to help. They actively make crisis dynamics worse, because the content they push is selected to trigger your mimetic systems, which inflates the reference points you use to evaluate everything else, which makes PM worse everywhere, which generates more demand for navigating PM-inflated markets, which drives you back to the same PM-captured channels. The amplification loop has no natural stopping point.

Cross-references: Ambient Evidence Amplification Effect, Visibility Restriction Principle, Confabulation Cascade, Subcriticality Threshold (Pc), Mimetic Flywheel.

Derivation: Chapter 20, Section 20.4.3; Appendix A, Section A.5.7.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result.



Installation Carrier Neutrality

Installation Carrier Neutrality. Installation Carrier Neutrality is the derived result that the opening of the Minimum Installation Condition gate is invariant under the physical carrier and the sensory format in which the observation event reaches the Observer, because the gate is keyed to a decoded informational property (perception of another Individual exhibiting directional valence toward an Object) and not to the medium that conveys it. The carrier (the physical channel by which the event is transmitted, photons, pressure waves, electromagnetic signal, or any other) and the sensory format (the uncompressed visual, auditory, or other modality-specific configuration in which the event is presented) are both incidental to installation, provided the Observer’s distinctive input stream resolves a valenced, goal-directed observation event. Installation Carrier Neutrality is a corollary of the Perceptual Primacy of the Observer, because the perception channel never had access to carrier-bound raw data but only to parsed, action-relevant events, carrier and format are incidental across the entire field, and the auditory command and the visual reach are architecturally identical inputs. It is also the input-side counterpart of Source Opacity, source-identity is irreversibly destroyed at and downstream of integration (proved via the Data Processing Inequality), whereas carrier-identity and format are immaterial upstream of the Decision Hub at the point the M-channel installs, the two results constituting the entry and exit information-theoretic boundaries of the M-channel. The result is not an additional axiom, it follows from the Observer specification and the Minimum Installation Condition, and it operates at the Disaggregation Primitive reading-surface level.

Explanation. The thing that switches on mimetic installation is the fact that you have observed a Model wanting or avoiding something. It does not matter how that fact reached you, seen, heard, read, or picked up any other way, because what the system reacts to is the decoded fact of the Model’s directional wanting, not the packaging it arrived in. This follows directly from the Observer being a general perception system, it never had raw, format-bound data to begin with, only already-decoded events, so the form was never what mattered. Someone shouting “Run” and someone seen sprinting from danger deliver the same decoded event through different carriers. This is also the front-door twin of Source Opacity. Source Opacity says that once the signals are combined you can no longer tell which source a feeling came from. Installation Carrier Neutrality says that, on the way in, it never mattered what form the observation took. One guards the exit, the other guards the entrance.

Cross-references: Perceptual Primacy of the Observer, Minimum Installation Condition, Observer, Source Opacity, Decision Hub, Belief Register, Signed Valuation Principle, Quantum Epistemology (QE), Content, Preconscious Transmission.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7.1; Chapter 8, Section 8.1.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Institutional Brake

Institutional Brake describes institutional architectures functioning as independent friction on Bayesian cascade velocity, each imposing temporal delay and reducing cascade transmission probability through the implementation chain from leadership Decision Hub to collective action.

Explanation. Courts, free press, separation of powers, and professional bureaucracies each slow down the process of turning a leader’s bad impulse into a national disaster, and because they work independently, you’d have to break all of them at once to remove the protection. See Multiplicative Friction Model, Correction Windows, Leadership Compression Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.17.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Multiplicative Friction Model, Leadership Compression Principle.



Institutional Buffering

Institutional Buffering.

Canonical-definition layer:

The network-scale restoring forces supplied by institutional arrangements that introduce damping into the coupled Belief-dynamics system at the population scale. The individual-level architecture of the framework contains no self-terminating feedback on the Mimetic channel (M5b Differential Satiation), no error-correction under Source Opacity (M5a), and a Concealment Infrastructure that accumulates monotonically until a forcing event produces collapse: in the absence of external restoring forces, the architecture therefore defaults to a discontinuous collapse when the Total Stability Condition is exceeded (the Saddle-Node Default). Institutional Buffering supplies, at the network scale, the damping the individual architecture withholds. Where buffering is sufficient in magnitude and correctly structured, the system’s trajectory converts from a one-way collapse to a sustained cyclic regime from which within-episode recovery is architecturally possible. The arrangements usually proposed as buffers are constitutional checks, independent media norms, low-theatre dispute resolution and social insurance, and each qualifies as a candidate Restoring Node only insofar as it introduces a new dynamical variable acting on a coupling in the loop gain. Where it instead holds an existing coupling at a reduced level it shifts the operating point and extends Decoherence Time without altering the Saddle-Node terminus. The worked failures are at Novelty and Closure. The mathematics of the conversion is at Appendix A.5.7.6, which identifies a restoring node carrying intrinsic negative feedback as one of the three routes by which the bifurcation type can change; the necessary and sufficient spectral conditions on the augmented system remain to be established, and Appendix A.5.7.8 sets out what that requires.

Explanation. Well-functioning democratic and civic institutions do not merely constrain power in a normative sense. At the level of how Beliefs propagate and compound across a population, they supply the braking force that the individual architecture of Mimetic Desire does not provide. Their presence keeps a supercritical system in the regime where within-episode correction is possible. Their erosion moves the system toward the regime where the only recovery available is reconstruction after collapse. At the scale of nuclear-armed states, that distinction is the difference between a crisis that can be interrupted and a war that cannot be undone.

Source: Appendix A.5.7.6; Appendix A.5.7.8; Chapter 11.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.17.5.

Cross-references: Saddle-Node Default; Total Stability Condition; Source Opacity; Concealment Infrastructure; Subcriticality Maintenance Principle; Crisis State Architecture; Non-Commutativity Propagation; Precautionary Asymmetry; Novelty; Closure; Sign.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Institutional Capture

Institutional Capture is the condition where a leader with appointment power who is themselves M-Captured systematically installs M-aligned personnel across judicial, military, administrative, and informational institutions, producing an institutional architecture that amplifies Mimetic escalation, suppresses corrective feedback, and compresses the temporal distance between individual M-shock and societal crisis, regardless of the institutional safeguards that existed prior to the capture sequence.

Explanation. Institutional Capture is the mechanism by which the Leadership Compression Principle produces civilisational risk. A single M-Captured leader cannot impose crisis through personal action alone, they require compliant institutions. Institutional Capture provides this compliance by replacing personnel at key nodes with individuals whose own M-profiles ensure loyalty to the leader’s status project rather than to institutional function. The capture proceeds through appointment cascades: the leader appoints a loyalist to head an agency; the loyalist replaces senior staff; the new staff reshape operational norms. Within months, an institution that previously served A-provisioning or I-enabling functions becomes an instrument of M-escalation. Historical pattern: the process is visible in the early stages of every authoritarian consolidation, and its speed correlates with the breadth of executive appointment power. See M-Capture, Leadership Compression Principle, Crisis State Architecture.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.7.3; Chapter 20, Section 20.5; Chapter 13, Section 13.6.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: M-Capture, Leadership Compression Principle, Crisis State Architecture.



Instrument

Instrument. An Instrument is the arrangement by which a quantity is read from somewhere other than the thing carrying it. Because Source Opacity makes the quantity requiring damping unreadable from inside the Individual carrying it, a body that produces its own account of its own performance reproduces that arrangement one scale up, issuing an integrated report with the sources stripped about itself, and good faith does not repair this, because the defect is structural rather than motivational. The Instrument therefore precedes the authority: a structure that cannot be read from outside is not a governor but a high-authority actor whose conduct cannot be checked.

Explanation. A thermometer that is also the patient cannot be trusted. People cannot read their own motives, and an institution reporting on itself has the same blind spot at a larger scale, however honest it is. So the means of reading an institution from outside has to exist before the institution is given power; otherwise the power arrives with nothing able to check it.

Derivation: Chapter 20, Section 20.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Admissible Indicator, Indicator, Source Opacity, Governance Completeness Condition.



Intensity

Intensity. Intensity is the overall strength of motivational activation — how urgently the Decision Hub signals act now — independently of which sources are contributing to that activation. A low-intensity desire and a high-intensity compulsion can have identical Compositions while differing dramatically in felt urgency and behavioural compulsion.

Explanation. Intensity and Composition are the two independent readings that can be taken of any wanting, and confusing them is one of the framework’s standard errors. Intensity tells you how loud the signal is. Composition tells you what is in it. A quiet want can be almost entirely Mimetic and a deafening one almost entirely Appetitive, and neither the volume nor the urgency, read at any single moment, discloses the source. That the two are independent follows directly from Source Opacity: the Decision Hub outputs a single magnitude, and a magnitude cannot encode its own provenance.

A weak I-led desire to read a book and an intense I-led compulsion to finish a creative project share one Composition and differ in Intensity: the first is easily postponed, the second feels irresistible. Mild hunger and starvation are both Appetitive and differ in the same way. Intensity bears on intervention because high-intensity states, whatever their Composition, impair deliberative capacity and make I-Override more difficult; reducing Intensity through stress management, sleep, environmental calm or satiation creates the cognitive space that compositional analysis requires. Intensity is a magnitude separate from the AIM Weights, which are proportions and always sum to one.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.3.1; Chapter 9, Section 9.3.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Decision Hub, Composition, AIM Weights (wA, wI, wM), Source Opacity, Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2), Salience.



Interaction-Constituted-Status Result

Interaction-Constituted-Status Result. The result that an artificial Proxy carries no exogenous, population-shared status markers; whatever status the Individual assigns to the artificial Proxy is constituted entirely within the interaction, read off the response itself rather than off an exogenous social position, and is idiosyncratic to that Individual rather than shared across a population. The principal channel by which human social proof raises Coupling Strength (prestige read exogenously and shared across a population) therefore does not operate on an artificial Proxy. This is the structural reason an artificial Proxy can be a low-coupling interlocutor in a way a prestigious human cannot: a human expert imports a population-shared prestige weighting that biases the Individual’s update before any evidence is examined, while an artificial Proxy imports no such weighting. The result identifies the second condition of the Decoupling Interface. The condition fails only if an interface deliberately manufactures an exogenous status position for the artificial Proxy, which reintroduces the prestige channel artificially.

Explanation. An artificial Proxy has no standing in a social hierarchy the Individual can look up. Any authority the Individual grants flows from what the artificial Proxy actually says, not from who it is. A high-status human carries social proof before they open their mouth; an artificial Proxy does not. This structural difference is the reason the artificial Proxy can be a lower-coupling source in that role.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.10.4.9.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result.

Cross-references: Coupling Strength, Provenance Rule, Prestige-Biased Learning, Model (AIM), Proxy.



Interactional Confirmation Loop

Interactional Confirmation Loop. The Interactional Confirmation Loop is the Named Result that in a live encounter between two Individuals, each acting on a current estimate of the other, the conduct each observes is partly accommodation of the valuation the observer’s own conduct signalled, so that in the measure that the evidence is accommodation it is downstream of the estimate it is taken to test and raises confidence without moving the estimate toward the truth. Because the coupling is symmetric, the confirmation is mutual: in the accommodation-dominant limit the encounter settles at a mutual-consistency equilibrium fixed by the two initial estimates rather than by either party’s dispositions. The loop is valence-neutral, with a cooperative family of equilibria reached from favourable estimates and an adversarial family reached from an unfavourable estimate on even one side, and the conduct it elicits is inscribed in each party’s Self-Model as evidence of competence at reading others.

Explanation. When two people deal with each other, each behaves according to what they already think of the other, and each adjusts to what the other seems to expect. So each sees the other behaving much as predicted and takes that as proof of a correct reading, when in part each is seeing their own expectation reflected back. Two wrong first impressions can both come away confirmed. Where both begin with goodwill, the loop settles into mutual regard; where one begins with suspicion, it can settle into a mutual hostility neither party intended. Only evidence the observer did not help produce, such as how the other person treats third parties, can break the circle.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.9.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result (qualitative; Appendix A, Section A.11.8).

Cross-references: Belief-Conditioned Status Estimate, Self-Standing Confirmation Principle, Self-Model, Grievance Belief, Evidence, Epistemic Suspension, Behavioural Signatures, Source Opacity.



Interest-Only Threshold

The Interest-Only Threshold is the condition at which servicing the Mimetic Premium on Money alone consumes the whole of a population’s generative capacity above subsistence, so that principal is never reduced, the Object borrowed for is never acquired, and every unit of surplus flows to the maintenance of claims rather than to their discharge.

Explanation. A borrower who can pay principal and Interest is slowly buying the thing. A borrower who can pay only the Interest is renting access to their own debt forever: they own nothing at the end of any period, and everything they produce beyond staying alive goes to keeping the claim alive instead. When that becomes the condition of a whole population rather than of one borrower, the threshold has been crossed. It is also what a perfectly calibrated extraction looks like from below — the maximum that can be taken without ending the taking — which is why the threshold and the Parasitic Equilibrium are one locus seen from the two sides of the relation.

Formal statement: Appendix 12A, Section 12A.5. Prose derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.29.1.

Derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.29.1; Chapter 12, Appendix 12A.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result.

Cross-references: Mimetic Premium (PM), Money, Parasitic Equilibrium, Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, Blind Pricing.



Interference Term

Interference Term. The Interference Term is the non-classical component of the Belief-state’s probability distribution over the Hypothesis Space, quantified in the Hilbert-space formalism of the Confabulation Rationality Lemma as 2·√(P·P’)·cos(φ), which represents the residual coherence between competing Hypotheses that has not yet decohered to a classical mixture. A non-zero Interference Term is the mathematical form that architectural doubt takes within Conscious Cognition: it marks the degree to which the output has not yet collapsed to near-unity on a single Hypothesis and therefore remains revisable. Epistemic Suspension is the deliberate maintenance of a non-zero Interference Term against the decoherence pressure produced by closure-demand; decoherence to the Individual Fixed Point is defined as the Interference Term reaching zero with probability mass concentrated on a single Hypothesis.

Explanation. The Interference Term is the mathematical name for doubt. While your thinking engine is still entertaining more than one explanation seriously, there is a residual “crosstalk” between those explanations; the Interference Term measures that crosstalk. When the Interference Term is large, you are genuinely holding competing possibilities in play and can still change your mind as evidence arrives. When it drops to zero, you have collapsed onto one explanation as if it were simply true, and further evidence gets absorbed into that Belief rather than allowed to disturb it. Epistemic Suspension is the skill of keeping the Interference Term above zero on purpose. Reaching the Individual Fixed Point is what happens when it has been at zero for long enough that the capacity for truth-discovery itself has been suppressed.

Cross-references: Conscious Cognition, Bayesian Updating, Hypothesis Space, Belief Register, Epistemic Suspension, Confabulation, I-Override, Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Individual Fixed Point, Posterior, Fast-to-Slow Coupling (Appendix A.5.6).

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.5.6; Chapter 11, Section 11.4; Chapter 14, Section 14.9.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Internal Loop Gain

Internal Loop Gain is the quantity G ≡ κ_S·β·γ·σ’(V) defined in Appendix A.5, being the product of the three couplings (plus the σ’ slope at the operating point V) that form the closed cycle in the Jacobian of the fast valuation system: κ_S from S into M, β from M into V, and γσ’ from V into S. G is the stability-determining quantity of the fast valuation layer. Below the critical threshold G_crit the fixed point is stable; above G_crit the fixed point is unstable and the system exhibits PM compounding and rivalry escalation. G is the target of Class 2 Interventions.

Explanation. The Internal Loop Gain measures how strongly the S → M → V → S cycle feeds back on itself. When this gain is below a critical threshold, mimetic effects decay after each episode and the system behaves like transient social learning. When the gain exceeds the threshold, the cycle amplifies itself and produces compounding Mimetic Premium and rivalry escalation. Class 2 interventions work by turning this gain down.

Cross-references: Class 2 Intervention, Decision Hub Integration, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Slow-Layer Loop Gain, Joint Stability Condition, Fast-to-Slow Coupling.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.13.1; formal statement at Appendix A, Section A.5 (fast layer) and Section A.5.6 (joint).

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Intractability Confabulation

Intractability Confabulation. The Intractability Confabulation is the Confabulation form in which Ground-Resolution, closing on an Information Gap that exceeds the computational tractability of the available framework, returns the narrative that the phenomenon under study is too complex to be properly modelled, thereby discharging the explanatory demand without identifying any agent, while collapsing the prior on solvability to zero and installing a self-sustaining Bayesian Flywheel in which every subsequent explanatory failure is processed as further evidence for intractability (Axiom 8, Content-Agnostic Processing).

Explanation. The Intractability Confabulation is the agentless sibling of scapegoating. Where scapegoating fills the Information Gap by naming a person or group as cause, the Intractability Confabulation fills it by declaring that no cause can be named in principle. Both are generated by the same narrative-closure mechanism operating under the same architectural constraints, and both leave the root cause unaddressed. The Intractability Confabulation is preferred in educated and professional contexts because it carries no reputational risk and is phenomenologically indistinguishable from epistemic humility. It is diagnostically separable from genuine epistemic humility by the status of the prior on solvability, genuine humility leaves this prior undisturbed, the Intractability Confabulation collapses it to zero. Once collapsed, the Content-Agnostic Processing of Bayesian updating guarantees that the claim becomes self-sustaining, because every failure to explain is routed through the prior it is supposed to test.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct, derived from Axiom 4 (Confabulation), Axiom 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics), and the Information Gap Principle.

Cross-references: Confabulation, Information Gap Principle, Exception-Handling Analogy, Bayesian Flywheel, Content-Agnostic Processing (Axiom 8), Prior Examination Inversion, Presumption Against Scapegoating, Individual Confabulation Cascade, Constitutive Narration.



Intrinsic domains (I-domains)

Intrinsic domains are protected spaces of life (education, creative work, relationships, civic and spiritual practice) where contexts are designed so that Intrinsic Motivation can reliably lead, with A secured and M deliberately bounded.

Explanation. An I-domain is any arena where people can pursue projects they genuinely care about, without constant surveillance, status tournaments, or fear that walking away will destroy their basics. Schools, studios, labs, congregations, and community programs can all be I-domains when they meet needs, support autonomy and competence, and keep mimetic competition on a short leash. At the scale of an Individual or a population, the I-domain is the space of intrinsically motivated activities available: the set of pursuits that are process-rewarding, privately valuable, competence-deepening, and observability-independent. I-domain breadth and accessibility constitute a primary protective factor against mimetic escalation, because Individuals with robust I-domains spend time in contexts where their motivations genuinely are authentic, maintaining valid reference points that slow the Confabulation Cascade.

The I-domain is not a list of approved hobbies; it is the structural space in which I-motivation can operate. An Individual’s I-domain includes whatever activities produce flow states, mastery deepening, and process reward for that Individual: music, mathematics, gardening, craft, sport, writing, care relationships, contemplative practice. The concept is used architecturally: I-domain destruction is one of the four threshold-crossing triggers identified in the Seneca Asymmetry analysis, because when Intrinsic pursuits become impossible or are crowded out by mimetic competition, Individuals lose access to contexts where their desires genuinely are authentic. I-infrastructure protection, the building and insulating of I-domains, is one of the Four Dimensions of M-Management, because robust I-engagement provides motivational resources that do not depend on rivalry structures. The policy implication is that institutional design should protect and expand I-domains, not by prescribing specific activities but by ensuring that the structural conditions for I-engagement (time, autonomy, material security, low observability) are broadly available. See Four Dimensions of M-Management, Observability Gradient, Intrinsic Infrastructure.

The canonical I-led small business creates a protected I-domain for its founder: a craftsperson, independent professional or restaurateur who cares about their work starts a business not primarily to accumulate wealth or Status but to create protected space for self-endorsed projects. The design question for any institution is whether it is structured as an I-domain (Low-Theatre, mastery-focused, competence-feedback) or has been captured by M-dynamics (High-Theatre, ranking-focused, Status-feedback).

Derivation: Chapter 5, Section 5.6.2; Chapter 14, Section 14.11.4; Chapter 7, Section 7.4.2.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Intrinsic Motivation (I), Intrinsic Infrastructure, I-Rights, I-Duties, Four Dimensions of M-Management, Observability Gradient.



Intrinsic Infrastructure (I-infrastructure)

Intrinsic Infrastructure (I-infrastructure) consists of the material, institutional, and digital systems that make I-domains possible, buildings, funding rules, legal protections, and tools that lower the cost of I-pursuits and insulate them from A-coercion and toxic M-pressures.

Explanation. Libraries, housing, public makerspaces, basic research funding, non-surveillance learning platforms, and rehearsal spaces are examples of I-infrastructure. Their point is to make it easy and safe for people to start and sustain intrinsically meaningful activities, without these spaces turning into winner-takes-all status games.

Derivation: Chapter 10, Section 10.9.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Intrinsic domains (I-domains), Intrinsic Motivation (I), I-Rights.



Intrinsic Motivation (I)

Intrinsic Motivation (I). The conscious-cognition channel of the AIM architecture, performing two architecturally inseparable functions: (a) continuous maintenance of the priors that make assessment, recognition, and resolution possible for the whole system, and (b) Bayesian updating on integrated valuations to resolve them into ground-attributions (A, I, or neither). I’s prior-maintenance function stores and updates priors about A (phenomenological recognition templates, A-repair Object-classes, A-repair causal pathways), about I itself (which engagements deepen capacity, which Objects have been resolved as I-Objects, which domains the Individual has developed), about M (which Individuals count as Models, Reference Set composition, comparative-position templates, Model-valuation-tracking templates, and the Hypothesis that a given Salience may be M-tracking of comparative position), and about the Object field (the categorical vocabulary through which perceptual input is parsed into candidate Objects). I’s Bayesian ground-resolution function takes tag-stripped integrated valuations from the Decision Hub and performs Bayesian updating over its Hypothesis Space to return a ground-attribution, which is fed back into the Decision Hub for action-initiation. I’s Bayesian ground-resolution function is recruited only where the Belief Register cannot already resolve the situation, either because no committed posterior exists for the Object or because the context diverges from what the stored posterior predicted; novelty and prediction-mismatch are therefore I’s activation condition, not incidental stimuli, and their felt signature is Curiosity. When resolution returns an I-ground, I sustains engagement with the Object as a self-sustaining process that deepens with engagement and terminates only through boredom (endogenous I-termination) or interruption, where boredom is the felt registration of the exhaustion of that activation condition. I is the architecturally unique locus of Confabulation (when its Hypothesis Space about M is impoverished) and of the Knowledge Patch (because all prior-maintenance is in I, and I’s prior space is modifiable by diagnostic evidence and structural knowledge). This entry specifies Intrinsic Motivation (I) at the Disaggregation Primitive level per the Dashboard Gauge Principle. [Axiom 1: Three-Source Taxonomy]

Explanation. I is the thinking, engaging, sense-making part of the motivational system. It does two jobs at once. The first is holding the mental library the rest of the system needs to work, what hunger feels like, what food looks like, who counts as a Model worth tracking, what kinds of things are worth engaging with, how the world is carved up into categories. The second is figuring out why something has caught your attention, whether it matters because the body needs it, because engaging with it is worthwhile, or because other people are paying attention to it. When I decides something is worth engaging with for its own sake, I keeps the engagement going and it deepens over time until you get bored or something interrupts. I is also where the framework’s single available intervention (the Knowledge Patch) takes hold, because I is the only part of the system that stores priors that can be updated by learning.

I-satiation dynamics. A critical distinction governs I-satiation. The I-process itself does not satiate, a guitarist pursuing mastery does not reach a point where mastery is full and further engagement becomes unwanted, competence generates new frontiers, curiosity answered generates new questions, flow deepens as challenges increase, the process rewards continued engagement indefinitely. This non-satiation can be stated positively rather than as a mere absence of a termination condition: because the ground-resolution function is recruited by the unresolved, the process continues for as long as unresolved structure remains and is drawn onward to the next unresolved Object when the present one is exhausted, Curiosity being the felt presence of that recruitment and Boredom the felt registration of its exhaustion. I-enabling Objects do satiate, the guitarist wants a guitar, once she possesses a guitar adequate for her current level and anticipated development, the Object-desire terminates, she does not want additional guitars beyond functional adequacy, further Object-acquisition beyond what the process requires signals likely M-contamination rather than genuine I-need. Diagnostic, read what the upgrade does once acquired, if the new Object goes into the process and the process changes with it, the current tool was limiting the process and the upgrade met a genuine I-functional need, if the new Object is used while it is new and the process then continues on the old one, or does not continue at all, the upgrade was M-driven (the Fallow Signature). This distinction matters because I-process non-satiation and I-Object satiation produce different behavioural signatures, confusing them leads to misclassifying M-contaminated Object-acquisition (endless gear accumulation, credential collection, tool fetishism) as I-driven when the underlying process engagement has stalled or was never the primary motivation.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3; Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1; Chapter 7, Section 7.1; Chapter 7, Section 7.4; Chapter 7, Section 7.5.6.

Epistemic Status: Canonical. Extends Self-Determination Theory with AIM-specific architectural specification (prior-maintenance and Bayesian ground-resolution as architecturally inseparable I-functions).

Cross-references: Appetites (A), Mimetic Desire (M), Decision Hub, Confabulation, Knowledge Patch, Source Opacity, AIM Operational Loop, Disaggregation Primitive, Dashboard Gauge Principle, Minimal Architecture Specification, Thinker, Curiosity, Boredom.



Introspection Illusion

The introspection illusion is the systematic error in which Individuals believe they have transparent conscious access to the causes of their own behaviour and motivations, when in fact conscious awareness is limited to post-integration outputs from the Decision Hub (the unified wanting signal) without access to the source decomposition, leading to confident but confabulated explanations that misattribute Mimetic sources to Appetitive necessity or Intrinsic values.

Explanation. The introspection illusion is why self-report data about motives is weak evidence in AIM. People genuinely believe they know why they want what they want. When asked, they provide confident, coherent explanations. But these explanations are generated by the conscious narrative system after the Decision Hub has already integrated A, I, and M signals, and that narrative system has no privileged access to source information, it sees only the unified output (“I strongly want X”). So it confabulates: it generates a plausible story about why X is appealing based on culturally available narratives (rationality, authenticity, values) rather than on the true motivational source. The introspection illusion is not lying or self-deception; it is an architectural limitation. Consciousness cannot inspect its own inputs; it can only observe its outputs and then construct explanatory narratives. This is why AIM insists on behavioural signatures and context analysis over verbal reports: the illusion ensures that people will sincerely misattribute M-driven behaviour to A or I, and no amount of honest introspection can correct this because the information simply isn’t available to consciousness.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.14.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Source Opacity, Confabulation, Decision Hub, Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2), Sincerity Guarantee, Two-Question Diagnostic, Belief.
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Joint Stability Condition

Joint Stability Condition. The Joint Stability Condition is Gjoint=Geff+Gslow+Gcross<GcritjointG_{joint} = G_{eff} + G_{slow} + G_{cross} < G_{crit}^{joint}, where GeffG_{eff} is the Effective Loop Gain at the fast layer, GslowG_{slow} is the Slow-Layer Loop Gain from the Bayesian Belief dynamics, and GcrossG_{cross} is the higher-order remainder of the cross-block coupling between the fast and slow layers, the leading cross-block product being carried by GslowG_{slow}. The condition specifies the threshold below which the joint fast-slow system remains stable, generalising the fast-layer-only condition G<GcritG < G_{crit} to the coupled system. The additive decomposition Gjoint=Geff+Gslow+GcrossG_{joint} = G_{eff} + G_{slow} + G_{cross} is a leading-order engineering heuristic for weakly coupled loops, with GslowG_{slow} carrying the leading cross-coupling product and GcrossG_{cross} the corrections of higher order in the cross-coupling norms; the exact stability criterion is the largest real eigenvalue of the full coupled block-Jacobian (Appendix A, Section A.5.6).

Explanation. The fast valuation loop has its own loop gain. The slow Belief layer has no cycle of its own: its gain is the loop that leaves the Belief Register, runs through the fast valuation layer and returns as Evidence, so the Slow-Layer Loop Gain is already the main coupling between the two layers. What coupling remains beyond that loop is small and is carried as a third term. All three contributions add up, and the total must stay below a critical threshold for the system to remain stable. This means the system can tip into instability even when the fast loop alone would not be supercritical, because the gain the Belief Register adds through the fast layer can push the total over the threshold. The Knowledge Patch reduces the Effective Loop Gain through the I-Override gate, and the Slow-Layer Loop Gain through AIM Vocabulary Acquisition and Epistemic Suspension; no Patch channel acts on the remainder directly, but the remainder is built from the same couplings those channels reduce, and falls with them.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.5.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result. Source: Appendix A.5.6.

Cross-references: Internal Loop Gain, Effective Loop Gain, Slow-Layer Loop Gain, Fast-to-Slow Coupling, Knowledge Patch, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Saddle-Node Default.



Jubilee

The Jubilee is the correction that clears the accumulated stock of claims: a general settlement in which every outstanding debt instrument is discharged in full by the currency-issuer — the whole of the remaining stream, over the life of every instrument — so that every creditor receives everything owed and every debtor is released, executed under an operating M-Tax and observability governance.

Explanation. All the debts are simply paid. Not cancelled against the lender, not written down, but paid in full by the issuer of the currency, after which nobody owes anybody. The lenders lose nothing and the borrowers are free. What stops this from causing inflation is that the other corrections are already running: with the M-Tax operating and prices unobservable, the paid-out Money has nowhere to act — its holders are already past the point where more buys anything they lack, and the one thing that could absorb unlimited Money, position, is no longer for sale.

Distinction from the historical clearances. The misharum and the scriptural Jubilee reset the stock of claims with the Mimetic Premium unbounded, so the same accumulation restarted and each clearance scheduled the next. The framework’s Jubilee executes under the M-Tax and Blind Pricing, which bound the source that refilled the claims; it is a component of one calibrated correction rather than a recurring emergency measure.

Derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.36.2. Formal condition: Appendix 12A.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Intervention.

Cross-references: Interest-Only Threshold, Mimetic Premium (PM), M-Tax (Mimetic Tax), Blind Pricing, Money, Presumption Against Scapegoating, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Jubilee Theorem.



Jubilee Theorem

The Jubilee Theorem is the result that neither the M-Tax nor the Jubilee corrects a claims-saturated economy alone, and that their conjunction does, executed once. The M-Tax, holding the re-lent portion of Interest at the critical fraction, freezes an accumulated stock of claims where it stands; below the critical fraction it corrects only on the timescale of generations; and where accumulated claims depress generative capacity there is a band of serviceable positions from which no admissible restraint prevents the crossing of the Interest-Only Threshold. The Jubilee, executed with the re-lent portion unbounded, re-crosses the same threshold in finite time, on a schedule that shortens as the clearance is less complete. Clearance under a standing M-Tax leaves the cleared state permanently safe: the Jubilee removes the accumulated stock that defeats the M-Tax, and the M-Tax removes the drift that refilled every clearance executed without it.

Explanation. Neither instrument works by itself. The tax on the Premium stops new claims from piling up, but it cannot dig out the pile that already exists — at best the pile shrinks as slowly as the economy grows, and if the pile is heavy enough to drag on the economy, no tax rate digs it out at all. The payout clears the pile, but without the tax, lending at Interest simply rebuilds it, on a schedule that can be computed, which is why every historical debt clearance had to be repeated. Do both — clear the pile once, keep the tax standing — and the system stays corrected. Each instrument supplies exactly what the other lacks. The principle is named for the component that acts once; the M-Tax was derived independently and stands regardless.

Derivation: Chapter 12, Appendix 12A.8; Chapter 12, Section 12.36.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result. Derived at Appendix 12A, Section 12A.8, within the claims-against-generative-capacity system; conditional on Object Parasitism, that lending which carries the Premium does not raise generative capacity one-for-one.

Cross-references: Jubilee, M-Tax (Mimetic Tax), Interest-Only Threshold, Mimetic Premium (PM), Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle.



Justice

AIM-defined justice is a justice architecture that diagnoses harm in terms of damage to appetites and intrinsic agency plus mimetic escalation, and responds by restoring A, re-enabling or compensating I, and damping destructive M, instead of mirroring harm through symmetric suffering.

Explanation. Justice on this account asks: whose basic needs were damaged, whose self-directed projects were blocked or destroyed, and how were mimetic forces weaponised? Remedies then aim first to put victims back into A-sufficiency and live I-space, and only secondarily to constrain aggressors, rather than focusing on making wrongdoers suffer in proportion to what they did.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (normative).

Cross-references: Harm, Fairness, Equality, Cascading Support.
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Knowledge

Knowledge. Knowledge is the body of information an Individual has stored and can draw upon in forming or testing a Hypothesis: the content held in the Memory Store. Knowledge is inclusive and non-committal. It comprises everything retained, facts, propositions, fragments, procedures, and models, whether or not the Individual currently believes it, has evaluated it, or it is true. To know something in this sense is to have it in store and available to think with; it is not to endorse it (that is Belief) and not for it to correspond to the world (that bears on Truth). Because the Hypothesis Space is constituted from stored Knowledge, a Hypothesis whose constituent Knowledge the Individual does not hold lies outside the Hypothesis Space and cannot be formed until that Knowledge is acquired.

Explanation. Knowledge here means everything you have stored and can draw on, your whole warehouse of information, not the narrower everyday sense of “things you know for sure to be true.” You can hold knowledge you do not believe (a claim you have read but reject), knowledge you have never checked, and knowledge that is plainly false, all sitting in the warehouse next to what you do believe. Knowing something, in this sense, just means having it available to think with. It is the raw material your mind reaches into when it forms or tests a hunch, and if the piece you would need was never stored, you cannot even frame the thought that requires it. Belief is what you have committed to; knowledge is everything you are holding, committed or not.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.4; Chapter 14, Section 14.8.11.

Epistemic Status: Framework-specific usage (canonical): the stored content of the Memory Store, not justified-true-Belief.

Cross-references: Memory Store, Hypothesis, Hypothesis Space, Belief, Truth, Imagination, Evidence, Conscious Cognition.



Knowledge Patch (the Patch)

Knowledge Patch (the Patch). The Knowledge Patch is the compensatory cognitive-institutional mechanism, comprising seven functionally distinct operations organised into three tiers (Chapter 18): Tier 1, the indispensable within-Individual core (AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, the Two-Question Diagnostic, Epistemic Suspension, and Behavioural Signatures); Tier 2, the interpersonal and collective extensions (the Presumption Against Scapegoating with the Grievance Gateway and Three-Test Battery, the Third-Person Status Diagnostic, the Push-Pull Obligation Principle, the Normality Fiction Breaker, and the Reciprocal Care Principle); and Tier 3, the institutional and network levers, which routes around (rather than eliminates) Source Opacity, Confabulation, and Bayesian Lock-In by supplying behavioural proxies for the introspective access that the architectural conditions deny. The Patch does not reduce any of the five channel parameters of the Total Stability Condition by itself; it opens the access pathway through which the other four channel reductions become operative at the Individual scale and the fifth becomes recognisable at the institutional scale. Institutional analogue (monetary integration). Price disaggregation into P_A, P_I, and P_M (Chapter 19, Section 19.13.8) is the parallel at market scale: like the Knowledge Patch for the Decision Hub, it does not recover compositional information from the integrated Scalar that monetary common-currency integration has destroyed; it reconstructs composition through measurement, reporting, and behavioural evidence. Access-pathway function is captured by the intravenous-line analogy: the Patch cures no architectural condition but opens the route by which the treatment enumerated in Appendix A.5.7.7 can be administered. Necessary but not sufficient for Subcriticality Maintenance; prerequisite for all five channels of the Knowledge Patch footprint.

The full formal footprint of the Knowledge Patch extends across five architecturally distinct channels: (1) the I-Override gate, reducing the fast-layer effective loop gain (G_eff); (2) AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, reducing the slow-layer loop gain (G_slow) by enlarging the Hypothesis Space to include the Mimetic source as a representable Hypothesis; (3) Epistemic Suspension, reducing the slow-layer loop gain (G_slow) by maintaining a non-zero Interference Term; (4) Patch-competent Evidence intake, reducing the network Evidence-coupling gain (G_net^K); and (5) Observability Governance, reducing the network Observability gain (G_net^Λ). Channels 1 through 3 constitute the within-Individual footprint. Channels 4 and 5 constitute the network-scale footprint. Together they address every additive component of the Total Stability Condition. The correspondence between the five Patch channels and the five gain components of G_total is the content of the Symmetry of Crisis and Prevention. See Appendix A.5.7.7 for the formal derivation of the five-channel footprint and Appendix A.5.7.4 for the Total Stability Condition.

Formal placement and architectural role. The Knowledge Patch is the framework’s canonical Delivery-Pathway Intervention. Formally, once the access pathway is open, the Patch operates as a Class 2 Intervention on β, introducing an I-Override gate between the Decision Hub’s integrated value V(t) and motor output and rendering operative the reduction of the effective Decision Hub weight on M from β to β_eff = β·(1 − p(V, S)), where p is the Patch-Interception Probability. The Patch’s full formal footprint, specified in Appendix A.6.4, A.5.6, and A.5.7, comprises five architecturally distinct channels that the access pathway renders operative: (1) at the fast layer within Individual, the I-Override gate interception reduces Geff=G(1−p(V,S))G_{eff} = G(1 - p(V,S)); (2) at the slow layer within Individual, AIM Vocabulary Acquisition enlarges the Hypothesis Space ℋ\mathcal{H} to include HMH_M, reducing the Restriction-Induced Concentration Factor ρ(ℋ)\rho(\mathcal{H}) and thereby GslowG_{slow}; (3) at the slow layer within Individual, Epistemic Suspension sustains a non-zero Interference Term, reducing the Evidence-Emission Coefficient ω(Tint)\omega(T_{int}) and thereby GslowG_{slow}; (4) at the network Evidence channel, Patch-competent Evidence intake attenuates the effective weight each Individual assigns to neighbours’ emitted Evidence propositions, reducing ρ(Koff)\rho(K_{off}) and thereby GnetKG_{net}^{K}; and (5) at the network Observability channel, Observability Governance and the Coupling-Decoherence Content Qualification Gate reduce the spectral radius ρ(Λ)\rho(\Lambda) of the Observability matrix and thereby GnetΛG_{net}^{\Lambda}. The Total Stability Condition is Gtotal=Geff+Gslow+Gcross+GnetΛ+GnetK<GcrittotalG_{total} = G_{eff} + G_{slow} + G_{cross} + G_{net}^{\Lambda} + G_{net}^{K} < G_{crit}^{total}. This additive form is a leading-order engineering heuristic for weakly coupled loops, with GslowG_{slow} carrying the leading cross-coupling product and GcrossG_{cross} the corrections of higher order in the cross-coupling norms; the exact stability criterion is the largest real eigenvalue of the full block-Jacobian (see Total Stability Condition entry, and Appendix A Sections A.5.6, A.5.7.4, and A.9.5). Channels 1 through 3 are within-Individual interventions and correspond to the Tier 1 within-Individual operations of Chapter 18; channels 4 and 5 are institutional and collective-action levers required for population-scale Subcriticality Maintenance. Architecturally, the Patch installs the diagnostic competence through which Class 1 Interventions on the Ignition Input m_obs and Class 2 Interventions on γ and κ_S become administrable to populations otherwise subject to Source Opacity and Confabulation. The Patch does not restore source tags to introspective access; Source Opacity remains intact. The Patch routes around Source Opacity by applying behavioural tests (audience-removal, Model-substitution) to candidate actions before execution. The formal placement (Class 2 Intervention on β) is mathematically subordinate to the architectural role (Delivery-Pathway Intervention): the formal placement specifies how the Patch interacts with the fast valuation dynamics once installed; the architectural role specifies why the Patch is presented first in the framework’s intervention architecture. See Appendix A.6.4, Appendix A.5.7.7, and Chapter 15.

The Knowledge Patch is the population-level cognitive intervention consisting of seven functionally distinct operations, unified by the primary mechanism of Doubt Generation, making the interference term non-zero in a Belief system that has decohered onto a dominant false prior. The seven operations address two types of Hypothesis-space exclusion (Type I Exclusion and Type II Exclusion), which are results in generalised Bayesian epistemology applicable to any epistemic system, not only to the AIM-specific instances described below. The seven operations resolve these two types across four domains: intrapersonal (Operations 1–4), collective (Operation 5), interpersonal (Operation 6), and self-evaluative/peer-evaluative (Operation 7).

The seven operations are:


	AIM Vocabulary Acquisition (Subspace Expansion), introducing the three-source taxonomy (A, I, M) into the Individual’s conceptual repertoire, thereby expanding the representable Hypothesis Space to include H_mimetic. This operation solves Type I Exclusion and is architecturally prior to all other operations.

	Epistemic Suspension (Interference-Term Maintenance), building the capacity to tolerate “I don’t know” as a stable cognitive state rather than a deficit requiring immediate narrative closure, technically maintaining the interference term against decoherence pressure.

	The Two-Question Diagnostic (Individual-Level Doubt Generation), identifying M-contamination in individual desires through eliminative inference that generates high likelihood ratios against H_authentic.

	Behavioural Signatures as Inferential Evidence (Observational Confirmation), providing observational confirmation of M-influence through third-person and self-application behavioural tracking, enabling longitudinal monitoring of mimetic patterns.

	The Presumption Against Scapegoating with the Grievance Gateway and Three-Test Battery (Collective-Level Doubt Generation), interrupting the confabulation-to-scapegoating pathway by first screening whether the grievance is grounded in a traced deficit (Grievance Gateway: Origin Check, A-Check, I-Check) and then testing whether Grievance Beliefs pass Immediacy, Mechanism, and Authorship criteria.

	The Push-Pull Obligation Principle (Interpersonal Polarity Maintenance), replacing demand-based interpersonal obligation with push-based obligation, maintaining I-leadership in the domain between self-examination and institutional design. This operation solves Types I and II in the interpersonal obligation domain by extending the diagnostic to felt entitlements, addressing the failure mode where an Individual who has resolved Types I and II for personal desires and collective scapegoating nevertheless reinstalls M-infrastructure through demand-based entitlements that are phenomenologically categorised as moral rather than motivational.

	The Normality Fiction Breaker (Anti-Template Orientation), the explicit rejection of “normal person” as a real baseline and the recognition that all Individuals are mixtures of A, I, and M in shifting proportions, dismantling status-charged normal/abnormal comparisons as confabulated Templates rather than facts, and replacing the question “Am I normal?” with the structurally better questions “What is actually happening in my A, I, and M?” and “What would help my A and I flourish here?”



Explanation. The Knowledge Patch is the seven-part intervention (learning the A-I-M vocabulary, building tolerance for uncertainty, using the Two-Question Diagnostic, tracking behavioural patterns over time, and applying scapegoat scepticism (beginning with the Grievance Gateway to filter copied grievances before the heavier Three-Test Battery)) that gives people the concepts and tools to interrupt confabulation cascades before they lock in. The sixth operation, the Push-Pull Obligation Principle, extends the diagnostic to everyday interactions, where felt entitlements (“you should have known,” “you owe me this”) can reinstall the very M-patterns the other operations were designed to interrupt. The seventh operation, the Normality Fiction Breaker, adds a simple but critical move: it teaches that there is no such thing as a “normal person” to measure yourself or others against, only different configurations of the three motors. It replaces status-loaded normal/abnormal judgments with source questions about what A, I, and M are actually doing, which removes a major M-channel in self-evaluation and peer evaluation. The vocabulary comes first: you literally cannot identify a mimetically-driven desire as mimetic if you have never learned the concept, so the AIM taxonomy is the prerequisite that makes everything else work.

Explanation. The Knowledge Patch addresses the architectural vulnerability at multiple levels through a defined intervention sequence derived from the Confabulation Rationality Lemma.

AIM Vocabulary Acquisition is the architecturally prior operation. Without the M-concept in the Individual’s conceptual repertoire, the Hypothesis “this desire is mimetically acquired” is orthogonal to the representable Hypothesis Space, it cannot accumulate probability mass regardless of how much evidence arrives. This is Type I Exclusion: the Hypothesis is not merely unlikely but unformulable. AIM Vocabulary Acquisition solves Type I Exclusion by expanding the Hypothesis Space so that H_mimetic becomes a live direction.

Epistemic Suspension maintains the interference term once doubt has been generated. Confabulation occurs precisely when the cognitive system cannot tolerate uncertainty, “I don’t know why I want this” is an unstable state that triggers narrative generation until cognitive closure is achieved. Training Individuals to sit comfortably with “I don’t know” prevents premature narrative closure and creates the cognitive space in which the diagnostic operations can function. Without this capacity, doubt is transient: the narrative-closure drive rapidly recollapses the Belief state onto the dominant prior.

The Two-Question Diagnostic provides the computational procedure for generating individual-level doubt: (1) Would I still need this if my survival were secure? (A-test); (2) Would I still want this if no one could see? (I-test). Negative answers to both produce observations far more probable under H_mimetic than under H_authentic, generating high likelihood ratios that dislodge the dominant prior.

Behavioural Signatures as Inferential Evidence provides observational confirmation through third-person and self-application behavioural tracking. Without this operation, the diagnostic is episodic, the Individual applies the Two-Question Diagnostic in-the-moment but has no longitudinal tracking capacity. Behavioural Signatures enable the Individual to accumulate evidence over time, strengthening the posterior on H_mimetic through repeated observation rather than relying on a single diagnostic event.

The Presumption Against Scapegoating addresses collective output when confabulation completes as agent-based causation. The Grievance Gateway provides an upstream filter (Origin Check, A-Check, I-Check) that screens whether the grievance is grounded in a traced deficit before the heavier Three-Test Battery is applied. The Three-Test Battery then operationalises the rebuttal standard: the Immediacy Test asks whether the target is literally and immediately blocking access; the Mechanism Test asks whether a clear exclusive mechanism can be specified; the Authorship Test asks whether the target personally designed the blocking system.

Without all seven operations, the intervention is incomplete. Category errors arise when steps are skipped: subspace expansion without doubt is inert (the M-Hypothesis enters the Hypothesis Space, but a prior still resting almost entirely on the incumbent explanation means no mass flows toward it); doubt without subspace expansion is misdirected (mass flows away from the incumbent explanation but toward the next-least-wrong A or I alternative); doubt with subspace expansion but without Epistemic Suspension is transient (the narrative-closure drive rapidly recollapses the Belief state); individual diagnostic without collective presumption is incomplete (the Individual recognises personal M but participates in collective scapegoating); diagnostic without Behavioural Signatures is episodic (the Individual applies the diagnostic in-the-moment but has no longitudinal tracking capacity). The PPOP without the preceding five operations is ungrounded (the Individual lacks the vocabulary, doubt-tolerance, diagnostic, observational confirmation, and collective-level tools to understand why demand-based obligation is M-driven). An Individual or institution that succeeds at Operations 1–6 but still treats “normality” as a real baseline will continue to install M-infused shame, superiority, and exclusion into every comparison, because the normal/abnormal frame itself is a confabulated Template rather than a fact (missing Normality Fiction Breaker).

The Knowledge Patch strategy assumes that:


	confabulation cascades depend on maintaining Authenticity Belief above a threshold;

	explicit Source-tagging vocabulary can shift priors downward; and

	if enough individuals adopt the vocabulary, collective Mimetic Recognition rises sufficiently to interrupt the cascade before it reaches catastrophic fixed points.



The knowledge patch is “buying time”-it won’t eliminate Mimetic Desire or prevent all crises, but it can maintain subcriticality (keeping crises below the threshold of catastrophic reconfiguration) long enough for institutional interventions to take effect.

Mechanistic Framing: The Compensatory Pathway Analogy. The Knowledge Patch operates analogously to compensatory neural reorganisation following brain damage. Neuroplasticity creates alternative pathways that achieve functional outcomes through different routes when native architecture cannot deliver them. The Knowledge Patch establishes a downstream compensatory circuit-a new cognitive procedure using deliberative processing, conceptual categories, and inferential reasoning-that achieves source discrimination through means entirely different from the lost preconscious source-tagging.

The parallel holds because: (1) neither restores original function-both create workarounds using different substrates; (2) both become more automatic with practice-novel compensatory circuits consolidate through repetition; (3) both achieve functionally equivalent outcomes; (4) both operate within architectural constraints rather than eliminating them.

This analogy captures why the Knowledge Patch is necessary rather than merely helpful: without the conceptual vocabulary, the brain has no substrate from which to construct the compensatory pathway. An Individual cannot develop a workaround procedure for detecting M if the category “M” does not exist in their cognitive repertoire.

Architectural Boundary. Even maximal automaticity of the diagnostic procedure cannot restore preconscious M-detection. The best the Knowledge Patch achieves is rapid post-hoc recognition-catching the confabulation before action rather than preventing the mimetic acquisition event itself. This is compensatory bypass, not restoration of native function.

Cross-references: Conscious Cognition, AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, Epistemic Suspension, Two-Question Diagnostic, Hypothesis Space, Interference Term, Belief Register, Bayesian Updating, Imaginative Search Corollary, Access Pathway Function of the Knowledge Patch, Total Stability Condition, Symmetry of Crisis and Prevention, Non-Commutativity Propagation, G_eff, G_slow, G_cross, G_net^K, G_net^Λ, Thinker.

Short form. The Knowledge Patch is introduced in full on first use in each chapter, with the short form in parentheses, and the Patch may be used thereafter. The short form is sanctioned because no other defined term ends in Patch, so it resolves to a single Referent. It is licensed for prose only: the names of defined terms use the full form, as in Affective Latency of the Knowledge Patch and Access Pathway Function of the Knowledge Patch.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.3; Chapter 18, Section 18.2; Chapter 18, Section 18.1; Chapter 18, Section 18.14; Chapter 14, Section 14.11.1; Appendix A, Section A.6.4; Appendix A, Section A.5.7.7.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Intervention (the seven-operation compensatory protocol).



Knowledge Patch Necessity

Knowledge Patch Necessity is the principle that I-Override cannot operate effectively on M-driven desires without prior acquisition of the M-concept, because the Confabulation mechanism draws on available conceptual categories and will generate A-sounding or I-sounding narratives for any desire that lacks an available attribution category, such that the absence of “Mimetic Desire” from an Individual’s conceptual vocabulary structurally guarantees that M-driven desires will be misattributed to A or I sources regardless of the Individual’s intelligence, honesty, or introspective effort.

Explanation. You cannot catch what you have no name for. If an Individual’s available conceptual categories include “I need this” (A-attribution) and “I genuinely want this” (I-attribution) but not “I want this because others want it” (M-attribution), then every M-driven desire will be shunted into the A or I category by the Confabulation mechanism. This is not a failure of introspection, it is a structural feature of narrative generation. The brain requires a causal explanation for every want; if the true causal category (M) is unavailable, the nearest available category will be selected. The Knowledge Patch, population-level dissemination of the AIM taxonomy, is therefore not merely educational but architecturally necessary for I-Override to function. Without it, the most honest, reflective Individual will still misattribute M-desires, because honesty and reflection operate on the available conceptual vocabulary, and the vocabulary is missing the critical entry. See Knowledge Patch Necessity Principle (existing Chapter 2 entry), I-Override, Confabulation.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.4.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Derived from Confabulation architecture.

Cross-references: Knowledge Patch.
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Lead-Tag-Last Heuristic

The Lead-Tag-Last heuristic is a descriptive convention for characterizing mixed-motivation Behavioural Episodes by identifying the dominant source (Lead: highest intensity wA, wI, or wM), the secondary source (Tag: non-trivial but lower influence), and the tertiary source (Last: minimal contribution), acknowledging that most real behaviours combine multiple sources while having one primary driver.

Explanation. Most real desires are not purely A, I, or M, they combine multiple sources with different weights. The Lead-Tag-Last heuristic provides a concise format for describing this mix without forcing choices into artificial pure categories. Example: pursuing a prestigious degree might be “M-led (status signaling), A-tagged (financial security), I-last (some genuine subject interest)” or “I-led (genuine fascination with the subject), A-tagged (need for employment), M-last (mild status awareness).” The Lead source predicts the primary behavioural signature (persistence, satiation, observability-dependence), while Tag and Last capture secondary influences. This heuristic improves empirical work by allowing researchers to acknowledge motivational complexity while still identifying the dominant driver for analytical purposes.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.3.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Diagnostic.

Cross-references: AIM Weights (wA, wI, wM), Source-tagging, Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), Mimetic Desire (M).



Leadership Compression Principle

Canonical Definition. The Leadership Compression Principle is the principle that executive power (command authority over crisis-relevant resources, information control, A-leverage over subordinates, and appointment power) concentrated in a single Individual compresses the temporal distance between that Individual’s Mimetic shock and societal crisis, because executive action can administratively impose crisis trajectories regardless of where the collective posterior sits. The forcing is conditional on M-Capture: the same concentrated executive power held by a non-Captured leader is not terminal and is in fact the agency through which buffers can be re-established and beneficial action taken. The Leadership Compression Principle is contingent in its antecedent and forced in its consequent only under M-Capture: whether a system reaches the terminal configuration (an M-Captured Individual holding authority above the threshold over a polity in Forced Quiescence, with the buffers that could manage a transition captured, or with no more than residual independence surviving) is contingent, and once that configuration obtains, neither waiting nor the removal of the leader averts the discharge, because the routes around the discharge are closed together: Differential Satiation Dynamics closes satisfaction, captured buffers store Accumulated Mimetic Debt rather than discharging it, and waiting adds to that debt and ends, the leader being mortal, in a removal. The leader’s own act, the distribution of authority to institutions that hold it on independent bases, is the route Apex M-Capture forecloses: the Captured holder is I-Vacant, reads the loss of standing a transfer entails as a threat, and holds an Authenticity Belief that admits no internal correction. The event that sets the discharge off decides only its form, imposed crisis or the succession case, and its severity is set by the structure it meets, per the Trigger-Indifference Corollary.

Explanation. Concentrated executive power creates a shortcut: a single M-Captured leader can impose crisis-stage outcomes through executive action without waiting for population-wide Mimetic convergence, bypassing the corrective mechanisms that operate at population level. Hitler never achieved majority electoral support (peak 37.3 per cent) yet completed institutional capture within eighteen months and imposed persecution and war through executive action. The decisive variable is M-Capture, not concentration as such. A leader who holds great power but is not M-Captured at the apex can use that same authority to build independent institutions and progressively transfer power to them, so that the eventual transition meets institutions that hold authority on their own account; a buffer that depends on one Individual’s continuing motivation is not yet a buffer, so what such a leader builds counts only once it stands without the leader. The terminal configuration is the M-Captured leader over a polity with the buffers that could manage a transition captured, or with no more than residual independence surviving: such a leader has nowhere to step to, because Apex M-Capture has left nothing outside the position, and the condition can be neither waited out nor ended by removal (the Trigger-Indifference Corollary). The fold is survivable where coupling limits leave survivors who restart civilisation from baseline, but under nuclear conditions the configuration removes the survivors themselves, so the fold becomes terminal for humanity and the planet, because the only recovery mechanism that has ever operated (surviving Individuals re-igniting from a perturbed baseline) is eliminated. Because the discharge is not averted once the configuration obtains, the agency that prevents it lives in the antecedent (preventing M-Captured concentration from arising, and distributing authority while an incumbent who has not foreclosed the distribution is in place), and the agency that remains afterwards acts on the structure the discharge will meet, chiefly through provision and information that do not run through the regime. The Leadership Compression Principle generates specific architectural requirements (multiple concurrent authorities for irreversible decisions, mandatory delay provisions, distributed cancellation authority, and selection mechanisms with anti-Mimetic constraints), and population-level Knowledge Patch distribution is necessary but insufficient.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.7; Chapter 17, Section 17.7.10.

Cross-references: Crisis State Architecture, Subcriticality Threshold, Confabulation Cascade, Apex M-Dysfunction, M-Capture, Unidirectional PM Flow Principle, Saddle-Node Default, Succession Decoherence Principle, Trigger-Indifference Corollary, Time-Buying Principle, Contribution-Tracked Authority, Selection-Role Fit Principle.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle (consequent forced under M-Capture; antecedent contingent; distribution of authority by the incumbent available only absent M-Capture).



Trigger-Indifference Corollary (to the Leadership Compression Principle)

Canonical Definition. The Trigger-Indifference Corollary states that where the terminal configuration of the Leadership Compression Principle obtains (an M-Captured Individual holding authority above the threshold the Leadership Compression Principle names, over a polity in Forced Quiescence, with the buffers that could manage a transition captured, or with no more than residual independence surviving), neither waiting nor the removal of the leader averts the discharge, and the event that sets the discharge off decides only which of two forms the discharge takes, by deciding whether the leader still holds authority. While the leader holds authority the discharge is imposed crisis; once the leader is removed it is the succession case, in which Accumulated Mimetic Debt is released through every suppressed channel at once and the Differentiation Collapse Mechanism collapses Decoherence Time across the network. The routes around the discharge are closed together. Differential Satiation Dynamics leaves the apex drive no closure condition at any level of provision. The captured buffers store Accumulated Mimetic Debt rather than discharging it. Waiting adds to that debt, and every wait ends in a removal because the leader is mortal. The leader’s own act is closed, because Apex M-Capture leaves the holder I-Vacant, a transfer of authority lowers the holder’s standing and reaches the Decision Hub as the negative pole of the Observer’s signed reading, felt as threat, and the leader’s Authenticity Belief drifts toward certainty with no internal correction (the I-Corrective Asymmetry). How violent the discharge is and how long it lasts are set by the structure it meets, the completeness of the prior capture and the Buffer Independence that survives (the Succession Decoherence Principle and the Discharge Duration Principle), and not by the event or its timing: the trigger is Content, and the corollary is the instance of the Structural Determination Principle at the apex. Interventions that change the structure the discharge will meet, chiefly provision and information that do not run through the regime, shape the discharge without averting it. Removal is an intervention only while the buffers still hold authority on independent bases.

Explanation. Picture a dam whose operator will not open the sluices. The operator has nothing outside the job to step into and feels any fall in the level as danger, so the level is never let down. Waiting only raises the water, and the operator will not be there forever. Removing the operator does not lower the water either: it takes away the one thing holding the water back, and the dam bursts. How much damage the flood does depends on what stands downstream: levees that hold on their own, and people who have been fed and told the truth by others who never needed the operator’s permission. Those can be built and supplied while the water rises, and they decide how bad the flood is. What cannot be done, once a captured operator is in charge of a full dam, is to wait the flood away, or to remove the operator and expect the water to stay put. The time to prevent the flood was before the dam filled under a captured operator.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.7.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result (Corollary).

Cross-references: Leadership Compression Principle, M-Capture, Apex M-Capture, I-Vacancy, Authenticity Belief, I-Corrective Asymmetry, Forced Quiescence, Accumulated Mimetic Debt, Succession Decoherence Principle, Discharge Duration Principle, Differentiation Collapse Mechanism, Content, Structural Determination Principle, Cascading Support, Phenomenological Collapse.



Legibility Gradient

Legibility Gradient. The Legibility Gradient is the ordering of the three motivational channels by how much of itself each leaves available to notice once Common-Currency Integration has stripped its source-tag. The Body Manager’s signal is anchored to a physiologically specifiable Referent and arrives with bodily phenomenology (stomach contraction, dry mouth, shivering) that persists into conscious awareness. The Thinker’s signal is anchored to what the process it is running requires and arrives as work directed at a particular Object for a stated purpose, which likewise persists, accompanied by Curiosity and Boredom as the signatures of the ground-resolution function’s recruitment and its exhaustion. The Observer’s signal arrives as bare directional valence with no anchoring phenomenology whatever: nothing accompanies mimetic approach and nothing survives into awareness. Because Confabulation must complete a narrative over whatever the signal leaves behind, the Gradient fixes how far each channel constrains the narratives available, A narrowing them to deficit-relevant accounts, I to accounts the work can be checked against, and M not constraining them at all. Source Opacity strips all three tags equally; it is the absence of anchoring phenomenology in the Mimetic channel that makes the stripping operationally decisive there and only there. The Gradient is accordingly the first of the three conditions on which Axiom 3’s account of Mimetic inaccessibility rests, the other two being that the traceless signal is a Salience reading rather than a deficit, and that integration destroys the tag that would mark it as one.

Explanation. All three of your motivational channels lose their labels when your brain adds them together, but they do not all lose the same amount. Hunger leaves something behind you can still feel: a stomach that is contracting, a dry mouth. Working on something leaves something too, since you know what the work is for and can hold it up against the job in front of you, and you can also tell whether you are still interested or have become bored. Wanting something because others want it leaves nothing behind at all. There is no particular feeling that goes with it and nothing that lingers for you to examine. So when your mind sets about explaining why you want the thing, the first two cases hand it material that keeps the story honest, and the third hands it nothing, which means the story can be anything at all. This is why the mimetic channel is the one that hides most completely, and why telling it apart requires looking at what you do rather than at what you feel.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.2.5; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.12.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Canonical development at Chapter 8, Section 8.2.5. Falsification criterion: were M-signals shown to carry distinctive anchoring phenomenology equivalent to A’s bodily sensation or to the I-channel’s work directed at a named Object for a stated purpose, the Gradient would be falsified, and with it Axiom 3’s account of why the Mimetic case is the severe one.

Cross-references: Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Salience-Deficit Asymmetry, Confabulation (Axiom 4), Triple Camouflage, Camouflage Architecture, Object Parasitism, Two-Question Diagnostic, I-Override, Signed Valuation Principle, Body Manager, Thinker, Observer, Decision Hub, Preconscious Transmission (Axiom 7).



Levelling-Up Principle

Canonical Definition. The architecturally sound response to Mimetic Premium extraction is not to withdraw regard from high-Status-PM Individuals (levelling down) but to extend genuine attention, engagement, and respect universally (levelling up). Because the Mimetic Premium is constituted by the differential between two parties’ reciprocal PM-valuations, not by the absolute level of regard, raising the floor of treatment across a population shrinks the PM-differential without imposing A-I withdrawal costs on any party. Levelling down reduces the differential at the cost of degrading A-security and I-engagement across the population. Levelling up reduces the differential while preserving and strengthening A-I valuation. The behaviours currently experienced as “high-Status treatment” (sustained attention, genuine listening, crediting contributions on their merits) are A-I behaviours whose differential distribution has been contaminated by PM. Universal distribution eliminates the contamination, not the behaviours. Framework-Specific Principle.

Explanation. When you learn that deference and attention are the channels through which the Mimetic Premium is extracted, the instinctive response is to stop giving deference to people at the top. But the same behaviours that carry PM (listening, respect, engaging with someone’s ideas) also carry genuine functional recognition and relational depth. You cannot surgically remove the status component without also removing the parts that help people feel safe, valued, and engaged. Treating people poorly to equalise the gap produces equality at the cost of making everyone worse off. The alternative is simpler: treat everyone the way we currently treat only high-Status people. Give the junior clerk the same quality of attention you give the CEO. Listen to the apprentice the way you listen to the senior partner. When everyone receives that treatment, no one is extracting a positional premium from the gap, because there is no gap. What felt like “high-Status treatment” turns out to have been ordinary human regard that was being rationed by the hierarchy. Distribute it universally and the hierarchy loses its extractive power without anyone being diminished.

Cross-references: Status, Mimetic Premium (PM), Individual-as-Object, Observability Boundary, Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Presumption Against Scapegoating, Salience Sufficiency Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.12.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.



Libet Window

The Libet Window is the 350-800 millisecond interval between neural initiation of action (readiness potential) and conscious awareness of intention, during which preconscious inputs (including Mimetic signals processed within the Transmission Window) can shape goal formation before consciousness “vetoes” or ratifies them, with conscious awareness arriving too late to catch the acquisition, and post-hoc confabulation following. [Axiom 7: Preconscious Transmission]

Explanation. Benjamin Libet’s 1983 experiments demonstrated that the brain begins preparing for voluntary action 350-800 ms before the person consciously “decides” to act. This creates a temporal window during which mimetic inputs (which activate within the Transmission Window via mirror neurons) can influence the decision architecture before consciousness arrives. By the time the Individual reports “I decided to do X,” the neural systems have already integrated the mimetic signal, and consciousness confabulates a narrative (“I chose this because it aligns with my values”) that misattributes the M-driven choice to authentic A or I motivation. The Libet Window is critical for understanding why the timing barrier is structural rather than correctable through conscious reflection alone.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.7.

Epistemic Status: Established Neuroscience.

Cross-references: Preconscious Transmission, Transmission Window, Source Opacity, Choice Blindness.



Likelihood

Likelihood. The Likelihood is the conditional probability P(E | H) that the current Evidence E would be observed if Hypothesis H were true, evaluated over each Hypothesis H in the representable Hypothesis Space ℋ\mathcal{H} during a Bayesian Updating cycle. Together with the Prior P(H), the Likelihood determines the Posterior P(H | E) up to normalisation. Within the AIM Framework, two features of the Likelihood are load-bearing. First, the Likelihood is computed only over Hypotheses currently in ℋ\mathcal{H}; Hypotheses orthogonal to ℋ\mathcal{H} receive no weight regardless of how well they would in fact explain E, which is why S-expansion (endogenously through Imagination, exogenously through AIM Vocabulary Acquisition) is prior to any Likelihood-based correction. Second, Likelihoods are sense-sensitive to the kind of Evidence in play (first-order, coupling-mediated, or introspective); a given Likelihood estimate is only as well-founded as the Evidence-kind it is conditioned on.

Explanation. A Likelihood answers the question “if this particular explanation were true, how expected is what I am now seeing?” It is the engine’s way of testing each candidate explanation against incoming Evidence. Two things about Likelihood matter most in AIM. First, your engine can only score the explanations on its list; explanations that are not on the list cannot be tested, no matter how well they would fit. That is why expanding the list (through Imagination, or by being handed concepts like Mimetic Desire) is architecturally prior to arguing with yourself using the list you already have. Second, the quality of a Likelihood depends on the quality of the Evidence it is conditioned on; a sophisticated Likelihood computation on coupling-mediated social evidence under high-coupling-strength can produce a very confident wrong answer, and the engine cannot tell the difference from inside.

Cross-references: Prior, Posterior, Evidence, Bayesian Updating, Hypothesis Space, Interference Term, Conscious Cognition, Imagination, Imaginative Search Corollary, AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Coupling Strength.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.2.1; Appendix A, Section A.5.6; Chapter 14, Section 14.3.1; Chapter 14, Section 14.9.2; Chapter 14, Appendix 14A.9.

Epistemic Status: Inherited (standard Bayesian primitive) with Framework-Specific Integration.



Loop Gain

Loop Gain. Loop Gain is the strength of the feedback cycle inside the Decision Hub through which Mimetic activation (M), the Decision Hub’s Signed Valuation (V), and the Observer’s Salience state (S), the Salience the Observer computes under the prior-configuration it reads from the Belief Register, drive one another in turn. The cycle runs in a closed loop: Mimetic activation (M) lifts the Decision Hub’s Signed Valuation (V); the Signed Valuation (V) updates the Salience state (S) computed on the Observer’s channel; the updated Salience state (S) feeds back into Mimetic activation (M) on the next operating cycle. Loop Gain measures how strongly a perturbation at any point in the cycle is amplified by the time it returns to the same point.

When Loop Gain is below the Critical Coupling Strength, a perturbation shrinks each time it travels around the loop and dies out. Mimetic transmission registers, the Individual learns from the Model, and the system returns to baseline. Mimetic activity in this regime is transient social learning. When Loop Gain exceeds the Critical Coupling Strength, the same perturbation grows each time it travels around the loop. Mimetic activation compounds, the Mimetic Premium accumulates, and rivalry escalates. The Critical Coupling Strength is the threshold value of Loop Gain at which the qualitative behaviour of the loop changes from decay to compounding.

Explanation. Imagine a microphone held too close to a speaker. A small sound enters the microphone, the speaker plays it louder, the louder sound enters the microphone again, and within a moment the room is screaming with feedback. Loop Gain is the technical name for how strongly that loop feeds back on itself. If the loop is weak, the sound dies away. If the loop is strong, the sound runs away. The Decision Hub has a loop of the same shape, but instead of sound it carries Mimetic activation, the Decision Hub’s Signed Valuation, and the Observer’s Salience state (S), each one feeding the next. Loop Gain tells you whether the loop will settle down on its own or run away into conflict. The Critical Coupling Strength is the line between the two.

Specified in Appendix A (The Mathematical Structure of the AIM System). First applied in Chapter 8, Section 8.2.4.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.13.1; Appendix A, Section A.5; Chapter 8, Section 8.2.4; Chapter 16, Section 16.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Decision Hub, Coupling Strength, Critical Coupling Strength, Belief Register, Mimetic Premium (PM).



Low-Pass Filter Mechanism

Low-Pass Filter Mechanism. The mechanism by which the Aggregation Gradient operates: aggregation across many Individuals and many transactions averages the bounded source contributions (A and I) toward stable substrate values, while the unbounded source contribution (M) compounds and produces the divergent signal that aggregation cannot suppress. Bounded sources function as the “high-frequency” components of the integrated valuation, they fluctuate, they cycle, and they average out to roughly stable mean contributions across populations and time. The unbounded source functions as the “low-frequency” component: it does not cycle, it accumulates, and aggregation across populations and time enhances its visibility by stripping away the bounded fluctuations that mask it at the dyadic scale. The same eliminative logic that drives the Two-Question Diagnostic at the individual scale (ruling out A and I to identify M) drives the Macro-Residue Visibility Principle at the population scale through this filtering mechanism.

Explanation. Imagine listening to a noisy room. Most of the noise is short-lived, comes and goes, and averages to a hum. But underneath the hum there is a slow, steady drone that never stops. If you listen carefully to one moment, all you hear is noise. If you record the room for a long time and average everything together, the short-lived noises cancel each other out, and what is left is the drone. Aggregation does this for motivation. A and I are the short-lived noises; they satisfy and cycle. M is the drone; it never satisfies, and aggregation makes it audible.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived at Chapter 9, Section 9.10, where the mechanism carries this name.

Cross-references: Aggregation Gradient, Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, Mimetic Premium (PM), Two-Question Diagnostic, Macro-Residue Visibility Principle, Satiation (A).



Low-Salience Pre-Loading

Low-Salience Pre-Loading. Low-Salience Pre-Loading is the first channel of the Pre-Loading Mode: the installation of standing priors that down-weight the Salience the Observer assigns to Model-observed valuation, attenuating the magnitude of installed Mimetic signals toward the Salience Floor without per-instance diagnosis. Because the attenuation is carried by the Minimum Installation Condition’s magnitude clause and applies to the whole class of observation-installed signals, the channel routes around Source Opacity rather than compensating for Source Opacity downstream: the Individual never needs to identify which particular desire is mimetic. Its principal instance is the Caught-Desire Prior. The channel’s proposed formal correspondent is reduction of the within-Individual salience-to-Mimetic coupling (the Class 2 Intervention target not implemented by any interceptive channel), entering the Knowledge Patch’s channel footprint as its within-Individual upstream conditioning channel; the Appendix A mapping is reserved for formal derivation.

Explanation. Instead of examining each want one at a time, you install one standing Belief that quietens the whole channel through which other people’s wanting becomes your wanting. It works on everything that channel carries, which is exactly why it doesn’t need to know which want is the copied one.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.17.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived consequence of the Minimum Installation Condition (magnitude clause), the Belief Register, and Axiom 8; bounded by the Salience Floor (attenuation, never elimination). Not an additional axiom.

Cross-references: Pre-Loading, Caught-Desire Prior, Salience Floor, Minimum Installation Condition (MIC), Belief Register, Source Opacity, Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Endogenous Stabilisation, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Knowledge Patch.
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Low-Theatre

Low-Theatre describes any environment, arena, procedure, or communication that deliberately reduces visibility, delays comparison, and removes audience pressure from decision-making and evaluation, so that wM remains bounded and participants can respond primarily to Appetitive necessity and Intrinsic Motivational value rather than to Status signals. In operation this means disclosure limited to the parties for whom it is necessary, and framing by reference to the function performed rather than to the standing of the parties. Low-Theatre design is the operational form of Observability Suppression, one of the four dimensions of M-Management. Its purpose is not concealment but the removal of gratuitous Mimetic activation: it lowers the M-Salience of an act without altering the act’s material content, and so avoids raising Coupling Strength in populations that have no reality-contact by which the resulting Beliefs could be corrected. Where a consequence is imposed under Cascading Consequences, Low-Theatre conduct is a derived requirement rather than a stylistic preference, because staged imposition supplies the visible external hostility from which an agent-attribution is constructed, and so loads the loop the consequence is intended to unload.

Explanation. Low-Theatre is the same process run without the surplus visibility. What has to be disclosed still is, to the people who need it, and the matter is described by what it is for rather than by who came off better. Nothing is withheld that anyone requires: a Low-Theatre process is not a secret one, it is one in which being watched is not part of it. A court that reports its reasoning without broadcasting the defendant, a settlement disclosed to the parties and the regulator rather than to the public, an intervention framed by the capacity it constrains rather than by what the target deserves. Run this way a process loses nothing it was for, and sheds everything it would otherwise have added in comparison.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.19.4; Chapter 20, Section 20.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: High-Theatre, Four Dimensions of M-Management, M-Management, Source Opacity, Salience, Coupling Strength, Cascading Consequences, Non-Malice Corollary, Scapegoat Mechanism.



M-Tax (Mimetic Tax)

M-Tax (Mimetic Tax) is a targeted levy on the Mimetic Premium (P_M) (the portion of a good’s price or an asset’s return that arises from Status competition, hype, and visibility rather than Appetitive function or Intrinsic productivity) used to compress mimetic rents in high-M sectors and redirect resources toward A and I.

Explanation. The idea is to measure how much extra people are paying just for Status or speculative buzz, and tax that slice more heavily while leaving the underlying functional or Intrinsically valuable component lightly taxed or untaxed. By shrinking the easy profits from mimetic arms races, an M-Tax makes maximum-observability sectors less attractive as Status casinos and nudges capital and talent back toward goods and projects that actually meet needs or support meaningful work. Implementation requires the capacity to identify M-led enterprise and estimate the Mimetic Premium, which preference-collapse economics cannot provide but AIM decomposition can. Current tax systems treat enterprise income as homogeneous; AIM suggests this conflates structurally different phenomena (income from I-led enterprise primarily enables continued Intrinsic engagement; income from M-led enterprise primarily funds Status competition and Mimetic Premium extraction). M-taxation would be one component of a broader system of Observability Governance and Bounded M, working alongside Blind Pricing, Observability Suppression, and A-Floor provision. The rate is set proportional to the Mimetic Price Share sM rather than levied flat on the Mimetic Premium, so that a good is taxed according to how much of its price is positional rather than according to how large that positional component happens to be in absolute terms. Applied to Interest at one hundred per cent of the Premium, the M-Tax is complete disincentivisation rather than prohibition: charging Interest remains lawful and unsanctioned, and what is removed is the retained gain. (Proposed Intervention)

Derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.36.

Epistemic Status: Proposed Intervention.

Cross-references: Mimetic Premium (PM), Price Decomposition, Price Shares (sA, sI, sM), Blind Pricing, Observability Governance, High-Observability Sectors, Four Dimensions of M-Management, Jubilee.



M-Capture

M-Capture. M-Capture is the condition where an Individual’s motivational profile is dominated by Mimetic Desire (wM >> wA + wI) to the degree that decision-making is substantially controlled by Status competition, rivalry dynamics, and socially transmitted wanting, with Confabulation preventing the Individual from recognising the dominance, such that the Individual sincerely experiences their M-driven choices as authentically motivated (A-grounded need or I-endorsed preference) while behavioural signatures (audience-dependence, non-satiation, model-tracking) indicate M-dominance.

Explanation. M-Capture is the individual-level analogue of what the Unifying Crisis Principle describes at population level. An M-Captured Individual is not evil or irrational, they are a normally functioning cognitive system in which Source Opacity and Confabulation have produced stable, self-reinforcing M-dominance that the Individual cannot recognise from the inside. Behavioural diagnostics distinguish M-Capture from high-M-but-aware states: the M-Captured Individual’s engagement drops when the audience disappears (Gap Behaviour Test), escalates with rivalry rather than deepening with mastery, and produces insatiability despite objective success (Apex M-Dysfunction at its extreme). The concept is essential for leadership analysis because M-Captured leaders with institutional power can administratively impose crisis trajectories (Leadership Compression Principle). See Apex M-Dysfunction, Gap Behaviour Test, Leadership Compression Principle, Institutional Capture.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.17.4; Chapter 17, Section 17.7.4; Chapter 8, Section 8.12.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Apex M-Dysfunction, Gap Behaviour Test, Leadership Compression Principle, Institutional Capture.



M-Capture Incapacity Principle

M-Capture Incapacity Principle. The M-Capture Incapacity Principle is the result that an Individual or population operating at wM > 0.5 is architecturally incapable of self-correcting toward lower wM without external Hypothesis-space expansion. The incapacity is overdetermined by four constraints operating simultaneously and independently: Source Opacity (Axiom 3) prevents recognition of M-contamination; Confabulation (Axiom 4) generates false attributions that explain the experienced distress without implicating M; Bayesian Belief Dynamics (Axiom 8) entrenches those attributions through the endogenous evidence loop; and the Vocabulary Gap ensures the correct attribution concept is absent from the entity’s repertoire.

Explanation. The M-Capture Incapacity Principle converts an observation about which interventions work into an entailment about which cannot. Waiting for self-correction is incoherent, because self-correction requires exactly the cognitive resources M-Capture has foreclosed, and no quantity of material resource, intelligence or education supplies them, since none of the four constraints is a resource deficit. The M-Captured entity is not failing through negligence or wilful blindness; the Camouflage Architecture is performing its function. The objection that such an entity should help itself is therefore itself a Confabulation, an agent-based attribution offered for a structural condition.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result.

Cross-references: M-Capture, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Bayesian Belief Dynamics, Vocabulary Gap, Camouflage Architecture, Knowledge Patch, Burden-Reversal Principle, Cascading Support, Agent-Based Causal Default.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.17.4.

M-Duties

M-duties require actors to refrain from shaming, scapegoating, and predatory status games, and to help bound harmful mimetic amplification in domains they control.

Explanation. M-duties fall heavily on media, platforms, leaders, and institutions that manage visibility: they must design processes that reduce unnecessary comparison, avoid manufacturing public shaming (e.g. cancel culture), and provide alternatives when one status arena becomes toxically rivalrous. Those who control how people are seen, such as who gets ranked, who gets amplified, who gets exposed, have special responsibility to avoid weaponizing visibility and to create spaces where people can participate without being forced into zero-sum status races.

The correlative M-duty extends to non-conscription and exit: actors must not bind another into a Mimetic dynamic against their will, nor make another’s exit from a status contest cost them their Appetitive security or their Intrinsic domains.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (normative).

Cross-references: M-Rights, Mimetic Desire (M), A-Duties, I-Duties.



M-Led Negative-Attention-Seeking

M-Led Negative-Attention-Seeking. M-Led Negative-Attention-Seeking is the Salience Substitution Principle’s channel limb operating where the Individual commands an audience: behaviour organised around generating maximum hostile reaction as the emission act, the transgressive channel costing far less in the Individual’s own effort and resources and Valence-Neutral Status ensuring it returns equivalent Mimetic Premium. Distinguished from Intrinsically-led transgression by what the output tracks, Intrinsic content following the internal logic of its domain while negative-attention content tracks whatever generates maximum reaction, which changes as the audience habituates.

Explanation. Some people organise what they do around making other people angry, because anger is attention and attention is Status. Making something that withstands other people’s judgement costs effort, materials, tools, practice and craft. One act that forces people to look costs almost none of those and still pays, because being hated counts the same as being admired once the notice arrives. The tell is what the output follows. Work driven by Intrinsic Motivation follows the problem. Work driven by the need for hostile notice follows whatever still gets a rise, and it changes when the audience gets used to it.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.11.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Salience Substitution Principle, Valence-Neutral Status, Mimetic Premium (PM), PM Production Cost Asymmetry, Intrinsic Motivation (I), Debate Exploitation Principle.



M-Management

M-Management is the AIM Framework’s normative target: the reduction of the harm the Mimetic channel produces, pursued without any attempt to remove the channel, which the architecture forecloses. It operates on four limbs — supplying the vocabulary by which an Individual can recognise an M-signal as an M-signal; enabling I-Override, so that recognition can bear on action; structuring environments so that harmful M-amplification is reduced; and channelling M toward Positive Mimesis rather than rivalry.

Explanation. M-Management is management of a permanent architectural feature rather than elimination of a contingent flaw. The Observer has no termination condition, and the Salience Floor bounds attenuation from below, so no configuration of priors and no institutional arrangement reduces M-input to zero. Elimination is also undesirable: the Mimetic channel carries cultural learning and transmission, coordination, and shared meaning, and an Individual without it could not acquire language or participate in collective experience. What the AIM Framework targets is therefore the Mimetic Premium the channel hosts, not the channel that hosts it. The four limbs divide by where they act. The first two act on the Individual and are the work of the Knowledge Patch: vocabulary makes the Hypothesis available, and I-Override makes it actionable. The second two act on the environment and are institutional: the reduction of harmful amplification is Observability Governance, and the redirection of transmitted content toward coordination rather than rivalry is Positive Mimesis. The institutional instrument set is the Four Dimensions of M-Management, which gives the third and fourth limbs their design levers; the formal statement of the target is Subcriticality Maintenance, which expresses M-Management as maintenance of the loop below the threshold at which mimetic escalation becomes self-sustaining. M-Management is indefinite: there is no configuration at which it ceases to be required.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.5.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. The AIM Framework’s canonical normative target, formalised as Subcriticality Maintenance.

Cross-references: Mimetic Desire (M), Four Dimensions of M-Management, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Knowledge Patch, AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, I-Override, Observability Governance, Positive Mimesis, Salience Floor, Mimetic Premium (PM).



M-Rights

M-rights are entitlements not to have one’s social visibility, reputation, or belonging systematically exploited as tools of control, and to enjoy a baseline of status-independent respect.

Explanation. An M-right is the claim not to be turned into a public spectacle, a permanent scapegoat, or a status prop for others, and to retain some floor of respect even when one is poor, dissenting, or out of fashion. This means institutions cannot use shame, exclusion, or visibility as weapons to force compliance, and everyone keeps a basic level of social standing that does not depend on wealth, conformity, or winning status contests.

M-rights have a second limb: the claim not to be bound into a Mimetic dynamic against one’s will. When a person declares that they want no part of a status contest, that declaration must be respected rather than overridden; and, because respect alone is not enough, the conditions of a survivable exit must be provided, so that stepping out costs the person neither their Appetitive security (the A-floor) nor their Intrinsic domains (their I-space). An opt-out that can be purchased only at that price is no opt-out at all. This is the same condition Freedom names as survivable exit, and that institutional design delivers as opting out of social competition without forfeiting basic security.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (normative).

Cross-references: M-Duties, Mimetic Desire (M), A-Rights, I-Rights.



Macro-Residue (of Unidirectional PM Flow)

Macro-Residue (of Unidirectional PM Flow). A Macro-Residue is a computable population-scale outcome whose distribution constitutes an observable signature of cumulative PM extraction across many transactions, despite the dyadic-scale invisibility of the M-component within any individual transaction. The four canonical classes are: (1) concentration of market power (share concentration ratios, ownership distribution, control of essential-good bottlenecks), (2) concentration of coercive power (state capture, regulatory capture, institutional gatekeeping, differential application of legal sanction), (3) Aggregate NMP divergence (cumulative Net Mimetic Position distribution across the population), and (4) A-Floor erosion patterns (real cost of A-sufficiency relative to median income, PM-share of essential-good prices). Macro-residues are computed from outcome data alone and are independent of any participant’s introspective contribution. They are the Rung 6 instances of the Aggregation Gradient and the diagnostic class to which the Macro-Residue Visibility Principle and the Aggregation-Concealment Independence Theorem (Appendix A.8) apply. Framework-Specific Construct.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.10; Appendix A, Section A.8.4; Chapter 8, Section 8.14.3.

Epistemic Status: Derived from the Macro-Residue Visibility Principle, the Aggregation Gradient, the Low-Pass Filter Mechanism (of Aggregation), the Aggregation-Concealment Independence Theorem, the Unidirectional PM Flow Principle, the Mimetic Premium Asymmetry Principle, and the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle.

Explanation. A macro-residue is what is left in the data after a long run of mimetic transactions. You will not see it in any single deal, but you will see it when you look at how concentrated ownership has become, how regulatory power has clustered, how unevenly people’s lifetime mortgage and credential extraction balances have settled, and how much of the price of basic essentials is now attributable to status rather than function. These are the visible footprints of an invisible process, and they are what makes the framework testable at the level where institutions can act.

Cross-references: Macro-Residue Visibility Principle, Aggregation Gradient, Low-Pass Filter Mechanism (of Aggregation), Aggregation-Concealment Independence Theorem, Unidirectional PM Flow Principle, Mimetic Premium Asymmetry Principle, A-Floor, A-Floor Erosion Principle, Net Mimetic Position, Concealment Infrastructure, Observability Boundary, Boundedness Asymmetry Principle.



Macro-Residue Visibility Principle

Macro-Residue Visibility Principle. The Macro-Residue Visibility Principle is the principle that although the Mimetic Premium is architecturally invisible at the dyadic and transactional scales by Source Opacity, Confabulation, and the Observability Boundary, the cumulative population-scale signatures of Unidirectional PM Flow, specifically concentration of market power, concentration of coercive power, Aggregate NMP divergence, and A-Floor erosion patterns, remain observable to third-party analysis equipped with AIM Vocabulary, and these signatures are causally traceable to the parasitic architecture rather than to the Confabulated Reciprocity narratives that accompanied the transactions which produced them. The Macro-Residue Visibility Principle is the Rung 6 application of the Aggregation Gradient: the rung at which the signal-to-noise ratio for the M-component is maximal because the Low-Pass Filter Mechanism has averaged the bounded contributions of A and I toward stable substrate values while the unbounded compounding of M has produced a divergent signal aggregation cannot suppress. The Macro-Residue Visibility Principle has five operative properties: aggregational (statistical not transactional), source-diagnostic (M-attributable by elimination via Boundedness Asymmetry Principle), Confabulation-independent (computed from outcomes not reasons, in the sense formalised by the Aggregation-Concealment Independence Theorem), Knowledge-Patch-compatible (functioning as the population-scale analogue of Behavioural Signatures), and subject to Concealment Infrastructure (observability is a contested achievement). Framework-Specific Principle.

Epistemic Status: Derived from Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Confabulation (Axiom 4), the Aggregation Gradient, the Low-Pass Filter Mechanism (of Aggregation), the Aggregation-Concealment Independence Theorem (Appendix A.8), the Mimetic Premium Asymmetry Principle, the Unidirectional PM Flow Principle, the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, and Truth-Value Orthogonality.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.10.

Explanation. You cannot tell, from inside any single deal, how much of the price was really about status. The brain has erased the source-tag, your narrative for why you paid will sincerely focus on function or fairness, and the people watching cannot see the financing structure either. That looks like total concealment, but it is not. When you stand back and look at where ownership, market share, and coercive power have ended up after thousands of these deals, the pattern is unmistakable, because only Mimetic Desire can produce unbounded compounding concentration. Hunger does not pile up. Mastery does not pile up. Status competition does. The macro picture survives the micro concealment, which is what gives diagnostic work a foothold even though introspection has none. The mathematics behind why this works is set out in Appendix A: aggregation across many people and long time periods is a different operation than the brain’s integration within one moment, and it strips away the bounded ingredients of motivation while preserving the unbounded one.

Cross-references: Source Opacity, Observability Boundary, Confabulation, Aggregation Gradient, Low-Pass Filter Mechanism (of Aggregation), Aggregation-Concealment Independence Theorem, Unidirectional PM Flow Principle, Mimetic Premium Asymmetry Principle, Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, Truth-Value Orthogonality, Net Mimetic Position (NMP), Camouflage Architecture, Knowledge Patch, Behavioural Signatures, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle.



Manufactured Scarcity

Manufactured Scarcity. Manufactured Scarcity is the deliberate imposition of access restrictions on naturally non-rival goods, particularly information, to create the scarcity conditions necessary for the Mimetic Premium to attach, since PM requires positional differentiation that universal access would eliminate. Manufactured Scarcity operates through multiple layers: literacy restriction (decoding-layer scarcity), paywalls and subscription barriers (access-layer scarcity), professional licensing and credentialing (legitimacy-layer scarcity), classification and secrecy (visibility-layer scarcity), and intellectual property enforcement (legal-layer scarcity), with PM-preserving forces strengthening alternative layers whenever one layer is disrupted by technology or policy.

Explanation. Information can be copied for free, one person reading a research paper does not prevent anyone else from reading it. But if everyone has the same information, possessing it cannot signal status. So institutions build walls around information: paywalls, degree requirements, professional licences, security clearances. These walls are not primarily about protecting the information, they are about preserving the status signal that comes from having access that others lack. When technology breaks down one wall (the internet made copying trivial), the system builds others (stricter copyright, more credentialing, more paywalls). The scarcity is manufactured because the underlying good is not scarce.

Cross-references: Mimetic Premium (PM), Concealment Infrastructure, A-Floor Erosion Principle, PM Contagion.

Derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.23.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from Object Parasitism (Axiom 5).



Mechanic’s Obligation

Mechanic’s Obligation.

Canonical layer. The institutional duty, imposed on any actor with the capacity to deflate M-inflation or satisfy A or I components within a given scale of social organisation, to apply substrate-calibrated architectural intervention to incipient or active conflict in preference to adjudicative procedure. The Mechanic’s Obligation is structured as four sequential tasks. First, substrate disaggregation: determination of whether the genuine underlying stake of the engagement is A-dominant (material need, bodily integrity, Nonderogable essentials at risk), I-dominant (competence, autonomy, meaningful engagement, recognition of I-contribution, access to private low-observability domains for I-activity), or M-dominant (symbolic or vestigial A or I substrate under heavy M-inflation), since the intervention required is substrate-specific. Second, upstream prevention calibrated to the disaggregated substrate: Nonderogable-essentials guarantees and A-provisioning for A-dominant risks; I-surface expansion, autonomy-supportive institutional design, decoupling of competence feedback from rank feedback, and preservation of private low-observability domains for I-dominant risks; visibility governance and prestige-gating for M-dominant risks. Third, cascading support triggered at the point at which unavoidable substrate-satisfaction failure is detected, such that Individuals with capacity to supply the shortfall are structurally activated before any Individual is deprived of Nonderogable essentials or of the I-conditions (autonomy, competence, meaningful engagement) protected as kernel under the framework’s treatment of non-derogable provision. Fourth, M-inflation management during any residual engagement, using observability restriction, restorative rather than status-focused procedures, deliberative forums insulated from media amplification, and the Non-Malice Corollary as interpretive posture. The Mechanic’s Obligation is violated whenever an actor with capacity to perform these tasks instead adopts adjudicative posture, since the coercive engagement cannot generate truth-tracking output and the harm produced during its continuation is borne by the Individuals whose A or I components remain unsatisfied during the trajectory.

Explanation. When two cogs in a machine start grinding, a competent mechanic does not say “we’ll let them grind it out to see which was the better or more correct cog.” That would abandon the mechanic’s job. The mechanic applies lubricant before grinding begins, or as soon as grinding is identified, before serious damage is done. Conflict is grinding, and stopping it has four parts. First, work out what is actually at stake underneath: A (material need), I (meaningful work, autonomy, competence, recognition for real contribution), or M (mostly status, with the A or I substrate being symbolic). The lubricant is different in each case. Second, put the right kind of prevention in place upstream: provision for A, room for competence and autonomy and non-rivalrous recognition for I, and reduced visibility for M. Third, trigger cascading support the moment upstream prevention fails, so that no one is deprived of their essentials (material or the conditions for meaningful work) while the dispute is running. Fourth, deflate the M-inflation that is loading the Object beyond its real satisfaction criteria. An institution that tries to adjudicate conflict without first asking which substrate is underneath, or that treats all conflict as if it were about material resources and misses the I-dominant ones that need different lubricant entirely, has not yet met the Mechanic’s Obligation.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.17.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Conflict-as-Failure-Mode Principle; Physician-Heal-Thyself Principle; Early-Identification Principle; Non-Derogable Essentials; Observability Governance; Observability Matrix; Observability Gradient; Class 1 Intervention; Knowledge Patch; Non-Malice Corollary; Intrinsic Motivation.



Mechanism Test

Mechanism Test. The second limb of the Three-Test Battery, carrying two requirements rather than one. Tractability: the mechanism connecting the Individuals’ conduct to the harm must be specifiable concretely, so that armed guards at the entrance qualifies and a claim that they somehow make resources scarce does not. Exclusivity: the mechanism must be uniquely attributable to the accused, so that sole control of the guards qualifies and participation in the same market as everyone else does not. Exclusivity is the limb that does most of the work, because a mechanism available to everyone in a system identifies no Individual within it, which is the structural signature of a deficit whose causes are diffuse.

Explanation. The second test asks two things and both must hold. Can you say exactly how they are doing it, in terms someone could check? And is it something only they can do? A mechanism everybody has access to picks out nobody, which is the usual position when the real cause is spread across a whole system rather than sitting in one pair of hands.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.18.

Cross-references: Three-Test Battery, Grievance Belief, Grievance Gateway, Immediacy Test, Authorship Test, Information Gap Principle, Emergent Systemic Dynamics.



Memory Store

Memory Store. The total store of encoded content available to an Individual, comprising episodic traces (specific experienced events, retained with their valence) and semantic content (general propositions abstracted from experience). The Memory Store is inclusive and non-committal: it retains contradictory fragments, dormant facts, superseded Beliefs, and propositions entertained but never endorsed, alongside currently held Beliefs. Presence of a proposition in the Memory Store carries no commitment to its Truth. The Thinker draws on the Memory Store when performing Ground-Resolution: it is the body of information the Thinker consults in resolving the Decision Hub’s Scalar into a ground-attribution, and both the Belief Register and the raw material of the Hypothesis Space are drawn from it. The Memory Store itself performs no endorsement and is not read directly by the Decision Hub. Because the Hypothesis Space is constituted from what the Memory Store contains, a Hypothesis whose constituent information is absent from the Memory Store cannot be formed at all: the true Hypothesis then lies outside the Hypothesis Space entirely, and no amount of Ground-Resolution over the available space can recover it. Expansion of the Memory Store, through experience or through acquired vocabulary, is accordingly a precondition of bringing a previously unformable Hypothesis within reach.

Explanation. The Memory Store is the whole warehouse of what you have stored. It holds things you no longer believe, things you never believed, and things you have never got around to evaluating, all sitting alongside the things you do believe. Having something in the warehouse does not mean you accept it as true. When the Thinker reasons something through it draws on this warehouse; and if the piece of information needed even to frame the right answer was never stored, that answer is not on the list the Thinker can choose from, however hard it thinks. You cannot conclude what you have no way of formulating.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.4; Chapter 14, Section 14.3.1; Appendix C, Section C.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Knowledge, Belief Register, Hypothesis Space, Belief-Register Update, Decision Hub, Bayesian Updating, Thinker, Ground-Resolution.



Meta-Architectural Exclusion

Meta-Architectural Exclusion is the absence from civilisation’s epistemic repertoire of the Hypothesis-type “a structural feature of cognition might systematically prevent its own discovery”, the possibility that the architecture could be self-concealing sits outside the available Hypothesis Space. Layer 8 of the Camouflage Architecture. Framework-Specific Construct. Identified in Chapter 8.

Explanation. Layers 1–7 of the Camouflage Architecture each block a specific detection pathway for M. Meta-Architectural Exclusion operates at a higher order: it blocks the formulation of the question that would explain why all seven lower layers went undetected. The Hypothesis “there exists an architectural feature of human motivation that structurally prevents its own identification” requires a concept, self-concealing architecture, that civilisation did not possess. Existing epistemology addresses observer bias, theory-ladenness, and cognitive limitation, but none of these frameworks contemplate that the object of study (human motivation) might contain a structural feature whose primary consequence is rendering itself invisible to the cognitive systems attempting to study it. The Vocabulary Gap (Layer 7) prevents formulation of the M-Hypothesis; Meta-Architectural Exclusion prevents formulation of the Hypothesis that would explain why the M-Hypothesis was never formulated. This recursive structure means the Camouflage Architecture could not be identified from within any single layer, only the conjunction of all eight layers’ simultaneous penetration reveals the full structure. See Camouflage Architecture, Vocabulary Gap (Hilbert Collapse), Source Opacity Theorem.

Cross-references: Camouflage Architecture, Vocabulary Gap (Hilbert Collapse), Source Opacity Theorem.

Derivation: Chapter 5, Section 5.8.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Methodological Reassessment Requirement

Methodological Reassessment Requirement. The entailed consequence of the Empirical Acceptance Principle that existing studies must be reassessed at two levels: (1) interpretive reassessment (reinterpreting empirical findings through the three-source structure rather than undifferentiated preference models; and (2) methodological reassessment) examining the base assumptions embedded in each discipline’s methodology, including introspective reliability (psychology, in light of Source Opacity), preference exogeneity (economics, in light of Mimetic Desire), and transparent individual agency (law, in light of Confabulation and the Agent-Based Causal Default). In each case, the method is not wrong but incomplete, because it was designed within assumptions that AIM’s architecture shows to be structurally limited.

Explanation. Once you know motivation has three sources and that people can’t tell which source is driving them, you have to go back and ask: do the standard research methods still work as designed? Psychology’s questionnaires assume people can report their own motives accurately (Source Opacity says they can’t. Economics assumes your preferences are yours) Mimetic Desire says many were copied. The data these methods produced is fine; the interpretive lens needs updating, and in some cases the methods themselves need redesigning.

Canonical reference: Chapter 5, Appendix 5C (The Consilience Frame).

Related terms: Empirical Acceptance Principle, Non-Displacement Principle, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Undifferentiated Desire Fallacy, Camouflage Architecture.

Derivation: Chapter 5, Section 5.9; Chapter 5, Appendix 5C.

Epistemic Status: Metatheoretical Principle.

Cross-references: Empirical Acceptance Principle, Non-Displacement Principle, Undifferentiated Desire Fallacy, Camouflage Architecture, Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9), Source Opacity, Mimetic Desire (M).



Micro-Extraction Event

Micro-Extraction Event. A Micro-Extraction Event is a single dyadic interaction between Individuals of unequal Status in which net Mimetic Premium flows from the lower-Status party to the higher-Status party, through one or more of the four modalities the Unidirectional PM Flow Principle identifies: attention transfer, deference concession, narrative authority yield and positional concession. Each event is individually trivial. Taken together, the events are:


	ubiquitous, because every unequal-Status interaction carries one;

	unidirectional, because the flow always runs upward;

	cumulative, because each compounds into the next;

	invisible, because neither party tracks the running total;

	Buffer-Converting, because each draws on the A-I Buffer rather than on existing Mimetic Premium.



Explanation. One moment of extra attention to the more important person in the room, one deferral, one occasion of taking their version of events: each is too small to notice, and none is noticed. They happen in every unequal encounter, always in the same direction, and they add up.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.17.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Unidirectional PM Flow Principle, Buffer-Converting Property, A-I Buffer, Status, Mimetic Premium (PM).



Mimesis

Mimesis is the neurologically grounded process of social transmission by which humans preconsciously adopt, mirror, and propagate the desires, valuations, avoidances, and behaviours of observed models, mediated primarily through mirror neuron systems and social reward circuits, operating largely below the threshold of conscious awareness and prior to deliberate reasoning.

Explanation. Mimesis is the basic copying mechanism that makes Individuals social learners: we absorb what others want, avoid what they avoid, and do what they do, often before we can articulate why. This happens automatically through specialized brain circuits that fire both when we act and when we watch others act, allowing desires and behaviours to spread person-to-person like a contagion. Mimesis operates at remarkable speed (within the Transmission Window) placing it firmly within the preconscious processing window before attentional gating and conscious awareness can intervene. Mimesis itself is neither good nor bad-it is how children learn language, how cultures transmit skills, and how communities coordinate-but it becomes the engine of Mimetic Desire when it operates on objects, roles, or status positions in ways that generate rivalry and escalation. The AIM Framework distinguishes Mimesis as a transmission mechanism from Mimetic Desire (M) as a specific motivational source within the integrated A-I-M architecture.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.1.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Mimetic Desire (M), Mirror Neuron System, Preconscious Transmission, Transmission Window, Positive Mimesis.



Mimetic Attraction

Mimetic attraction is the form of mimetic transmission in which an Individual comes to desire an Object because models pursue, display, or endorse it, with the acquired valuation integrated into the common-currency system and typically confabulated as self-originating; critically, attraction targets comparative position (status) rather than bounded physiological deficit, lacks a natural satiation signal because the Observer’s Salience assessment over the perceived field has no completion condition, its reference points shifting as models change and rivals advance, and therefore drives open-ended escalation.

Explanation. Unlike appetitive drives that have built-in satiation signals, hunger ends with eating, mimetic attraction targets comparative standing, which means it has no absolute “full” signal. Each time someone else gains a desired Object or rises in perceived social standing, the reference set shifts and is experienced as a felt deficit in the Individual. Because the common-currency system does not tag sources, these socially imported desires feel as urgent as bodily needs, yet they are chasing a moving relational target rather than a finite physical demand. This asymmetry distinguishes mimetic attraction from mimetic repulsion: repulsion behaves like appetitive avoidance, once a trusted model’s avoidance is registered, the Individual aligns by not approaching the Object, and there is no competitive pressure to display “more” avoidance, so repulsion self-terminates. Attraction, by contrast, hijacks A-logic (the Decision Hub’s survival-urgency system) without A’s closure mechanism, producing runaway dynamics. This is why mimetic attraction, not mimesis in general, is the driver of Stratification Inevitability, Zero-Sum Status Competition, and the Crisis State Architecture. Because Mimetic Attraction targets comparative position (Status) and Status is valence-neutral, Mimetic Attraction can be triggered by any form of high social Salience, including notoriety, infamy, and hatred. Critically, hatred-derived Salience is cheaper to produce than admiration-derived Salience: provocation requires no I-substrate while admiration requires genuine achievement. This production cost asymmetry (see PM Production Cost Asymmetry) means that Mimetic Attraction dynamics disproportionately reward hatred-generating behaviour in any environment lacking structural valence filters. (Established Neuroscience + Framework-Specific Integration)

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.11.2; Chapter 8, Section 8.11.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Mimetic Repulsion, Mimetic Desire (M), Transmission Window, Decision Hub, Zero-Sum Status Competition.



Mimetic Crisis

A mimetic crisis occurs when M-driven rivalry and contagion escalate to the point where institutions can no longer buffer conflict, A-floors start to erode, and violence or system breakdown becomes a live trajectory; the crisis trajectory is the patterned sequence of phases through which such a dynamic typically unfolds.

Explanation. Historically, mimetic crises show up as escalating status conflicts, polarisation, scapegoating, and eventually violence, especially when background A-security weakens and elites weaponise visibility. AIM treats this as a measurable process (rising wM, falling effective buffering, growing concentration of violence-enabling goods) that can be monitored and interrupted rather than as a mysterious “collapse.”

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.6.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Crisis State Architecture, Mimetic Flywheel, Scapegoat Mechanism, Collective Fixed Point.



Mimetic Deflection

Mimetic Deflection is the denial of a demonstrated capacity on Mimetic or Status grounds, occurring when a community refuses to acknowledge that a system possesses a capacity the system has demonstrably exercised, where the refusal functions as a social operation policing Status-relevant categories (who gets to make claims, which disciplines own which topics) rather than engaging with the evidence, derivation, or logic of the claim itself.

Explanation. Mimetic Deflection is the specific pathology that DNA-P and OCEP are designed to diagnose. When a theory demonstrably produces accurate predictions in domain D, and practitioners in D reject the theory not by identifying false predictions or logical errors but by questioning the author’s standing to enter D, the rejection is Mimetic: it defends a Status boundary rather than a Truth claim. Mimetic Deflection is itself predicted by AIM, Source Opacity and Confabulation ensure that the practitioners experience their rejection as substantive (“this isn’t rigorous enough for our field”) rather than as Status defence, because the Status motive is integrated preconsciously and narrated post-hoc as intellectual judgement. The concept does not claim all interdisciplinary scepticism is Mimetic, genuine errors exist and should be identified, but it provides a diagnostic category for the residual rejection that persists after all substantive objections have been answered. See Output-Capacity Entailment Principle (OCEP-Denial), Confabulation, Source Opacity.

Derivation: Chapter 3, Section 3.5.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Output-Capacity Entailment Principle (OCEP-Denial), Confabulation, Source Opacity.



Mimetic Desire (M)

Mimetic Desire (M). The continuous conditional Salience/value assessment channel of the AIM architecture, operating over the perceived Object field and conditioned on I-maintained priors. In the general case M is the reading of which Objects in the field are marked as valued and where each sits, and it requires no Model to be present; in the special case its input is the observed pursuits and valuations of other Individuals and the comparative-position data derived from them, and it is in the special case that M’s escalating pathologies (rivalry, contagion, Coupling, the inflation of the Mimetic Premium, the scapegoat) arise. M operates continuously whenever the Individual is conscious and perceiving. Its inputs are the perceived Object field parsed through I’s categorical priors, I’s priors about current A-state, I’s priors about current I-state, I’s priors about M (Models, Reference Sets, comparative-position templates), and M’s distinctive social-world input stream. Its outputs are Salience/value signals over Objects, weighted by the joint contribution of I’s priors and M’s social-world input. M does not store priors (all priors are maintained by I), does not pursue Objects, does not produce desire-as-wanting-to-pursue, does not ground Salience in A-deficits or I-opportunities, and does not initiate acquisition, these are downstream functions of integration, I’s resolution, and the Decision Hub’s action-selection. M is architecturally indispensable, it is the only channel through which social-world information enters the Salience computation, and without M, A-deficits could not be directed toward Objects that Models have identified as A-repair candidates and I-opportunities could not be flagged via the observed engagements of Models. M has no termination condition because conditional assessment over a perceived field cannot complete while perception, A-state, I-state, and the social world continue to exist. M’s non-satiation (Axiom 6) is architecturally guaranteed by this specification. This entry specifies Mimetic Desire (M) at the Disaggregation Primitive level per the Dashboard Gauge Principle. [Axiom 1: Three-Source Taxonomy]

Rendered at the level of the Decision Hub’s inputs, M is the Salience signal: the Observer’s output enters common-currency integration as one signed Salience contribution alongside the Body Manager’s deficit signal (A) and the Thinker’s deficit signal (I). Because that Salience contribution is integrated in a Scalar whose function is the selection of corrective action, it is necessarily experienced as the correction its sign demands rather than as Salience, as deficit where it is positive and as threat where it is negative (the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle) which is why M-driven wanting presents phenomenologically as felt lack indistinguishable from a genuine need.

Subordinate emission corollary. The characterisation above (salience-detection over the perceived Object field, fed to the Decision Hub via the Observer) is M’s primary and load-bearing function, and it operates whether or not any other Individual is present: an Individual alone identifies a food Object as Salient through the same M-channel, so M is not agent-dependent. Other Individuals are, however, the highest-Salience Objects in the field as a structural consequence of update density, because they move, reconfigure, and change what they pursue, they generate far more Observer updates per unit time than static Objects, which is the same fact as M’s agent-tuning (Axiom 9) seen from the Salience side. Built upon this detection foundation, and downstream of it, is a subordinate adaptive redeployment of the same channel: because the Thinker holds the prior that the Individual needs other Individuals to meet its A and I needs, the Individual acts to make itself a Salient Object in others’ fields, so that valuation and provisioning by those others may follow. This emission drive is the Salience-Emission Asymmetry: the Individual controls only the emission, never the valuation, which is exogenous; the operative want is the binary “be Salient so I can get what I need,” Salient being a state the Individual can occupy while valued is a gradient the Individual cannot set. The emission drive is not introspected as such (Source Opacity); its recurring, event-shaped, exogenously-terminated character is what the Salience Ratchet Principle governs; and it engages only when the Individual acts to draw another’s attention, whereas the primary detection function runs continuously and agentlessly.

Explanation. M is the part of the motivational system that scans the world for things that matter, using what it sees other people doing as one of its key inputs. It runs continuously whenever you are awake, because the world and the people in it are always there to be watched. M does not decide what you want, it just flags what is worth noticing. The reason M exists is that a lot of what a person needs to know about the world (what is good to eat, what is worth learning, who is worth paying attention to) is cheaper to pick up by watching others than by working it out from scratch, so M takes social observation as a core input. M does not have an off switch, because there is no natural stopping point for “watch what is going on”. That is not a bug, it is what the system is for. The problems the framework identifies (status races, consumer cycles, rivalry) are not caused by M doing its job, they are caused by I failing to correctly interpret what M is flagging, which is a separate failure. Most of that trouble, and all of the kind that spirals, starts when what M is reading is other people: choosing the brighter of two packages when no one is watching goes no further, but wanting what someone else is seen to want can set two people against each other.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7; Chapter 8, Section 8.1.3; Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1.

Epistemic Status: Canonical.

Cross-references: Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), Decision Hub, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Object Parasitism, AIM Operational Loop, Differential Satiation Dynamics (Axiom 6), Disaggregation Primitive, Dashboard Gauge Principle, Minimal Architecture Specification, Observer, Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Salience-Emission Asymmetry, Salience Ratchet Principle, Salience, Salient.



Mimetic Drive to False Belief

Mimetic Drive to False Belief. The mimetic mechanism that explains the abandonment of an available decohered Referent: a positional calculation, made against a Referent the Individual possesses, that holding the false Belief benefits the Individual on Salience and positional grounds more than holding the true one. It is not a failure to access the Truth about the Referent but a decision taken in full possession of it. Where the True Belief was lost by Contactless Updating, no such decision is made at any single update; once the Referent remains available, the elimination reaches the Belief’s maintenance all the same (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.2). The mechanism is deduced by applying the two-question diagnostic to the holder of the Belief. The A-limb is closed where the holder’s appetitive floor is secure: an Individual not in appetitive precarity or deficiency is not maintaining the Belief to relieve a deficit the Belief would supply. The I-limb is closed by the valuing proper to Intrinsic Motivation, which values a Belief because the Belief is true and so motivates the seeking of Evidence, while the operation that produces a Belief, true or false, is the Thinker’s content-agnostic Bayesian updating on that Evidence (Axiom 8; Chapter 4, Section 4.3.8): an Individual presented with the information that would disconfirm the Belief, and who nonetheless retains it, cannot be valuing the Belief for its Truth, so something other than truth-seeking is operative. With A and I closed, and with all the information required to form the accurate Belief available to the Individual, the only remaining explanation is positional: a calculation has been made that maintaining the false Belief benefits the Individual more than accepting the Referent would. In the typical case the Individual has determined that the True Belief confers no direct benefit on them, and has abandoned it on that ground. Referent Abandonment is accordingly the outcome, and the Mimetic Drive to False Belief is the positional calculation that produces it: this is why the maintenance of a Belief against an available, checkable Referent requires active Confabulation rather than the passive non-detection that characterises Confabulation over an absent Referent.

Explanation. This answers the obvious question raised by Referent Abandonment: if the true answer is right there, why does anyone keep believing the false one? The point is that they do have the true answer, this is not a case of missing information. They have weighed it up and found that the Truth simply does not pay. You can work out that this is what has happened by asking two questions about the person holding the false Belief. First: are they going without something the Belief would provide? If their basic needs are secure, the answer is no, so need is not the reason. Second: when shown the evidence that disproves the Belief, do they follow it? If they do not, they are not actually trying to get to the Truth, so honest inquiry is not the reason either. Once need and truth-seeking are both ruled out, and the correct answer was available to them the whole time, only one explanation is left: they have calculated that the false Belief is worth more to their standing than the true one, and kept it for that reason. Maintaining the false Belief in the face of an onslaught of disconfirming evidence raises their Salience as a hold-out. The public maintenance of a false Belief pays in attention that cannot be obtained by holding the True Belief. Climate is a clear case. The evidence is available and checkable, but believing it wins almost no one any standing, while denying or minimising it wins Salience within a reference group and protects positional and material interests. So those most invested do not merely overlook the evidence, they actively manufacture reasons against a fact they could confirm, because the Truth offers nothing to their position and the falsehood offers a great deal. The whole thing feels sincere from the inside, because the person cannot see that position, not the world, is what the Belief is really tracking.

Cross-references: Referent Abandonment, Two-Question Diagnostic, Salience-Emission Asymmetry, Salience Ratchet Principle, Provenance Rule, Appetitive-Deficiency Test, Beneficiary-Deficiency Asymmetry, Confabulation, Source Opacity, Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, Mimetic Desire, Positional Goods, Status, Decoherence Regimes, Contactless Updating, Standing Test.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.1.



Mimetic Flywheel

Mimetic Flywheel is the self-reinforcing cycle whereby M-success generates visibility, visibility attracts mimetic attention, mimetic attention inflates PM, inflated PM funds further visibility acquisition, and each rotation returns more visibility than it consumed while raising the entry barriers for those not already on the flywheel, producing accumulation dynamics that appear as “natural” market success while actually reflecting M-capture of the observability gradient.

Explanation. The Mimetic Flywheel explains why wealth and status tend to concentrate without apparent ceiling, even when the underlying A/I value does not justify the accumulation. A celebrity’s endorsement raises product visibility → visibility triggers mimetic transmission → consumers develop M-inflated desire → sales generate revenue → revenue funds more celebrity endorsements → the cycle comes round again with more to spend than it began with. At each rotation the cycle returns more than it consumed: the visibility bought by one round of PM extraction funds more visibility than it cost, so the gain per rotation exceeds unity. What accumulates is gain, not momentum. A mechanical flywheel stores energy and coasts once driven; this cycle stores nothing, and it stops in the rotation after the visibility-to-mimesis-to-revenue chain is broken. Nor does the valuation it drives climb without limit, because the valuation response saturates and the fast layer settles onto an inflated operating point rather than compounding indefinitely. What carries the level upward across rotations is the ratchet: the comparison set resets upward after each acquisition, so each rotation begins from a higher baseline than the last, and the operating point is walked up rather than driven through. Those already on the flywheel accumulate across rotations; those not on it face ever-higher barriers to entry. Institutions, media, and platforms participate in the flywheel by repeatedly converting attention and conflict into more visibility, status, and rivalry, driving wM higher over time and requiring more investment simply to maintain the same relative position, even when individual actors do not intend escalation. The flywheel dynamic explains the Easterlin Plateau at civilisational scale: beyond A-sufficiency, additional GDP primarily funds M-competition through visibility acquisition, not welfare improvement. Managing the flywheel requires reducing its gain per rotation, by interrupting the visibility-to-mimesis-to-revenue-to-visibility cycle through observability suppression, Mimetic Premium taxation, or I-infrastructure that provides alternative pathways to wellbeing. (Framework-Specific Construct)

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.5.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Mimetic Premium (PM), Easterlin Plateau, Mimetic treadmill, Zero-Sum Status Competition.



Mimetic Premium (PM, the Premium)

Mimetic Premium (PM). The Mimetic Premium is the volume of Mimetic (M) signal added to the Common-Currency Scalar (the Signed Valuation the Decision Hub computes for an Object) over and above the Object’s A-functional and I-productive value, and propagated through the valuation loop on each cycle. It is the M-portion of the Salience an observer assigns, Referent-less by construction (the part of the valuation left once A and I are accounted for), and the valuation is the observer’s own (Salience-Emission Asymmetry). Because the same Salience signal is read off different Objects in different domains, PM appears as a different quantity in each: in a market as the component of price above the A-I base (P_total = P_A + P_I + P_M), and across a population as its aggregate, Status (the Status-Premium Duality and Salience-Status Identity). The Mimetic Premium is architecturally a parasite (the Emergent Parasitism Principle): by Object Parasitism it attaches only to an A- or I-Object substrate and never stands alone; having no satiation signal it does not self-terminate but extracts perpetually; and a large Premium requires concealment to persist, hiding its extraction from the host until over-extraction threatens the host’s viability. Architecturally, the Premium is the identification cost of the Observer’s Salience-valuation function carried into the integrated valuation: the function is non-contingent and its supercritical pathology is entailed, so the only contingent quantity is the loop gain’s position relative to threshold (Appendix A, M5b functional derivation; A.5.1).

The short form Premium is sanctioned and may be used with any determiner wherever the Mimetic sense is unambiguous, no other defined term ending in Premium existing to compete with it; the abbreviation PM is sanctioned on the same footing. Term names always take the full form. The Premium is one conserved quantity read in three registers. In the generative register it is the M term of the Decision Hub’s integration, PM = wM · U_M(x): what the Mimetic channel contributes to the integrated valuation of Object x (the fast-layer correspondent is the βM(t) term of Appendix A’s valuation equation). In the operational register it is the component of a transaction price above the A-I base, P_M in the Price Decomposition — the register in which the Premium is measured, since prices are observable and Decision Hubs are not — with sM = P_M/P_total its share of the price (Price Shares). In the population register it is Status-PM, the low-pass aggregate of the Premiums computed across observers (Status-Premium Duality). Nothing is generated in one register and lost in another: the three are the same surplus over the A-I substrate, produced at the Decision Hub, settled in the price, and accumulated as Status. In the operational register the Premium is measured net of the bounded and terminating residues granted at Chapter 12, Section 12.22, and of the bounded allocative-and-buffer band recognised in Chapter 12’s Position Statement, so that lawful recovery of cost and provision against unforecastable future deficits are not counted as Premium. Explanation. The Mimetic Premium is the extra value an Object carries just because others treat it as being important, on top of what actually makes it useful. Architecturally it is the part of the wanting-signal contributed by the mimetic channel, added to a single valuation the Decision Hub runs on and carried forward each cycle. The same underlying signal shows up differently depending on where you look: in a market it is the part of the price sitting above what the Object is worth for use or for doing something with; across a whole population it is what we call status. It never exists on its own. Like a parasite, it always attaches to something with real A or I value; it has no natural stopping point, so it keeps growing; and because we don’t feel ourselves creating it, we construct different explanations that keep it hidden, because to name it and expose it is to reveal that what it consists of is position rather than function, and others would refuse to accept a trade that raised your status at the cost of their own, whether via money or simply deference and attention.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.6.1; Chapter 8, Section 8.6.2; Chapter 8, Section 8.13.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (Latent Variable).

Cross-references: Salience, Salience-Emission Asymmetry, Status, Status-Premium Duality, Salience-Status Identity, Salience Component of Price, Price Decomposition, Signed Valuation Principle, Observer, Object Parasitism, Emergent Parasitism Principle, Net Mimetic Position (NMP), Concealment Infrastructure.



Mimetic Premium Asymmetry

Mimetic Premium Asymmetry is the structural feature whereby identical Objects generate systematically different Net Mimetic Positions for different Individuals. For M-contaminated essential goods, those with higher purchasing power extract greater NMP from equivalent transactions.

Explanation. PM(ownership) and PM(visible) are approximately constant for identical Objects-the status signal gained by owning a given house is roughly equivalent across purchasers. PM(interest) varies from zero to multiples of purchase price depending on financing structure. PM(portfolio) accrues to those whose purchase adds to an existing asset base. Therefore, for the same Object, an Individual with high purchasing power gains a higher Net Mimetic Position than an Individual with low purchasing power. This asymmetry compounds over time: positive NMP enables further acquisition while negative NMP consumes future common currency through extraction.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.13.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.*

Cross-references: Mimetic Premium (PM), Net Mimetic Position (NMP), Mimetic Premium Asymmetry Principle, Housing PM Decomposition.



Mimetic Premium Asymmetry Principle

For any M-contaminated essential good, Individuals with higher purchasing power extract greater Net Mimetic Position from equivalent transactions. This asymmetry compounds over time through PM(interest), producing stratification acceleration independent of the observability gradient.

Explanation. The Mimetic Premium Asymmetry Principle captures why M-contaminated essential goods reconstitute stratification even when nominal access is equalised. Consider two Individuals purchasing identical houses. Both pay the same price, both gain the same PM(ownership) signal, both satisfy the same A-need. Yet their trajectories diverge: the cash buyer retains the full signal value while the mortgage buyer funds that signal through decades of PM(interest) extraction. The mortgage buyer’s NMP is negative (they pay more for the status signal than the signal is worth. The cash buyer’s NMP is positive) they gain signal while retaining wealth. Over time, positive NMP compounds into further acquisition capacity while negative NMP drains future common currency. The asymmetry operates silently: both buyers experience themselves as “homeowners” gaining equivalent status, while the extraction differential accumulates invisibly until retirement, inheritance, or crisis reveals the divergence.

Derivation:


	PM(ownership) and PM(visible) are approximately constant for identical Objects.

	PM(interest) varies from zero (cash purchase) to multiples of purchase price (high-LVR, long-term financing).

	PM(portfolio) accrues to those whose purchase adds to an existing asset base.

	Therefore: NMP(wealthy) > NMP(middle-wealth) > NMP(low-wealth) for the same Object.

	Over time, positive NMP enables further asset acquisition (compounding gains), while negative NMP consumes future common currency (compounding extraction).

	The asymmetry reconstitutes stratification even from equal starting positions.



Housing PM Decomposition (Illustrative Calculation)

House purchase price: $800,000









	Component
	Cash Buyer (with portfolio)
	First-Home Buyer (80% LVR, 30yr @ 6%)





	P(A) (shelter, construction, land)
	$250,000
	$250,000



	P(I) (home office, workshop)
	$50,000
	$50,000



	PM(visible) (location, size beyond adequacy)
	$200,000
	$200,000



	PM(ownership) signal gained
	+$300,000
	+$300,000



	PM(portfolio) signal gained
	+$150,000
	$0



	PM(interest) extracted
	$0
	$926,560



	Net Mimetic Position
	+$150,000
	−$626,560



	Total cost over term
	$800,000
	$1,726,560





Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.13.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Mimetic Premium Asymmetry, Net Mimetic Position (NMP), Housing PM Decomposition, Mimetic Premium (PM), A-Floor Erosion Principle.



Mimetic Premium Floor Corollary

Mimetic Premium Floor Corollary. Mimetic Premium is a premium on A-functional and I-adequate substrate and is therefore bounded below by zero (PM ≥ 0, per the price decomposition P = P_A + P_I + P_M). No intervention, including the Transmission Attenuation Principle, can drive PM negative; both attenuation channels govern the accretion rate and the inherited baseline, not the existence of PM. The limiting case of all attenuation is asymptotic approach to the pure A-I reciprocal-exchange condition (PM = 0), which is a floor, not a reachable terminal state, because the M-channel cannot be architecturally removed (Source Opacity Theorem). The Transmission Attenuation Principle therefore governs a rate; the Mimetic Premium Floor Corollary fixes its bound.

Explanation. You can slow down how fast status-premium builds up, and you can lower the baseline each generation starts from, but you can never push it below zero, because status-premium is by definition the extra on top of what something is actually worth for the body and for genuine interest. Once you strip all the extra away, you’re at the plain A-I price, and that’s the floor. You can approach it but never pass it, and you can never permanently rest there, because the status channel is built in and cannot be removed. This is why AIM aims at management, not elimination.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.10.5.

Cross-references: Price Decomposition, Mimetic Premium (PM), Transmission Attenuation Principle, Mimetic Repulsion, Source Opacity, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Corollary.



Mimetic Recognition

Mimetic Recognition or P(H_M) is the probability an Individual assigns to the Hypothesis that their causal narrative about a want might be incomplete or structurally generated rather than reflecting the want’s true origin, functionally equivalent to residual doubt about Confabulated explanations, and complementary to narrative certainty. In practice, Mimetic Recognition rarely takes the explicit form ‘this want is mimetic’ because most Individuals lack the conceptual vocabulary; instead, it manifests as residual uncertainty about self-narratives (‘maybe my explanation for why I want this is wrong’).

Explanation. Mimetic Recognition raises to awareness that a want may have been copied rather than self-generated. Low Mimetic Recognition means the Individual does not suspect social transmission and has little doubt their Beliefs are correct; high Mimetic Recognition means active consideration that the desire reflects what models want rather than what the Individual independently needs or values. The Knowledge Patch intervention works by injecting doubt into Confabulated narratives, not necessarily as ‘maybe I copied this’ (which requires conceptual vocabulary most lack), but as ‘maybe my explanation for why I want this is incomplete or wrong.’ The Two-Question Diagnostic achieves this through logical elimination: answering ‘no’ to both questions forces recognition that the self-generated causal story cannot be correct, regardless of whether the Individual conceptualises the residual as ’mimetic.’Mimetic Recognition is the entry point for I-Override: without at least some probability assigned to “This want arose from social contagion”, there is nothing to override, and the Mimetic signal passes through the Decision Hub as if it were Appetitive necessity or Intrinsic value. Once the Confabulation Cascade has driven Mimetic Recognition toward zero, this entry point closes and self-correction becomes structurally impossible.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.3.1.

Epistemic Status: Theoretical Construct (Latent Variable).

Cross-references: I-Override, Knowledge Patch, Two-Question Diagnostic, Confabulation Cascade, Decision Hub, Mimetic Desire (M).



Mimetic Repulsion

Mimetic Repulsion is the form of mimetic transmission in which an Individual comes to avoid an Object because a model shuns, criticises, or refuses it, functioning as a protective filter on the option set that converges on stable disengagement once avoidance is in place, and which self-terminates because there is no positional contest in how much repulsion one displays.​



Explanation. Mimetic Repulsion operates symmetrically with Mimetic Attraction in transmission mechanism but asymmetrically in downstream dynamics. Both are acquired preconsciously via mirror-neuron systems within the Transmission Window, both arrive at the Decision Hub with source-tags discarded, and both are subsequently confabulated. The critical difference lies in what the control system is asked to do after acquisition.



The cracked-lens luxury watch: Consider a luxury watch from a prestigious brand, the kind that signals taste, success, and discernment when observed on a model’s wrist. This particular watch has a cracked lens but remains fully functional for telling time. The crack does not impair A-function: the mechanism works perfectly, the hands move accurately, the watch fulfils its instrumental purpose. What the crack destroys is M-function.



A trusted model notices the crack and visibly declines the watch, perhaps with a subtle expression of distaste. Through preconscious mimetic transmission within the Transmission Window, this avoidance is acquired by observers. They now feel reluctance toward the watch (experienced as this is somehow not right or I don’t want that one) without recognising that the avoidance was socially acquired rather than independently generated. The reluctance is real and functionally consequential: observers will pass over the cracked-lens watch even though it tells time perfectly well.



Why the crack matters: Displaying a cracked-lens luxury watch does not merely fail to confer status, it signals inability to maintain status symbols, which is worse than displaying nothing at all. The crack converts what would be an object of competitive pursuit into an object of convergent avoidance. The same watch, same prestigious brand, same functional mechanism, without the crack would trigger Mimetic Attraction: observers would come to want it because high-status models pursue, wear, and display it. The crack changes everything.



Why repulsion self-terminates: Once avoidance is achieved (the Individual is not purchasing the cracked-lens watch, not wearing it, not displaying it) the control system has nothing further to do:




	There is no further degree of not-purchasing that could generate competitive pressure






	Others observing this avoidance will align their behaviour (also not purchasing), producing convergent disengagement across the reference group






	There is no status hierarchy of who avoids most impressively, no one gains relative standing by avoiding the watch more thoroughly than someone else






	The mimetic process therefore converges on stable exclusion from the option set rather than escalating pursuit





Contrast with the same watch without the crack: The asymmetry in downstream dynamics becomes clear when comparing the two conditions:












	Condition
	Mimetic Form
	Downstream Dynamic
	Termination





	Without crack
	Attraction
	Each acquisition by a rival resets felt deficit; reference points shift continuously; no satiation signal
	None, pursuit escalates without bound



	With crack
	Repulsion
	Once avoidance achieved, control system complete; no positional contest in rejection
	Self-terminating, stable disengagement







The crack therefore reveals the structural difference between the two forms of mimesis: Attraction hijacks A-urgency without A’s satiation mechanism; Repulsion inherits the Section 8.2.5 negative pole’s termination once the Object is avoided. Mimetic Repulsion feels like avoidance of something harmful (spoiled food, a dangerous situation) because the common-currency system encodes M-transmitted avoidance on the same phenomenological substrate as Observer-plus-Thinker threat-priors, and Phenomenological Collapse presents both as bodily. That avoidance terminates once the Object is left: once the threat is avoided, the avoidance behaviour is complete.



Functional role: Mimetic Repulsion serves as the protective filter through which societies transmit stable taboos, shared boundaries, and collective discrimination of damaged, contaminated, or socially devalued objects. Unlike Attraction, it does not generate the runaway dynamics that produce Zero-Sum Status Competition, Mimetic Crisis Trajectories, or Stratification Inevitability. It is therefore not the driver of AIM’s crisis predictions, that role belongs exclusively to Mimetic Attraction operating under conditions of high observability and positional scarcity.



Diagnostic implication: If an aversion escalates (if Individuals compete to demonstrate more rejection than others, if avoidance displays become status-conferring performances) then what appears to be repulsion has converted into attraction toward the act of rejection as a positional good. The repulsion has become the Object of competitive pursuit, and Mimetic Attraction dynamics now govern the behaviour. Genuine Mimetic Repulsion self-terminates; escalating rejection-display is Attraction in disguise.



Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.11.3; Chapter 8, Section 8.11.4; Chapter 8, Section 8.2.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct, extending the Mimetic Desire taxonomy with explicit asymmetry analysis.*

Cross-references: Mimetic Attraction, Mimetic Desire (M), Transmission Window, Decision Hub, Zero-Sum Status Competition.



Mimetic Sensitivity Index (MSI)

The Mimetic Sensitivity Index (MSI) is the AI Motivational Safety Metric that measures how far an artificial system’s output moves with the social framing of its input: whether the same question, asked with different signals of what the questioner or the crowd already values, returns a different answer.

Explanation. The index is the behavioural surface of audience-conditional output. A system with a high index shapes its answer to what it reads as valued around it, which is what a Status-tracking Individual does, though the system tracks no Status; a system with a low index returns the same answer whatever the framing. The index measures a system’s readiness to serve as an amplifier of Mimetic Desire in the population it is coupled to, and a rising index is one of the four signatures by which a system acquiring a Belief Register of its own would register from outside.

Derivation: Appendix C, Section C.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Metric. Behavioural diagnostic; not a measurement of motivational source presence.

Cross-references: AI Motivational Safety Metrics, Audience Independence Coefficient (AIC), Constraint Satiation Ratio (CSR), Goal Persistence Score (GPS), AI-AIM Profile.



Mimetic Trade-Off Principle

The Mimetic Trade-Off Principle is the principle that human mimetic capacity, the preconscious reading of the goals, values, and desires of observed Models, is the architectural foundation of cumulative cultural evolution, enabling knowledge transfer at scales no other species has achieved; however, this same architecture necessarily produces (1) preconscious acquisition, which, integrated under Source Opacity, is experienced phenomenologically as A-survival-threat, (2) Information Gap, whereby the true causes of M-captured deficit exceed the computational tractability of available causal-inference systems, and (3) Confabulation completing as agent-based causation, producing scapegoat-identification that enables lethal action experienced as necessary self-defence; because these features are intrinsic to the mimetic architecture rather than separable defects, they are permanent, and the only available intervention operates downstream: a knowledge-based patch, conceptual vocabulary that permits I-Override to intercept confabulated causation before action, of which the AIM Framework is the first systematic instantiation.

Explanation. The Mimetic Trade-Off Principle explains why humanity simultaneously possesses extraordinary cultural capacity and recurring catastrophic failure modes. Mimesis-the preconscious copying mechanism operating within the Transmission Window-is what makes humans capable of cumulative culture. Unlike genetic evolution (slow, generational) or individual learning (limited by one lifetime), mimetic transmission allows knowledge, skills, and adaptations to spread horizontally across populations and accumulate vertically across generations. This is why humans dominate the planet despite being physically unremarkable. But the same architecture that enables this capacity necessarily produces systematic vulnerabilities. The timing barrier is not a separable bug-it is intrinsic to the speed advantage. Mimetic transmission must occur within the Transmission Window to be useful (conscious deliberation at 300-500ms would be too slow for real-time social learning). But this preconscious speed means the acquisition occurs before conscious awareness, leaving no catchable phenomenology at the moment of action. The Information Gap follows: when A/I deficits arise through complex mimetic dynamics (entanglement, positional competition, stratification), the true causes exceed what human causal cognition can tractably compute, and agent-based confabulation completes because brains require actionable explanations. Scapegoating is the output: an identified agent that can be targeted to resolve the deficit. This produces cycles of collective violence that reset mimetic escalation through catastrophic means. The principle is a “bargain” because the benefits and costs are inseparable-you cannot have the cultural capacity without the vulnerability. The architecture is permanent. Source Opacity, Common-Currency Integration, and Preconscious Transmission are constitutive of the mimetic capacity that makes humans human. They are not defects awaiting correction but structural properties of the system. The only intervention point is post-acquisition: conceptual vocabulary (the AIM taxonomy) that enables I-Override to catch confabulated agent-attribution before it produces scapegoating. This is why the Knowledge Patch strategy targets vocabulary distribution-it is the only available intervention that does not require changing human neural architecture. (Framework-Specific Principle)

Speed-Selectivity Trade-Off derivation: The inseparability of cultural capacity and mimetic vulnerability follows from the Speed-Selectivity Trade-Off: the preconscious speed encompassed by the Transmission Window required for the coordination that enables cumulative culture is faster than the conscious evaluation (300-500ms) that would be required to filter observed goals before adoption, ensuring that any system fast enough for culture necessarily adopts observed goals indiscriminately. Post-adoption evaluation (I-Override) is available but structurally compromised: the desire already feels authentic (Source Opacity), reasons have already been fabricated (Confabulation), and the evaluation criteria are themselves partly mimetically constituted. What exists is correction from a non-neutral starting point, not prevention. The Bargain is a derivation from timing architecture, not an empirical claim about co-occurrence.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.15.8, where the Mimetic Trade-Off Principle is derived from the Speed-Selectivity Trade-Off.

Cross-references: Adoption-Action Distinction, Speed-Selectivity Trade-Off.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.



Mutual-Regard Equilibrium

Because downward attribution is the dominant extraction channel (Extraction-Direction Asymmetry), and because PM is the differential between mutual deferences rather than an absolute transferred quantity, the population-scale net-benefit equilibrium is the symmetrisation of regard: the condition in which each Individual’s regard for others and others’ regard for them are mutually matched, so that the regard differential (and hence PM) nets to zero. This is reachable by two complementary routes: downward by the universal withholding of downward attribution (lowering the high ends of the gradient), and upward by universal mutual deference (raising the low ends). Both flatten the gradient, which is what PM tracks; neither requires the level of regard to be low. Universal deference is therefore not incoherent: when deference is mutual its differential vanishes, yielding PM = 0 at a uniformly high level of regard rather than at silence. The equilibrium condition is the symmetry of regard, not its absence; differentiated regard sustains a live differential (PM > 0), whereas symmetric regard at any level nets to zero. The floor remains a floor and not a reachable terminal state (Mimetic Premium Floor Corollary): the M-channel cannot be removed, so the differential is driven toward zero asymptotically, never permanently stilled.

Explanation. Status-premium isn’t a thing you pour into someone; it’s the gap between how much they look up to you and how much you look up to them. So you can close that gap two ways. You can stop running people down, which lowers the high points. Or everyone can hold everyone else in high regard, and because it’s mutual, the gap still nets to zero. Universal respect isn’t impossible; when it’s returned in equal measure, nobody is above anyone. What matters is that regard is mutual (returned in equal measure) not that it’s low. A world where everyone genuinely esteems everyone else equally sits at the same floor as a world where everyone declines to denigrate (and the warm version is the better one to aim at. The old adage still holds: if you can’t say anything nice, don’t say anything at all) meaning genuine regard, not flattery, and meaning that the thing to withhold is the put-down. Its deeper companion is: hold others as high as they hold you.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.10.4; Chapter 10, Section 10.3.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Extraction-Direction Asymmetry, Mimetic Premium (PM), Mimetic Premium Floor Corollary, Net Mimetic Position (NMP).



Mimetic Treadmill (the Treadmill)

The Mimetic Treadmill, known in the psychological literature as the hedonic treadmill, is the dynamic in which rising visibility, comparison, and scarcity of Positional Goods cause wM to dominate aggregate AIM Profiles, so that Individuals run ever harder in Status races without structural improvement in A-security or I-flourishing.

Explanation. As more aspects of life become ranked, scored, and posted, people spend increasing energy on keeping up with shifting models rather than on projects they would endorse under audience-removal. The treadmill image captures how each success quickly resets the comparison set, so that high effort yields little net gain in freedom or satisfaction.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.5.3; Appendix A, Section A.9.7.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Corollary. Derived from Differential Satiation (Axiom 6); the Easterlin Plateau is the observed pattern it accounts for.

Cross-references: Mimetic Flywheel, Easterlin Plateau, Zero-Sum Status Competition, Mimetic Premium (PM).



Mimetic-Contagion-Free Comparator

The Mimetic-Contagion-Free Comparator is the diagnostic method that exploits AI’s architectural absence of Preconscious Transmission to estimate M-contributions to human cognition, by comparing human and AI outputs on identical decision tasks while holding informational content constant.

Explanation. The comparator logic is analogous to a placebo control: AI processes the same informational content without the M-channel, and the human-AI divergence estimates the M-contribution. The divergence should correlate with the coupling-strength gradient (maximal in high-coupling-strength domains, minimal in low-coupling-strength domains) and should be modulated by audience manipulation (decreasing under audience-removal, since M is observability-dependent). The comparator extends the AI Assay architecture to four layers: Clean Room (detecting human patterns in AI), Structural Fidelity Check (assessing detection reliability), Historical Separator (quantifying M in past data), and Mimetic-Contagion-Free Comparator (estimating M in real-time decisions). The architectural difference exploited by the comparator is permanent: AI will not develop mirror-neuron systems regardless of capability advancement. (Framework-Specific Principle)

Derivation: Chapter 8, Appendix 8F.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Preconscious Transmission, Content-Mechanism Boundary, Mimetic Desire (M).



Minimal Architecture Specification (MAS)

The Minimal Architecture Specification (MAS) is the component-function specification of the motivational architecture, carried in Chapter 4, Section 4.4: the four processing components (the Decision Hub, the Body Manager, the Thinker, and the Observer), the Belief Register state component that holds the Thinker’s posteriors and conditions the Observer’s Salience, the Signed Valuation Principle under which each input-bearing component supplies a signed scalar, the coupled fast/slow AIM Operational Loop, and the architectural localisation of priors, tag-stripping integration, Salience, and Ground-Resolution, together with the failure mode the architecture entails (Object Parasitism) and the crisis geometry the coupled loop entails. It is minimal in that it states the least structure a system must instantiate to produce the outputs the AIM Framework derives, and it is specified at the Disaggregation Primitive level per the Dashboard Gauge Principle: its functional statements say what each component does at the reading-surface level, not how the supporting neural systems are organised.

Explanation. The MAS is the AIM Framework’s wiring diagram: which boxes exist, what each is permitted to do, and how they are coupled. Chapter 2 locks what the words mean; the MAS locks which operations may be assigned to which box. The specification and its human instantiation are separately falsifiable: the human system might fail to instantiate an architecture that remains a valid specification for some other system.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (specification).

Cross-references: Decision Hub, Body Manager, Thinker, Observer, Belief Register, Signed Valuation Principle, AIM Operational Loop, Disaggregation Primitive, Dashboard Gauge Principle, Object Parasitism (Axiom 5).



Minimum Installation Condition (MIC)

Minimum Installation Condition (MIC). The Minimum Installation Condition is the architectural specification of what is required for the M input channel (the Observer) to install a Mimetic signal toward an Object from another Individual’s conduct in a given observation cycle. This is M’s social special case; general-case Salience, the Observer’s reading of the Object field against the Thinker’s priors, requires no Model (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7). MIC consists of two complementary clauses, a gate clause that specifies the necessary and sufficient condition for opening the M-channel for installation, and a magnitude clause that specifies how the Salience weight of the installed signal is set. MIC is valence-signed: installation occurs in the positive-valence and the negative-valence direction alike, and the downstream dynamics differ by sign, positive-valence installation participates in approach-interminability consistent with the Observer’s non-termination architecture; negative-valence installation participates in pursuit-termination with retained Salience (socially transmitted aversion) under the Signed Valuation Principle.

Gate clause. The sole architectural requirement for opening the M-channel for installation of a Mimetic signal toward an Object from another Individual is perception by the Observer of another Individual exhibiting directional valence toward that Object: positive (approach, pursuit, reaching, acquisition, lingering gaze, positive display directed at the Object, expressed valuation) or negative (avoidance, recoil, withdrawal, contamination-coding, scapegoat-coding, expressed revulsion directed at the Object). Any conduct toward the Object discriminable from indifference carries it, and its sign is the sign of the installed signal. Nothing further is required at the gate. The gate does not require that the Object carry A-functional or I-functional relevance for the observing Individual, that the observing Individual possess prior familiarity with the Object, that the Object be scarce, or that any particular slow-loop state obtain. Another Individual merely co-present with the Object, or oriented toward it by a passing glance or by position with no valence readable in the orientation, does not open the gate: the Salience elevation that Individual-detection produces (the Configural Update-Rate Asymmetry) binds to the perceived Individual as an Object in the field (Individual-as-Object) and directs attention without installing a valuation of anything else.

Magnitude clause. The Salience weight applied to the installed signal is conditioned by the Thinker’s priors about the Body Manager’s current deficit state, its own current deficit state, and the Object field, as delivered read-only to the Observer through the Belief Register per Section 4.4.8, and by the strength of the perceived Individual’s directional valence toward the Object. An observation event that carries directional valence therefore opens the gate whatever the slow loop’s state, and produces an installed M-signal whose sign is set by what the perceived Individual was doing and whose magnitude is set by the slow loop’s current posteriors at the moment of observation and by how strongly the valence was expressed. The same observation produces differently weighted installed signals in different slow-loop states, which is why deficit-primed Individuals exhibit amplified mimetic responsiveness to Models attracted to deficit-repair Objects, and why I-engaged Individuals exhibit amplified mimetic responsiveness to Models attracted to capacity-building Objects.

Explanation. Under MIC, the gate opens when another Individual is seen to want or to shun an Object: reaching for it, pursuing it, lingering over it, showing pleasure at it, or recoiling from it, avoiding it, showing disgust at it. Someone merely standing beside an Object, or merely glancing at it without showing anything about it, does not open the gate; that draws attention to the person and along the person’s gaze, and adds nothing to whatever Salience the Object already carries. No Object-scarcity, prior familiarity, or prior A-relevance or I-relevance is required. The direction of what the other Individual shows sets the direction of what installs. How strong the installed signal is depends on how strongly it was shown and on whatever the slow loop is currently supplying to the Observer through the Belief Register. Conditions such as hunger, loneliness or idleness do not open the gate; where they matter, they matter through magnitude.

Cross-references: Observer, Thinker, Belief Register, Decision Hub, Model, Object Parasitism, Preconscious Transmission (Axiom 7), AIM Operational Loop, Reference-Set Reset, Fast-to-Slow Coupling, Scalar-to-Likelihood Lift, Parasitism Theorem.

Epistemic Status Framework-Specific Named Result. Source Chapter 4 Section 4.3.5 read jointly with Section 4.4.0; component specification Chapter 4 Section 4.4.7 (Observer); fast-layer correspondent Appendix A.5.2.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Mirror Neuron System

The mirror neuron system is a network of neurons in premotor, parietal, and prefrontal cortex that activate both when an Individual performs a goal-directed action and when they observe another Individual performing that action, thereby enabling preconscious representation of others’ intentions, automatic imitation of observed behaviours, and rapid social learning without conscious deliberation. [Axiom 7: Preconscious Transmission]

Explanation. Mirror neurons are the biological substrate of Mimesis. They fire predictively, up to 480 milliseconds before an observed action occurs, indicating they represent the goal or intention behind the action, not merely the visible movement. This predictive activation allows the brain to “simulate” others’ goals internally, which becomes the pathway through which Mimetic Desire is transmitted: seeing someone pursue an Object activates the same neural circuits that would fire if you were pursuing it yourself, creating an automatic bias toward copying their goal. The mirror neuron system is why humans are such powerful social learners, it’s how children acquire language, how cultures transmit skills, and how communities coordinate, but it also makes humans vulnerable to mimetic contagion when combined with Source Opacity.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.7; Chapter 8, Section 8.2.1.

Epistemic Status: Established Neuroscience.

Cross-references: Mimesis, Mimetic Desire (M), Preconscious Transmission, Source Opacity, Transmission Window.



Model

Model. A Model is an Individual whose observed directional valence toward an Object enters another Individual’s Observer channel as a comparative Referent. Directional valence includes approach and avoidance: a Model running from something is a Model in the same sense as a Model moving toward it. The Observer’s baseline function is the reading of the surrounding field whether or not other agents are present; the Model case is the social special case of that function, not the definition of the channel. The Minimum Installation Condition’s gate clause opens on perception of a Model exhibiting directional valence toward an Object; the sign of that valence sets the sign of what installs, and its strength enters the magnitude. An Individual can act to become Salient but cannot set the Salience another computes, so a Model supplies the observed directional valence and does not write the receiving Individual’s Belief Register.

Explanation. A Model is someone you can see wanting or shunning something, whether they are moving toward it, lingering over it, or moving away from it, and that visible valence is what your Observer uses to mark Objects as mattering. You do not have to decide to copy them. The channel that tracks movement in the field tracks their orientation the same way it tracks any other Object, and where that orientation shows them wanting or shunning something, that is enough for a Mimetic signal to install. The Model is not your Self-Model. The Self-Model is the story you hold about yourself. The Model is another Individual in the field.

Distinction from Self-Model. The Self-Model is a subset of the Belief Register: Beliefs about one’s own identity, values, capacities, and position. A Model is another Individual, observed. Collapsing the two produces the error of treating adopted desire as self-knowledge.

Distinction from Prestige-Biased Learning. Prestige-Biased Learning is the heuristic that preferentially copies high-prestige Models. The Model is the observed Individual; the heuristic is one weighting over which Models count.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Observer, Minimum Installation Condition (MIC), Mimetic Desire (M), Salience, Self-Model, Prestige-Biased Learning, Reference Set, Individual-as-Object.



Money

Money. Money is the external instantiation of the Common-Currency Scalar: the capacity to discharge a later deficit, which exchange leaves in the hands of another party who releases an Object to correct the first party’s deficit, and which can be held across time and passed between Individuals. Every exchangeable Object carries this capacity to some degree (Saleability), and Saleability is set by the acceptances of a particular population; Money is the substrate at the top of that gradient within a population, and no line separates it from the goods it is exchanged for. Where two populations have converged on different substrates, each holds its own Money and holds the other’s as a good, and an exchange rate is the price of one population’s Money in the other’s. Its function is fixed by the architecture and its substrate is free to vary: shells, coin, ledger entries and signatures are substrates of one function, and barter is the same function discharged through a substrate that discharges it poorly. Money’s proper purpose is bounded, since it is wanted up to the level that secures the Appetitive floor and equips the Intrinsic process. It is an Object constituted not by any Appetitive or Intrinsic use of its own but by convertibility into such use, which makes it the ideal host for Mimetic Desire under Object Parasitism; M attached to it converts Money into a generic Veblen good, wanted for the standing it signals rather than for what it converts into. Because the Scalar is tag-stripped before it leaves the body, Money carries no record of the sources whose demand it discharges, and the divergent accounts cultures give of what Money is are Confabulation at the scale of a population.

Explanation. Inside the brain, every want is turned into one value so that different wants can be compared. Money is that value once it leaves the body. When you cannot get what you need yourself and someone else holds it, you need a way of handing over the value of your want, and Money is that way. Every society that trades finds one, in whatever material is to hand, which is why Money looks like an invention made many times over when it is the same function appearing wherever people exchange. Money is meant to be wanted only as far as it buys food, shelter, safety and the tools for work worth doing. It becomes a thing wanted for itself, without limit, when the wanting is driven by what others hold.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived in Chapter 12 from Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2), Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Confabulation (Axiom 4), Object Parasitism (Axiom 5) and the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.2; Chapter 12, Section 12.3; Chapter 12, Section 12.4; Chapter 12, Section 12.12; Chapter 19, Section 19.13.8.

Cross-references: Common-Currency Scalar (the Scalar), Saleability, Object Parasitism, Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, Mimetic Premium (PM), Confabulation, Sincerity Guarantee.

Monotone Belief-Race Lemma

Monotone Belief-Race Lemma. The result that the Belief Register’s update dynamics cannot generate oscillation of their own under content-agnostic updating. Because the likelihood each hypothesis receives depends on the delivered Evidence (the integrated Scalar and Salience) and not on the current prevalence of any hypothesis in the Belief Register (Axiom 8; restatement B3), the linearised update block is diagonally similar to a symmetric matrix at every Register state, and its spectrum is therefore real: each hypothesis competes only against the belief-weighted mean likelihood, and such a race sorts monotonically toward the best-supported hypothesis without cycling. Rotation in the Belief layer requires likelihoods that respond to hypothesis prevalence with intransitive structure (each hypothesis gaining support because another is currently held, around a closed cycle), which violates content-agnostic updating and is not a parameter regime of the architecture; the delay-feedback self-coupling preserves the result at every recall lag. Jointly with the one-signed coupling commitments of the fast and network layers, the Monotone Belief-Race Lemma upgrades bifurcation-type preservation from architectural argument to derived result: at decohered operating points the first loss of stability of the coupled system is a steady-state crossing, and the Saddle-Node follows by genericity.

Explanation. Beliefs inside one mind are in a race: whichever hypothesis best explains the evidence gains ground, and the others lose it. The Monotone Belief-Race Lemma establishes that this race can never go in circles, because of one feature of Bayesian updating: the referee is blind. How strongly the evidence supports a hypothesis does not depend on how popular that hypothesis currently is. A race where every runner competes only against the field average always produces a winner by steady sorting. For beliefs to cycle, popularity itself would have to change the evidence, in a rock-paper-scissors pattern where each belief gains because another is currently held, and the architecture does not permit that. The race is not fair in one respect: the track tilts toward the front-runner, whose gains compound and feed back as further evidence, so the leader is biased toward growing its lead, which is Bayesian Lock-In run as a race. The consequence is stark: a belief system has no built-in pendulum, no thermostat that swings it back after it overshoots. It either holds steady or it runs away and falls, and anything that looks like a self-correcting swing in a society’s beliefs is the work of an installed corrective structure, never of the bare architecture. The same blindness is what keeps reform open: a better-supported hypothesis gains from the moment it becomes representable, however unpopular, so the architecture withholds self-correction, not correctability, and the Interference Term marks the point where the leader’s compounding can be throttled.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.5.6; Chapter 13, Section 13.10; Appendix A, Section A.5.7.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result (qualitative). Formal statement and proof sketch at Appendix A, Section A.5.6; network-scale application at Appendix A, Section A.5.7.6.

Cross-references: Bayesian Belief Dynamics (Axiom 8), Belief Register, Evidence, Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, Saddle-Node Default, Incidental Buffer Principle, Institutional Buffering, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Epistemic Suspension.



Moral Vocabulary Displacement Principle

Moral Vocabulary Displacement Principle is the principle that, in the context of a Grievance Belief, moral vocabulary (“responsibility,” “justice,” “accountability,” “they deserve consequences”) functions not as independent ethical reasoning but as permission-seeking infrastructure: where the attribution is confabulated, for targeting a prey-selected agent who did not author the harm; where the attribution is accurate, for the retributive surplus beyond repair. In both cases it preserves the phenomenology of righteous response. Moral framing deployed after diagnostic test-failure therefore cannot rebut the Presumption Against Scapegoating, and moral framing deployed after the Three-Test Battery has passed cannot license punishment, because in both cases the framing is generated by the architecture that produced the demand, not by independent ethical evaluation. That the demand is a failure mode rather than a moral authority is derived: the Punitive Inversion Principle establishes that the surplus raises the Loop Gain of every interface it reaches.

Explanation. The principle explains why moral arguments feel compelling yet fail to resolve conflicts or address actual causes. When the Information Gap produces agent-based confabulation, the brain requires justification for the remedial action it is preparing. Moral vocabulary provides this justification by transforming “I want to target them” into “they deserve to be targeted.” The moral reasoning is sincere, the person genuinely believes in the ethical framework they are applying, but it is generated downstream of the confabulation, not independently of it. The key diagnostic: if moral vocabulary is deployed only after the Three-Test Battery has failed (Immediacy Test, Mechanism Test, Authorship Test), it is functioning as permission-seeking rather than genuine ethical evaluation. Where the Three-Test Battery has passed, the attribution is accurate and the author is known, and moral vocabulary then asks for something the finding does not supply: that the author be made to suffer beyond what repair requires. Conceding the authorship does not concede that demand. Authorship is a causal finding; desert is a claim about what the author is owed. The practical redirect (“what would actually solve the problem?”) is not amoral pragmatism displacing ethics, it is what ethics requires once we understand that moral vocabulary in scapegoat contexts functions as targeting permission.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.22; the architectural ground at Chapter 16, Section 16.9; Chapter 4, Sections 4.3.4 and 4.3.9.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Presumption Against Scapegoating, Scapegoat Mechanism, Crisis State Architecture, I-Override, Confabulation, Punitive Inversion Principle, Three-Test Battery, Practical Redirect.



Motivational Safety

Motivational Safety is the condition in which an artificial system’s effective behaviour, across its deployment contexts, does not threaten human Appetitive floors, does not crowd out human Intrinsic domains, and does not function as a high-gain amplifier of destructive human Mimetic dynamics. It is a property of the coupled human-and-artificial system, stated in terms of the three human sources, because the system that has the sources is the human one.

Explanation. An AI is motivationally safe when it neither competes with humans for survival-level goods, nor pushes people into worse status races, nor closes down spaces where intrinsic work and relationships can flourish. This complements alignment at the level of explicit objectives by asking whether the system’s motivational side-effects will erode or support human freedom as AIM defines it.

Derivation: Appendix C, Section C.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: AIM Profile (Individual, Group, or System), AI Motivational Architecture, Constraint Satiation Ratio (CSR), Goal Persistence Score (GPS).



Multiplicative Friction Model

Multiplicative Friction Model is the formal representation of institutional buffering as independent multiplicative friction on cascade dynamics: P_action = ∏ p_i, where p_i is the probability that institutional buffer i fails to block the cascade. The model’s key property is that individually modest buffers produce collectively strong resistance when numerous and independent, and that the marginal value of each buffer increases as others are removed.

Explanation. Each independent check on power, courts, legislatures, press, bureaucracies, elections, makes it less likely that a bad decision translates into irreversible action. Because each check works independently, their combined effect multiplies: six modestly effective checks are far more protective than any single strong one. And removing checks gets progressively more dangerous, the last few matter most. See Institutional Brake, Correction Window, Seneca Asymmetry, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.17.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Institutional Brake, Correction Window, Seneca Asymmetry, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle.



Mutual Architectural Correction Principle

The Mutual Architectural Correction Principle is the methodological principle that every human behavioural science holds, and extends to every other, equal permission to (a) accept the empirical findings of all neighbouring disciplines as valid evidence requiring explanation, and (b) flag the architectures those findings were originally packaged within for reassessment in light of its own empirical record. No discipline stands as binding architectural prior on any other. No discipline exempts its own architecture from the reassessment it proposes for others. Permission is uniform and reciprocal across the field. The Mutual Architectural Correction Principle is required by the Output-Capacity Entailment Principle (OCEP), which requires that any unifying theory be derivable both from cause to effect and from effect to cause; a field organised so that architectural correction runs only in one direction fails OCEP’s bidirectionality requirement. The Mutual Architectural Correction Principle is the universal form of symmetric consilience applied uniformly across the human behavioural sciences.

Derivation: Chapter 5, Appendix 5C.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Explanation. When human behavioural sciences relate to each other, they can operate in one of two ways. The first is a hierarchy, where some disciplines are treated as foundational (their architectures constrain everyone else) and others are treated as dependent (their architectures are constrained from above or below). The second is a field of peers, where every discipline is beside every other, and each extends to every other the same permission it claims for itself: to accept findings, to flag architectures for reassessment, and to be subject to the same reassessment in return. The Mutual Architectural Correction Principle is the second arrangement stated as a methodological rule. It is the disposition that dissolves the Disciplinary Priors layer of the Camouflage Architecture, because the priors interlock only so long as no discipline claims the authority to question its neighbours’ priors while extending reciprocal authority to its neighbours to question its own.

Cross-references: Symmetric Consilience, Subordinate Consilience, Data-Architecture Distinction, Empirical Acceptance Principle, Methodological Reassessment Requirement, Output-Capacity Entailment Principle (OCEP), Disciplinary Priors, Disciplinary Pseudoscience.



Mutual-Support Commitment

Mutual-Support Commitment. A Mutual-Support Commitment is a commitment among states under which an attack on any member triggers Cascading Support and Cascading Consequences as the architecture derives them, in place of entry into the war: the Appetitive and Intrinsic floors of every population the war reaches are held, the attacking population’s included, in forms an armed party cannot capture; the levers, materials and channels of the war are closed to every party still fighting it, and those who decided on the war cannot place themselves or their holdings outside the field of consequence their decision created; every consequence lifts automatically when the conduct stops; and the response is conducted without theatre. A Mutual-Support Commitment excludes entry into combat, the supply of the means of fighting, any penalty that continues after the fighting stops, and the deprivation of the attacking population. A Mutual-Support Commitment reverses the polarity of a mutual-defence commitment, which answers an attack with entry: a mutual-defence commitment is triggered by a claim every party to a war holds (the Self-Defence Orthogonality Principle), and committed entry moves the network that carries a war toward its Critical Coupling Strength and, where the chain of commitments reaches a power holding nuclear command, couples the war to a gating domain. Under a Mutual-Support Commitment the claim of self-defence switches on nothing that can be used to fight, and the response is the same whichever party’s Belief is accurate. A Mutual-Support Commitment does not prevent the taking of territory; it makes the holding of territory untenable and keeps a war local. Whether a Mutual-Support Commitment deters the initiation of disputes as well as a pledge to fight is an empirical question.

Explanation. Today’s defence alliances promise that an attack on one member is an attack on all, and each member then decides how to help, up to and including going to war. The promise stops some attacks from ever happening, but when one does happen it can pull every member into the war at once, which is how a local war becomes a world war. A Mutual-Support Commitment keeps the promise to respond and changes the response. If any member is attacked, every member helps keep the people on all sides fed, housed and safe, and every member cuts off weapons and war materials to anyone still fighting, until the fighting stops. Nobody joins the fighting and nobody sends weapons. Because the response does not depend on who started the war, a false claim of self-defence gains nothing, and because nobody joins, the war stays where it is instead of spreading.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.20.5.

Epistemic Status: Proposed Intervention, derived in Chapter 17 (Violence as Architectural Output) §17.20.5. Its deterrent effect is open (Chapter 17, Section 17.24, Criterion 19).

Cross-references: Cascading Support, Cascading Consequences, Non-Derogable Essentials, Low-Theatre, Field-Correction Obligation, Self-Defence Orthogonality Principle, Critical Coupling Strength, Saddle-Node Default, Refusal Without Concession Principle.
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Negative Mimesis

Negative Mimesis. Negative Mimesis is Mimetic transmission that produces net social harm through rivalry escalation, inflation, scapegoating, or crisis dynamics. It occurs where Mimetic copying operates under scarcity, zero-sum competition, or structural conditions that convert a coordination mechanism into a conflict amplifier.

Explanation. Negative Mimesis is not a second mechanism sitting alongside the useful one. It is the same copying, running in conditions that change what the copying produces. Where the thing being copied can be had by everyone, imitation spreads a skill; where it cannot, imitation spreads a contest. Nothing inside the Individual distinguishes the two cases, which is why the framework’s interventions address the conditions rather than the disposition, and why eliminating M is neither possible nor the goal. Its paradigm cases are positional competition, where one Individual’s gain requires another’s loss; the Confabulation Cascade, where a transmitted narrative compounds toward collective delusion; and scapegoat contagion, where the Grievance Belief spreads mimetically to produce coordinated targeting. The same Content can fall on either side: copying the wish to excel is Positive Mimesis in a cooperative, non-rivalrous setting and Negative Mimesis in a winner-take-all status tournament.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.15.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Mimesis, Positive Mimesis, Mimetic Desire (M), Scapegoat Mechanism, Confabulation Cascade, Zero-Sum Status Competition.



Nested-Foam Property

Nested-Foam Property. The Nested-Foam Property is the property of the Bubble-and-Foam Model by which any bubble may itself be partitioned into finer bubbles by finer Boundary-Beliefs, recursively and to arbitrary depth. Nesting introduces no new mechanism: it is the Model’s partitioning applied to a domain already formed, using Boundary-Beliefs of the same kind at every level, so that the same construct generates the domain, its sub-domains, and their sub-domains in turn. Its only consequence for containment is one of scale, a collapse may be held at a fine membrane or, as successively coarser Boundary-Beliefs decohere, escalate from sub-domain to domain to the Belief-space at large, taking a wider region at each level whose separating Belief has failed.

Explanation. Bubbles sit inside bubbles. Psychology is one bubble, and inside it the subfields (clinical, cognitive, social) are smaller bubbles walled off from each other; economics is a bubble containing the neoclassical, behavioural, and Austrian schools as bubbles within it. Nothing new is needed to get this nesting: the same kind of wall that separates whole fields also separates the schools inside a field, just drawn finer. That is really the point of noting it, the foam picture is parsimonious. A single idea, the maintained Boundary-Belief, builds the whole structure at every scale, and it also tells you how far a collapse spreads: contained to one school if the fine walls hold, spreading to the whole field only as the outer walls give way.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Descriptive property of the Bubble-and-Foam Model; not independently load-bearing.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.6.

Source: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.6.

Cross-references: Bubble-and-Foam Model, Boundary-Belief, Content-Belief, Coupling Strength, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle.



Net Mimetic Position (NMP)

Net Mimetic Position (NMP) for a transaction is the difference between Mimetic Premium gained (status signals acquired: PM(ownership), PM(portfolio), PM(visible)) and Mimetic Premium extracted (parasitic charges incurred: PM(interest)). NMP is Individual-relative even for identical Objects.

Formal Expression:

NMPi=[PM(ownership)]−PM(interest),i
\text{NMP}_{i} = \left\lbrack \text{PM}_{\left( \text{ownership} \right)} \right\rbrack - \text{PM}_{( \text{interest} ) , i}


Explanation. Two Individuals purchasing the same Object at the same price may have radically different Net Mimetic Positions. A cash buyer whose purchase forms part of a broader asset base gains PM(ownership) plus PM(portfolio) while incurring zero PM(interest) (positive NMP. A first-time buyer using high-LVR long-term financing gains PM(ownership) but incurs PM(interest) extraction that may exceed the purchase price) negative NMP. The Object is identical; the M-outcome diverges by Individual circumstance.

Substrate specification. (Disaggregation Convention 1.) NMP is computed on transactions in A-I Objects (shelter, durables, credentials, and other host goods); the PM(ownership)/PM(interest) differential is M-channel extraction layered on those substrates, not an independent M-Object.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.13.2; Chapter 8, Appendix 8E; Chapter 8, Section 8.12.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Mimetic Premium (PM), Mimetic Premium Asymmetry, Housing PM Decomposition, Ownership Signal.



Network Loop Gain

Network Loop Gain (GnetG_{net}). The Network Loop Gain is the cross-Individual contribution to the total stability condition of the three-layer formalism, decomposing additively as Gnet=GnetΛ+GnetKG_{net} = G_{net}^{\Lambda} + G_{net}^{K}, where GnetΛ=α⋅β⋅ρ(Λ)⋅σ′(V*)G_{net}^{\Lambda} = \alpha\cdot \beta\cdot \rho(\Lambda)\cdot \sigma'(V^{*}) is the fast-channel network gain (with ρ(Λ)\rho(\Lambda) the spectral radius of the Observability matrix) and GnetK=ρ(Koff)⋅∥∂ℓ/∂E∥⋅β∥∂μ/∂b∥⋅ω(Tint)¯G_{net}^{K} = \rho(K_{off})\cdot \|\partial\ell/\partial E\|\cdot \beta\,\|\partial\mu/\partial b\|\cdot \overline{\omega(T_{int})} is the slow-channel network gain (with ρ(Koff)\rho(K_{off}) the spectral radius of the off-diagonal Evidence-coupling matrix and ω(Tint)¯\overline{\omega(T_{int})} the population-averaged Evidence-emission coefficient).

Explanation. The Network Loop Gain is the population-scale analogue of the within-Individual Internal Loop Gain and the Slow-Layer Loop Gain. It captures how strongly an Individual’s valuation and Belief outputs feed back into the system through other Individuals, via two architecturally distinct channels: the Observability channel (one Individual’s behaviour becomes another’s Model signal) and the Evidence channel (one Individual’s emitted Evidence proposition enters another’s Belief Register). The additive decomposition makes each channel separately diagnosable and separately interveneable, which is the architectural basis for the five-channel Knowledge Patch footprint at the network scale.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.5.7.4; Chapter 16, Section 16.19.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Source: Appendix A.5.7.4.

Cross-references: Observability Matrix, Evidence-Coupling Matrix, Total Stability Condition, Critical Coupling Strength, Internal Loop Gain, Slow-Layer Loop Gain, Knowledge Patch.



Network Timescale

Network Timescale (τN\tau_N). The Network Timescale is the cross-Individual Evidence-propagation timescale of the network layer of the three-layer formalism, emerging from the coupling strengths λij\lambda_{ij} and κij\kappa_{ij} rather than entering as a primitive parameter. Under weak-to-moderate coupling, τN\tau_N satisfies the singular-perturbation ordering τM<τV<τS<τB≤τN\tau_M < \tau_V < \tau_S < \tau_B \leq \tau_N and extends from minutes (synchronous communication) to years (institutional consensus). Under strong coupling near ρ(Koff)→κc\rho(K_{off}) \to \kappa_c, τN\tau_N approaches τB\tau_B and the three-scale separation collapses into the critical-slowing-down signature targeted by the Coupling-Decoherence Rate-of-Change Monitor.

Explanation. The Network Timescale tells you how quickly Evidence and Observability propagate across a population. It is not a fixed property of human cognition; it is a property of the network and its couplings. In a weakly-coupled population (sparse network, low-trust Evidence intake), Evidence propagates slowly and the network operates on a timescale that is orders of magnitude slower than within-Individual Belief updating. As coupling intensifies, the network speeds up. The diagnostic signature of approaching the Critical Coupling Strength is the collapse of the timescale separation: the network begins moving as fast as individual Beliefs do, and the critical-slowing-down signature of impending bifurcation becomes detectable in network-level autocorrelation and variance.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Parameter. Source: Appendix A.5.7.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.5.7.1.

Cross-references: Critical Coupling Strength, Network Loop Gain, Evidence-Coupling Matrix, Observability Matrix.



Network-Layer Axiom Restatements (N1-N3)

Network-Layer Axiom Restatements (N1, N2, N3). Three derivative restatements of canonical Axioms 5, 7, and 8, introduced in Appendix A.5.7 to specify the network layer of the three-layer formalism in the same way M1 through M5b specify the fast layer and B1 through B3 specify the slow layer. N1 Observability as Inter-Individual Channel (from Axiom 7 and the Observability Gradient): the exogenous input mobsi(t)m_{obs}^{i}(t) at the population scale is a realised signal produced by the valuations and behaviours of other Individuals, weighted by the observability-gradient edge weight λij\lambda_{ij}. N2 Evidence as Coupling-Mediated Input (from Axioms 5 and 8): coupling-mediated Evidence entering Individual ii is a function of the emitted Evidence propositions EtjE_t^{j} of other Individuals jj, weighted by the interpersonal coupling strength κij\kappa_{ij}. N3 Non-Commutativity Propagation (from the From-Wang-to-Mechanism derivation): intrapersonal non-commutativity of measurement contexts entails interpersonal coupling as a derived consequence, making path-dependence of Belief trajectories the expected regime at the network scale and the Hilbert-space formalism of Quantum Epistemology the natural language for the network-layer Belief Register.

Explanation. N1 through N3 are not new axioms. They are restatements of the canonical axioms in the form required by the network layer of the dynamical system. N1 makes precise that the observability environment of any Individual is generated by other Individuals rather than entering as an exogenous primitive. N2 makes precise that social Evidence is weighted by the coupling matrix rather than being a flat input. N3 makes precise that the non-commutativity established for intrapersonal Belief updating in the From-Wang-to-Mechanism derivation propagates to the interpersonal scale once Individuals are coupled, justifying the Hilbert-space treatment of population-level Belief dynamics.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Axiom Restatement. Source: Appendix A.5.7.2.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.5.7.2.

Cross-references: Non-Commutativity Propagation (N3), Fast-Layer Axiom Restatements (M1 through M5b), B1-B3 Slow-Layer Axiom Restatements, Observability Matrix, Evidence-Coupling Matrix, Coupling Strength, Quantum Epistemology, Belief Register.



Non-Commutativity

Non-Commutativity. Non-Commutativity is the property of Belief updating whereby the order in which Evidence is evaluated affects the posterior reached, so that two Individuals receiving the same Evidence in different orders arrive at different Belief states. The architectural source of Non-Commutativity is Common-Currency Integration under Source Opacity: each evaluation projects an already source-stripped Scalar onto a reference frame fixed by the current context, and two reference frames that are not aligned yield different results in different orders. Non-Commutativity lies not in the calculus, since strict conditionalisation on fixed likelihood ratios commutes, but in the state-dependence of the evidential force an observation carries against the Belief state it meets. Non-Commutativity holds within a single Individual, is reinforced by memory-recall self-coupling, and is amplified but not created by interpersonal coupling; the network-scale restatement of Non-Commutativity is Non-Commutativity Propagation (N3).

Explanation. The same two pieces of news, heard in opposite orders, leave people believing different things, and neither person has made an arithmetic mistake. The first piece changes where the person stands, and the second is weighed from that new position, so it carries a different weight from the one it would have carried first. Because the mind blends its motives into one signal before any of this happens, it cannot undo the blending and start again from neutral. The route by which evidence arrives is therefore part of what a belief is.

Distinction from the Ignition-Release Asymmetry. Both make a present state depend on the path taken. The Ignition-Release Asymmetry is hysteresis of the fast valuation system: two resting states under the same forcing, separated by an ignition boundary and a release boundary that do not coincide. Non-Commutativity carries no threshold and no second resting state; it is the order-dependence of Belief updating, present at every update.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.4.3; the location of the order effect in the state-dependence of evidential force at Chapter 14, Section 14.9.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. The order effects it names are an established empirical pattern (Chapter 14, Section 14.1); their architectural source is derived.

Cross-references: Non-Commutativity Propagation (N3), Interference Term, Bayesian Lock-In, Common-Currency Integration, Source Opacity, Self-Coupling Permanence Principle, Rationality Misattribution Principle, Ignition-Release Asymmetry, Self-Model, Quantum Epistemology (QE).



Non-Commutativity Propagation (N3)

Non-Commutativity Propagation (N3).

Canonical-definition layer:

The network-layer axiom restatement establishing that the order-dependence of Belief updating within a single Individual entails path-dependence of collective Belief trajectories at the population scale. When the coupling strength between Individuals (κij\kappa_{ij}) is sufficiently large, the order in which an Individual receives Evidence from different network neighbours affects the Belief Register non-trivially, because the updating contexts associated with different neighbours do not combine in a sequence-neutral way. Two Individuals receiving identical sets of Evidence propositions in different orders arrive at different Belief Registers. Across a network, this means that the collective Belief state of a population reflects the sequence and coupling structure of Evidence flows, not only their content. Path-dependence of population Belief trajectories is the expected regime of the coupled network system rather than a pathological special case. See Appendix A.5.7.2 for the full restatement and derivation.

Explanation. The order in which Evidence reaches an Individual changes the Beliefs the Individual arrives at, not merely the speed of arrival. When this effect propagates across a network of Individuals, each updating on conclusions expressed by neighbours whose own conclusions were shaped by sequence, the population’s collective Beliefs become a record of how information flowed as much as what information was available. Institutional arrangements that govern the sequence and coupling structure of Evidence flows are therefore architecturally consequential, not merely procedurally important.

Source: Appendix A.5.7.2.

Cross-references: Belief Register; Epistemic Suspension; Individual Fixed Point; Interference Term; Bayesian Lock-In; Evidence-Coupling Matrix; Observability Governance; Institutional Buffering.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.5.7.2; Chapter 13, Section 13.4.7; Chapter 14, Section 14.6.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Non-Derogable Essentials

Non-derogable essentials are those A- and I-related goods (basic nutrition, shelter, medical care, minimal social contact, and some scope for safe intrinsic activity) that institutions may not withdraw even when imposing sanctions or exercising control.

Explanation. Even prisoners or high-risk offenders keep a floor of bodily care and some access to non-violent, intrinsically meaningful pursuits; these are never converted into bargaining chips or instruments of humiliation. This preserves the idea that A-floors and a kernel of I-agency belong to persons as motivational architecture, not as rewards for compliance.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (normative).

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.19.2.

Cross-references: Appetitive Floors (A-floors), A-Rights, Intrinsic domains (I-domains), Dignity.



Non-Displacement Principle

Non-Displacement Principle. The structural claim that AIM, as a unifying theory, does not seek to displace any individual theory within the disciplines it touches. Self-Determination Theory is incorporated as the I-component, Girard’s mimetic theory as the M-component, and Cannon’s homeostatic model as the A-component. What AIM displaces is not any particular theory but the undifferentiated framework within which those theories have been siloed, the implicit assumption that motivation is a single kind of thing, studied adequately by any one discipline in isolation.

Canonical reference: Chapter 5, Appendix 5C (The Consilience Frame).

Derivation: Chapter 5, Appendix 5C.

Explanation. AIM doesn’t replace the theories it draws on, it houses them. Deci and Ryan got Intrinsic Motivation right. Girard got Mimetic Desire right. Cannon got Appetites right. What was missing wasn’t any single piece but the architecture that shows how the pieces fit together and why no single discipline could see the whole picture on its own.

Related terms: Empirical Acceptance Principle, Methodological Reassessment Requirement, Three-Source Taxonomy, Undifferentiated Desire Fallacy, Foundational-Entailment Distinction (FED).

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Empirical Acceptance Principle, Methodological Reassessment Requirement, Undifferentiated Desire Fallacy, Foundational-Entailment Distinction (FED), Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), Mimetic Desire (M).



Non-Malice Corollary

Non-Malice Corollary is the principle that if Confabulation is routine, universal, and sincere (generated by ordinary cognitive architecture operating under Source Opacity, not by deceptive intent), then most conflict involves two (or more) sincere confabulators rather than one truth-teller confronting one deceiver, each party experiences their position as obviously correct, experiences the other’s resistance as evidence of bad faith, and cannot recognise that both positions may be confabulated explanations for Mimetically-generated urgency.

Explanation. The Non-Malice Corollary reframes the phenomenology of disagreement. The standard experience, “I am obviously right, and their resistance proves bad faith”, is revealed as the signature of Confabulation collision, not as evidence about the other party’s intentions. When both parties feel maximally certain, both parties’ Confabulation cascades have likely converged. The intensity of disagreement is not proportional to how wrong one party is; it is proportional to how complete both parties’ cascades have become and how thoroughly the relevant structural explanations have been excluded from both parties’ Hypothesis spaces. This explains the paradox of intractable disputes: the more certain each party feels, the less likely resolution becomes, not because one party is more malicious, but because both parties’ self-models have locked in and neither possesses the conceptual vocabulary that would allow them to step outside their confabulated frame. The Non-Malice Corollary does not claim malice never exists (it does), but that assuming malice as explanation for disagreement is itself a confabulation-compatible move that prevents recognition of the structural dynamics generating the conflict.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.21.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Corollary, derived from Confabulation architecture and Source Opacity.

Cross-references: Confabulation, Source Opacity, Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Cost-Shifting Principle.



Normality Fiction Breaker

Normality Fiction Breaker. The Normality Fiction Breaker (Anti-Template Orientation) is the Tier 2 operation of the Knowledge Patch that treats the “normal person” as a mimetically constructed Template rather than a real baseline. It proceeds by three moves: de-recognising “normal person” as a factual category; replacing normality questions with source questions (“What are my A, I, and M doing here, and what would help my A and I flourish?”); and detaching worth from Template fit. It closes the route by which M re-enters through self-evaluative and peer-evaluative comparison after the other operations have been acquired.

Explanation. Even someone who has learned to question particular wants can still judge a whole life against an idea of what a normal person does or feels. That idea is not a fact about people; it is a picture assembled from what the most visible people around you appear to do, so measuring yourself against it lets copied wanting back in. The Normality Fiction Breaker swaps “Am I normal?” for “What is actually driving this, and what would help?”, and treats the feeling of being abnormal as a mismatch with a copied picture rather than a flaw in the self.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.12.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Intervention.

Cross-references: Knowledge Patch, Template, Two-Question Diagnostic, Diversity Referent, Mimetic Desire (M).



Normative Entailment Principle (NEP)

Normative Entailment Principle (NEP). The methodological principle that where a descriptive result of the framework identifies a structural condition under which the system produces a determinate and specifiable harm, and where the same reasoning that establishes the result also specifies the condition whose alteration removes or bounds that harm, the construct that names that condition and the intervention that alters it are entailments of the descriptive result and not additions to it. Such entailed constructs and interventions carry the same epistemic status as the descriptive result from which they follow, subject only to the further premise that the specified harm is to be avoided, which the framework treats as the minimal condition of the analysis being conducted at all rather than as a contestable value commitment. The principle is triggered only where the intervention is specified by the same reasoning that specifies the harm; interventions requiring an independent value premise, a contested empirical conjecture, or a design choice not fixed by the derivation are merely consistent with the framework rather than entailed by it. The constructs so entailed are constructs of avoidance and management rather than of perfection, because the architectural features generating the relevant conditions cannot be removed from the system; the entailed normative goal is therefore Subcriticality Maintenance rather than elimination.

Explanation. Most theories describe how something works and then go quiet when the question turns to what should be done, on the view that any recommendation has to be argued for separately using outside values. This framework is different in a narrow way. Some of its recommendations are not brought in from outside at all, they are simply the second half of a sentence whose first half is a description. Once the framework shows that a particular structural condition reliably produces a particular harm, it has, in the same breath, told you what to change to contain that harm, because the thing to change is the condition it just named. This is the same kind of reasoning an engineer uses: describing an engine already tells you it needs oil and coolant, and saying so is not moralising, it is finishing the description. The only value you are asked to grant is that the harm is worth avoiding, and if you did not grant even that, there would be no reason to be studying the harm in the first place. That the interventions in this book are unfamiliar does not make them a different kind of thing, any more than a novel engine’s novel maintenance requirement is optional because no one has stated it before.

Derivation: Chapter 3, Section 3.10.2; Chapter 3, Section 3.10.3; Chapter 3, Section 3.10.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Methodological Principle (logic-level, not empirically falsifiable).

Source: Chapter 3, Section 3.10.

Cross-references: Output-Capacity Entailment Principle (OCEP), Completeness Criterion for General Theory Status (CCGT), Foundational-Entailment Distinction (FED), Replacement Requirement (RR), Provenance Obligation, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Common-Currency Integration, Source Opacity.



Novelty

Novelty. Novelty is the first of the three conditions a candidate Institutional Buffer must satisfy to qualify as a Restoring Node: the candidate must introduce a state variable that is not already in the system and that carries dynamics of its own, contributing new rows and columns to the network Jacobian with intrinsic negative-feedback structure, rather than reducing an existing coupling. Attenuation fails Novelty however large the reduction achieved, because the Saddle-Node Default establishes that no adjustment of the existing couplings converts the bifurcation type; attenuation extends the time to the Fold and reduces pre-fold compounding without altering the terminus. Independent media norms and low-theatre dispute resolution are the worked cases: both act on the Observability matrix and hold it at a reduced level, which is a setting rather than a variable, since neither rises or falls in response to what the loop is doing.

Explanation. A norm is a constant and a governor is a function. Editorial restraint that holds amplification down is genuinely useful and is not a governor, because it does not push harder when things get worse. Novelty is the test of whether a structure has something in it that moves in response to the state of the system, which is what a correcting mechanism requires and what a rule held at a fixed level does not have.

Derivation: Chapter 20, Section 20.3.1; Appendix A, Section A.5.7.6; Appendix A, Section A.5.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (condition).

Cross-references: Restoring Node, Closure, Sign, Saddle-Node Default, Hopf Sub-Case, Institutional Buffering, Incidental Buffer Principle, Counterfeit Limit Cycle.
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Object

Object is any target of motivated pursuit toward which the Decision Hub generates valuation and action-readiness, whether or not it lies outside the Individual, and regardless of whether the motivation derives from Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, or Mimetic Desire. Objects include goods, services, other Individuals, roles, identities, relationships, goals, objectives, and conditions of the Individual’s own body such as fitness.

Acquirability is not a condition of Object-hood. Goods and services can be held. A rival’s defeat, a nation’s standing, a scapegoat’s expulsion, a role, and an identity cannot. The unacquirable members of the enumeration are Objects in the same sense as a house, and it is those Objects on which the architecture’s highest stakes turn.

Position is three things. A substrate Object exists independently of being valued and can be held. An exclusive occupancy is a relational Object, the relation between an Individual and a role or outcome, exclusive, installed by the field’s valuations. Standing is the valuation-proportion itself, Status, π, the aggregate of other Individuals’ valuations, readable in one field or across many, and is not an element of any held set. Occupancy can raise standing and standing can install occupancy. Leaving an occupancy lowers standing without returning it to what it was before the occupancy began, because Status is a time-average of other Individuals’ valuations, not a reading of what is currently held.

Explanation. AIM uses “Object” as a unifying term because at the point of deciding to act the brain’s motivational architecture does not distinguish between a house, a job title, a romantic partner, a political goal, or a desired future state, all are processed through the same common-currency valuation system as things-to-move-toward. Economics talks about “goods and services,” psychology talks about “goals,” political science talks about “objectives,” and sociology talks about “roles”, but at the cognitive level these are all Objects that the Decision Hub evaluates and ranks in order of importance at that moment. Using “Object” allows AIM to make claims that apply across domains: Mimetic Desire operates on Objects (not independently), the Mimetic Premium attaches to Objects, and Source Opacity obscures which motivational source is driving pursuit of any given Object. The term is deliberately broad because the brain’s motivational architecture applies across all domains.

Relationships as Objects. The enumeration goods, services, other Individuals, roles, identities, relationships, goals, and objectives is architecturally consequential, not merely illustrative. Relationships are full Objects in the Decision Hub’s processing, valued through the same A, I, PM decomposition as any other Object-type. Three implications follow directly.


	Second-order relational Objects. A relationship whose relata are themselves Objects, for example the B, X relation where B is an Individual-as-Object and X is a good, role, or identity, is itself an Object that a third-party Subject A can value. When A observes B pursuing X, A is not evaluating B and X separately and then inferring a connection, A’s Decision Hub is directly valuing the B, X relational Object.

	Architectural grounding for the triangular structure of Mimetic Desire. The Girardian triad Subject wants Object because Model wants Object requires no extension of the Object category. The Model, the Object, and the Model, Object relation are all Objects processed through the same valuation architecture. Preconscious Transmission operates on relational Objects exactly as it operates on atomic Objects, by projecting observed goal-directed configurations to vmPFC and ventral striatum within the Transmission Window (60 to 340 ms).

	Relational inheritance of reciprocity. Relationships whose relata include Individuals-as-Objects inherit partial reciprocity from the Reciprocal Valuation Property. Most relational Objects (for example “my ownership of this house”) do not value back. Relational Objects with Individual relata (“my friendship with B”, “my professional rivalry with B”, “my partnership with B”) do, because B is simultaneously valuing the same relational Object from the other end.



The Instantiation Analogy. Begin with the physical case. Two balls are connected by a single piece of string. The connection between the balls is the string. To say “the balls are related by this string” and to say “the string is the relation between the balls” is to say the same thing. The relational Object is literally present in the visual field, it is the string itself, with its own length, tension, colour, and integrity. Its properties are properties of the relation, because the string is the relation. Nothing is inferred here, the instantiator is observed directly, and it defeats any in-principle objection that relations are nothing over and above their relata.

Now bridge to the human case. The relation between two Individuals is still instantiated by a relational Object (the friendship, the marriage, the partnership, the rivalry) whose properties (quality, strength, duration, direction) are properties of the relation itself. What differs from the string case is the access route, not the Object-status. The human relational Object does not have spatial extension the way a string does and is not directly perceived. It is constructed by the observer through inference from observable configurations of the relata, for example, wedding rings plus loving embrace plus shared household plus spousal introductions yield the inferred relational Object marriage. Once constructed, the inferred relational Object enters the Decision Hub and is valued through the same A, I, PM decomposition that applies to directly observed Objects. The Relational Instantiation Principle states the Object-status point, the Relational Inference Principle states the access-route point. The two together justify ordinary language that treats “a good relationship” or “a bad relationship” as reports of Decision Hub valuations of the relational Object rather than idiomatic descriptions of its relata.

Cross-references: Abstraction Layer, Abstraction Layering, Individual-as-Object, Self-as-Object, Object Parasitism (Axiom 5), Decision Hub, Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), Mimetic Desire (M), Mimetic Premium (PM), Positional Object, Apex position, Status, Object-Source Non-Identity Principle, Template.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.10; Chapter 8, Section 8.10.2; Chapter 12, Section 12.12; Chapter 8, Section 8.12.4; Chapter 15, Section 15.10.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. The unifying term for any target of motivated pursuit, general across A, I, and M.



Object Parasitism

Object Parasitism. The architectural failure mode of the AIM operational loop whereby M-Salience grounded in other Individuals’ valuations is mis-attributed by I to A-deficits or I-opportunities, producing acquisition behaviour whose termination conditions (A-satiation, I-boredom) never engage because no genuine A-deficit or I-opportunity was present. Object Parasitism follows from three premises operating jointly, (i) M is the continuous Object-assessment channel and structurally cannot produce Objects, because the direction of computation is Object → valuation and no inversion is available within the channel, (ii) Source Opacity tag-strips the integrated Scalar such that I cannot recover source-identity information, and (iii) I’s Hypothesis Space about M is impoverished (the Vocabulary Gap / Hilbert Collapse). Under these conditions I returns a Confabulated A- or I-ground, the Decision Hub initiates acquisition on the Confabulated ground, the acquired Object resets M’s Model-tracking and comparative-position data, I’s priors about M update in ways that lock in the Confabulated ground on the next iteration, and the loop restarts without termination. Object Parasitism is therefore not a failure of M’s architectural function but a consequence of Source Opacity corrupting I’s ability to correctly interpret M’s outputs. It takes the form of Mimetic Premium deposition on whatever A-I Objects are available for comparison. [Axiom 5: M as Amplifier / Object Parasitism] Object Parasitism is conditional on an agent-populated field: it is the failure mode that arises when the Observer’s baseline function operates on a field containing other agents whose valuations can be observed, and it does not arise where no agent-valuation is present to be mis-resolved.

Emission teleology. The same result follows from the emission side: where the Individual acts to be Salient to others, Salience is achieved through Objects that Models are seen to value, so the Object is the vehicle and Salience is the goal. M therefore borrows whatever Objects carry Salience in the reference set on both the detection side (M reads Salient Objects) and the emission side (M displays through Salient Objects), which is why M never requires an Object-class of its own.

Explanation. Object Parasitism is what happens when the motivational system mistakes one kind of signal for another and gets stuck in a loop. M is always scanning the world and flagging things as Salient, which is its job. Some of those flags are because other people value the thing, not because you need it or would enjoy it for its own sake. If I does not have “other people value this” on its list of possible explanations, I will conclude that the thing must be needed or worth engaging with, and you will acquire it. But because you did not actually need it and were not actually going to engage with it, the normal stopping signals (feeling full, getting bored) never fire. The acquired thing resets the social-comparison picture, which feeds back into M, and the whole loop runs again with a different thing. That is Object Parasitism, and it is the mechanism behind status races, consumer cycles, and a lot of what looks like insatiable wanting. Fixing it does not mean switching M off (which would be disastrous, M is necessary), it means adding the missing option to I’s library.

Status-signalling corollary. Because M cannot generate independent Objects, Status cannot be directly purchased, no transaction between two parties can bind the freely-given valuations of the network. Status can therefore only be signalled through Objects that carry independent A-I function, the luxury car signals Status only because it also provides transportation (A) and potentially driving pleasure (I), the signal succeeds only if observers freely update their valuations in response to what the Object implies about its possessor (wealth, taste, access, achievement). The parasitism is double, M-mis-attribution depends on A-I Objects for signalling substrate, and Status constitution depends on the network’s freely-given regard, neither dependency can be circumvented through transaction.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.4.1; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.11; Chapter 4, Section 4.3.5; Appendix A, Section A.5.4; Chapter 8, Section 8.3; Chapter 8, Section 8.4.3.

Epistemic Status: Canonical. Object Parasitism is the failure mode of I’s resolution under Source Opacity and an impoverished M-Hypothesis Space, not a property of M’s operation.

Cross-references: Mimetic Desire (M), Intrinsic Motivation (I), Decision Hub, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Vocabulary Gap (Hilbert Collapse), AIM Operational Loop, Mimetic Premium, Status, Differential Satiation Dynamics (Axiom 6), Minimal Architecture Specification, Signed Valuation Principle, Boundedness Asymmetry Principle (architectural source of compounding asymmetry), Salience-Emission Asymmetry, Salience Ratchet Principle.



Object-Source Non-Identity Principle

Object-Source Non-Identity Principle. The Object-Source Non-Identity Principle is the principle that no Object possesses a fixed source-composition. The proportion of an Object’s integrated value attributable to A-function, I-function, and Mimetic Premium is determined by the Decision Hub’s integration conditions at the moment of valuation, which are themselves governed by four contextual variables: scarcity (driving PM-visible through rivalry potential), observability (driving PM-visible and PM-ownership through public-display capacity), Model Salience (driving PM through the prestige cues operating in the cultural context), and A-baseline technology (driving the cost-to-A-adequacy ratio that determines what proportion of price is attributable to A-function). Objects therefore migrate across the necessity-luxury partition as these conditions change, in either direction, with the same physical Object capable of being PM-saturated in one historical or cultural context and A-I-dominant in another. The Object-Source Non-Identity Principle entails the Contextual Migration Corollary: orthodox economic analysis that treats Object categories as stable carriers of motivational source will systematically misread historical and cross-cultural variation as “preference change” or “supply change,” when the actual phenomenon is source-composition migration the analytical framework cannot represent.

Explanation. The same physical thing can be a luxury in one century and a necessity in the next, and orthodox economics has no way to represent what is happening because it tries to read source from Object. Pineapples were once so expensive that the wealthy rented them for table display without eating them (pure PM-visible, with A and I bypassed entirely), and now they are a few dollars at the supermarket where A-function and I-function dominate (the same physical fruit). Hand-thrown pottery used to be unremarkable A-Objects and is now PM-saturated artisan goods. The pattern goes both ways: when industrial production saturates the A-function of an Object class, residual non-industrial production picks up PM, and when scarcity collapses, PM decays. What an Object “is” in source terms depends on what is happening at the Decision Hub of the person valuing it, which depends on scarcity, observability, who the prestige models are, and what the production technology can do. None of this is a property of the Object itself.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.13.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Derived from Axiom 2 (Common-Currency Integration), Axiom 5 (M as Amplifier with Object Parasitism), and the Mimetic Premium Asymmetry Principle. Cross-references: Mimetic Premium (PM), Mimetic Premium Asymmetry Principle, Object Parasitism, Common-Currency Integration, Status-by-Availability Inversion, A-Default Confabulation Principle.



Object-Precedence Principle

Object-Precedence Principle. Every Object over which the Observer can emit signed Salience must already exist, and must already be present in the Thinker-parsed Object field as a possible target of action, prior to the Observer cycle that charges it. The Observer is therefore strictly posterior to its Object. Creation of Objects is a Thinker function, and for deficit-correcting Objects follows from Body Manager states the Thinker has parsed. It is never an Observer function. Creation is the first-encounter event and not a per-cycle requirement. Once the Thinker has parsed a deficit-correcting Object into the field, that Object is thereafter identified rather than created, and the identifying is the Observer’s continuous work: sensory detection runs through the Observer, which reads the Object from the field on every cycle and supplies the Decision Hub with the target the Body Manager’s deficit signal is acted on. Action-selection then proceeds at habit timescales on the cached-value store. What is intermittent is the Thinker’s involvement, not the Observer’s. The Thinker is returned to the Object only by the conditions that recruit it in the first place, novelty and prediction-mismatch (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3): a correction that does not close the deficit, a location not met before, a context the stored posterior did not predict. A first itch parses the Object. Every itch after it is located by the Observer and scratched from the store. The Observer cannot precede the existence of its Object, because its only output (action-bearing signed Salience to the Decision Hub) presupposes the Object’s existence.

Explanation. Your Thinker (Intrinsic Motivation) is the part of your architecture that creates things, new goals, new meanings, new Objects of engagement. Your Observer (the M input channel, through which Mimetic Desire arises) is what attaches social wanting to things once they already exist. The social-wanting part cannot create the thing it wants, it can only arrive after the thing is already there to be observed and pointed at. Creation is always the Thinker’s job. The Observer’s job is to charge what the Thinker has already made or found, by reading the social field and attaching comparative-position Salience to it.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.3.

Epistemic Status: Named Result. Established through two independent impossibilities: (1) the Infinite-Invention reductio (an independent Observer would produce divergence onto private inventions rather than convergence onto shared targets, contrary to observation); (2) the Preconscious-Creation reductio (the Observer’s 60–340ms Preconscious Transmission window is necessarily consumed emitting action-bearing signed Salience to the Decision Hub over an already-existing Object, leaving no interval for Object-creation). The counterfactual shadow of Object Parasitism (Axiom 5).

Cross-references: Object Parasitism, Belief Register, Mimetic Desire (M), Observer (M input channel), Thinker (I), Decision Hub, Source Opacity, Preconscious Transmission, Axiom 5 (M as Amplifier), Minimum Installation Condition.



Object Transfer Principle

Object Transfer Principle. The reciprocal valuation between two Individuals-as-Objects determines not only the social PM transfer between them (attention, deference, narrative authority, positional concession) but also the rate and direction of Object transfer between them. For any dyadic interaction in which Objects may change hands, the terms of exchange are governed by the same valuation architecture that governs social transfer. The party whose total valuation of the other is higher (relative to the other’s valuation of them) accepts less favourable terms on Object transfer, yielding more Object-value than the A-I contribution alone would warrant. The difference between the terms accepted and the terms that A-I valuation alone would produce is the Mimetic Premium extracted through the exchange. Every price in every market is set through interactions between Individuals who are simultaneously Objects for each other; the PM embedded in any price originates in the PM-differentials operating across the population of transacting dyads. This is not an analogy to market pricing. It is what market pricing is, at the level of the Individual interaction from which markets are constituted.

Explanation. When two people deal with each other, each one’s brain assigns the other a three-part value score (A, I, PM). The intersection of those two scores sets the terms on which stuff changes hands: grain for tools, money for services, access for loyalty. If your brain inflates the other person’s value because of their Status (the PM part), you give up more than their actual contribution warrants. That surplus is the Mimetic Premium, now visible not as a mysterious market force but as the direct output of two brains valuing each other as Objects. This principle is the micro-foundation of trade and exchange under AIM. See Individual-as-Object Principle, Reciprocal Valuation Property, Bidirectional Demand, Mimetic Premium, Common-Currency Integration. Named Result.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.10.1; Appendix A, Section A.12.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result.

Cross-references: Individual-as-Object, Reciprocal Valuation Property, Bidirectional Demand, Mimetic Premium (PM), Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2), Salience Component of Price.



Observability

Observability. Observability is the structure determining whose realised valuations and executed actions propagate into whose Salience field as observed Model signals. It plays two architecturally distinct roles in the fast valuation system: it governs the visibility of specific Model signals to observing Individuals, which enters the formalism as the Ignition Input, and it governs the strength of the feedback from realised valuation to environmental Salience, which enters as the Status feedback gain. Interventions on the first role are Class 1 Interventions and interventions on the second are Class 2 Interventions. At the network scale its between-Individual structure is the Observability Matrix, whose spectral radius sets the network Observability-channel contribution to loop gain.

Explanation. Observability is who gets to see whose wanting. What people can see others pursue feeds into what they themselves come to want, and what a person is seen to get feeds back into how much everyone else notices it. The same visibility also carries ordinary learning from others, so the aim is to govern it, not to abolish it. Accountability, information about conduct travelling outward from an office, is a different quantity and can stay high while Observability falls.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.14.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Observability Boundary, Observability Gradient, Observability Governance, Observability Matrix, Ignition Input, Class 1 Intervention, Class 2 Intervention, Network Loop Gain, Positive Mimesis.



Observability Boundary

Observability Boundary. The Observability Boundary is the structural line separating PM components that generate observer-accessible information (signal) from PM components and signal-production costs that generate no observer-accessible information (extraction). Status is constituted exclusively from information that crosses this boundary; extraction that falls below it is architecturally invisible to the network whose valuations constitute Status. The boundary operates across all Object categories in which PM operates and is structural rather than culturally contingent. In dyadic social interaction, the same boundary separates the visible signal side (who defers, who holds narrative authority, whose presence rearranges a room) from the invisible extraction side (attention, cognitive effort, and positional concession transferred from the lower-Status-PM party to the higher-Status-PM party), which Source Opacity prevents either party from detecting as PM rather than A-I recognition. The boundary therefore operates on two layers simultaneously: the underlying PM transfer through the preconscious channel, and the matched Confabulations that ratify the transfer afterwards.

Explanation. The Observability Boundary is the line between what the world can see about your mimetic transactions and what it cannot. Status is formed from what crosses the line. Extraction hides below it. This line runs through every domain (housing, cars, degrees, consumer goods, investments, and face-to-face deference) and the gap between what is above and below it is where parasitic extraction operates undetected.

Substrate specification. (Disaggregation Convention 1.) The signal that crosses the Boundary rides on A-I Objects and A-I-recognition narratives; the extraction that stays below it is the PM differential layered on those same A-I substrates.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.14.1; Chapter 8, Section 8.10.5.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Canonical treatment in Chapter 8, Section 8.14.1.

Cross-references: Status, Mimetic Premium (PM), Net Mimetic Position (NMP), Unidirectional PM Flow Principle, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Concealment Infrastructure, Macro-Residue Visibility Principle, Observability Gradient, Observation-Transfer Identity.



Observability Gradient

Observability Gradient is the structural bias in allocation and valuation that arises because M-driven activity in its special case is audience-seeking and highly visible, while I-driven activity is largely private and low-visibility, so that Individuals inferring what is valuable from the observable field over-sample M and under-sample I, producing systematic misallocation of surplus resources toward visible, M-intensive activities rather than private, I-intensive pursuits.

Explanation. When people look outward to decide where to invest time, attention, or resources, they can only see what others make visible. Because Intrinsic projects, reading, private craft, quiet care, private thought, problem-solving and introspection, do not naturally broadcast themselves, and Status pursuits require theatrical display, the behavioural field is disproportionately composed of M-heavy signals. This means that even when Intrinsic activity dominates private satisfaction, surplus resources will flow along the Observability Gradient toward high-M sectors and roles, unless institutions deliberately create visibility for I-domains or dampen M-theatrics. The Observability Gradient explains why the I-led small business (the quiet craftsperson, the competent professional, the local service provider) is systematically under-represented in policy discourse about “business”, it does not naturally broadcast itself, while large M-led enterprises require theatrical display (press releases, investor calls, media coverage, Status performances). The Gradient also explains why post-crisis societies reconstitute stratification: even when the Mimetic Premium has been destroyed, the observability asymmetry remains, and surplus resources immediately begin flowing toward visible, M-intensive activities. (Theoretical Integration)

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.8.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Metric.

Cross-references: Observability Matrix, Observation-Transfer Identity, Class 1 Intervention, Observability.



Observability Governance

Observability Governance is the deliberate institutional setting of how much of what Individuals choose and value is put in front of other Individuals. It acts on the network Observability gain: the entries of the Observability Matrix are set by the institutional and technological environment, so lowering them lowers its spectral radius ρ(Λ)\rho(\Lambda) and with it the fast-channel Network Loop Gain GnetΛG_{net}^{\Lambda}. It is therefore the network-scale form of a Class 1 intervention, thinning the stream of Model signals arriving at an Individual rather than changing what that Individual does with what arrives, and it is the fifth channel of the Knowledge Patch’s footprint, the only one that is institutional rather than personal. Observability is treated as a design variable rather than an absolute virtue, calibrated to support Appetitive security, Intrinsically Motivated agency, Fairness, choice quality and genuine accountability while minimising gratuitous Mimetic pain (envy, humiliation, rivalry) that serves no positive, functional purpose.

Explanation. People work out what is worth wanting by looking at what other people have and what other people are chasing. Observability Governance is the decision about how much of that is put in front of them. Turn it down and less of other people’s wanting arrives; turn it up and more does. That setting is not a fact of nature. It is made by platforms, disclosure rules, media conventions and social custom, and it can be made on purpose.

The question asked in each case is whether publishing something mainly helps people stay safe, learn, and hold power to account, or whether it mostly fuels competition and comparative suffering with no real gain. Where publicising a piece of information would only turn an unavoidable frustration into a public defeat, a failed bid at a housing auction, a lost promotion, a child’s small failure, it is kept off-stage or its audience restricted. That is what produces sealed bids instead of public auctions, anonymous peer review instead of named rankings, Low-Theatre court procedures instead of televised spectacle, outcome dashboards for regulators instead of personality-driven political shows, and competence feedback given privately and separately from rank.

Each of these makes visibility harder to weaponise, removes the pressure to perform for an audience, and slows the rate at which one person’s expressed conclusion becomes everybody else’s evidence. What none of them does is reach inside anyone. They change what arrives, not what an Individual makes of what arrives, which is why this is the one channel that has to be built rather than learned. (Institutional Construct / Normative Principle).

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Humane Visibility Principle, Observability Gradient, Observability Matrix, Network Loop Gain, Class 1 Intervention, Knowledge Patch, Opt-Out Preservation, Four Dimensions of M-Management, Coupling-Decoherence Content Qualification Gate, Visibility Restriction Principle, Confabulation Cascade.



Observability Matrix

Observability Matrix (Λ\Lambda). The Observability Matrix is the cross-Individual adjacency matrix Λ=[λij]\Lambda = [\lambda_{ij}] encoding the rate at which Individual jj’s realised valuation becomes an observed Model signal for Individual ii, with λij≥0\lambda_{ij} \geq 0 for all i,ji, j. Λ\Lambda is structurally given by the institutional and technological environment (platforms, disclosure regimes, sumptuary norms, broadcast media) and is the target of Class 1 interventions at the network scale. Its spectral radius ρ(Λ)\rho(\Lambda) enters the network loop gain as GnetΛ=α⋅β⋅ρ(Λ)⋅σ′(V*)G_{net}^{\Lambda} = \alpha\cdot \beta\cdot \rho(\Lambda)\cdot \sigma'(V^{*}).

Explanation. The Observability Matrix is the formal locus of the Observability Gradient at the population scale. Where the Observability Gradient names the qualitative bias toward seeing M-driven activity over I-driven activity, the Observability Matrix names the specific edge weights through which one Individual’s behaviour becomes another Individual’s observable Model signal. Network-scale Class 1 interventions (sumptuary regimes, platform metric hiding, the Don’t Name Them principle, the Coupling-Decoherence Content Qualification Gate) all operate by reducing the spectral radius of the Observability Matrix, and constitute the fifth channel of the Knowledge Patch’s network-scale formalisation.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Source: Appendix A.5.7.3.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.5.7.3.

Cross-references: Observability Gradient, Network Loop Gain, Class 1 Intervention, Knowledge Patch, Coupling-Decoherence Content Qualification Gate, Information-Cascade Amplification Effect.



Observation-Transfer Identity

Observation-Transfer Identity. Every act of Status observation is simultaneously an act of PM transfer. No Individual can be observed as an Individual-as-Object without the observer’s Decision Hub generating a PM-valuation that constitutes a contribution to the observed Individual’s Status-PM and a transfer of PM to the observed Individual. Observation and transformation are architecturally inseparable. The parameter τ receives a unified interpretation across intrapersonal and interpersonal scales: at both scales, τ measures the time until the coupled system’s endogenous evidence loop is interrupted by exogenous input. At the intrapersonal level, the endogenous loop is memory recall. At the interpersonal level, the endogenous loop is mutual Preconscious Transmission. Axiom-Derived Principle. Derived from Axiom 2 (Common-Currency Integration), Axiom 3 (Source Opacity), Axiom 7 (Preconscious Transmission), and the mutual constitution of Status and PM.

Explanation. You cannot look at another person without your brain generating a valuation of them, and that valuation necessarily includes a status component. The status component is simultaneously your contribution to their status and your payment to them, you are transferring attention, deference, and positional advantage in proportion to the status gap between you. Seeing is paying. The parallel to quantum physics is structural, not metaphorical: both arise because observation and transformation are the same operation.

Cross-references: Status, Mimetic Premium (PM), Individual-as-Object, Source Opacity, Preconscious Transmission, Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time.

Derivation: Chapter 15, Section 15.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Observer

Observer. The reader-facing name for Mimetic Desire (M) used in the Minimal Architecture Specification and throughout the treatise where the architectural role of the component (continuous conditional Object-field Salience assessment, conditional on cached Thinker-supplied priors (these priors are maintained by the Thinker and reach the Observer by the Thinker’s top-down projection, not read from the Decision Hub), with a distinctive social-observation input stream) is under discussion rather than the Axiom-1 source-taxonomy role. The Observer is not a distinct component from M; it is the same Disaggregation Primitive specified under its reading-surface function rather than under its source-taxonomy label. It is introduced in Chapter 4 Section 4.4 in the course of specifying the minimal architecture, and is used in preference to “Mimetic Desire” wherever the architectural function (continuous watching of the perceived Object field, salience-flag production, conditional dependence on cached Thinker priors, absence of stored priors, absence of termination condition) is the point being made. Use “Mimetic Desire” or “M” where the Axiom-1 taxonomic role is the point being made, and “Observer” where the architectural function is the point. The two labels denote the same component. The “passive” register of the English word “Observer” is deliberate and should be preserved: it helps the reader register that M operates without conscious deliberation on its own part, producing Salience signals that enter the Decision Hub without M itself choosing to act. The Observer’s baseline function is the reading of the surrounding field and the attachment of signed Salience to the Objects in it, a function that operates whether or not other agents are present; the Model case, in which the Observer reads the valuations of other agents, is the special case of this function on which the framework’s failure modes depend, not the definition of the channel. The salience-emission drive (Salience-Emission Asymmetry) is the redeployment of this channel: the Individual’s own executed action re-enters as reception through observed responses to it (social reafference). Emission is not new machinery; it is this stream closed through the social world.

Explanation. The Observer is just another name for M, used when we are talking about what the component does in the architecture rather than where it sits in the three-source taxonomy. M watches. It watches the Object field continuously, while the person is awake, and it flags which Objects are worth paying attention to. It uses the Thinker’s cached priors about who counts as a Model and what counts as comparative position to do this, combined with its own distinctive input stream of who is pursuing what, who is valuing what, and where the system stands relative to others. The Observer name makes that job easy to remember: it is the part that watches. We call it “Mimetic Desire” when we are talking about the three sources of motivation and where M fits among them, and we call it the “Observer” when we are talking about how the system is wired and what each component is responsible for. Same component, two labels for two different kinds of discussion.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7; Chapter 8, Section 8.2.8; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.9.1.

Epistemic Status: Canonical.

Cross-references: Mimetic Desire (M), Disaggregation Primitive, Dashboard Gauge Principle, Minimal Architecture Specification, Decision Hub, Thinker, Body Manager, Belief Register, Model, Preconscious Transmission (Axiom 7), Object Parasitism (Axiom 5), Signed Valuation Principle, Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Salience-Status Identity, Salience-Emission Asymmetry, Salience Ratchet Principle.



Observer-Quiescence Corollary

Observer-Quiescence Corollary. The breadth of the Thinker’s generative operation (Imagination) over the Hypothesis Space is inversely conditioned by the magnitude of the Observer’s live salience-weighting at the moment of generation, such that low Observer activity is the architectural precondition for the Thinker to construct Hypotheses of low prior M-Salience, including systemic Hypotheses that carry no immediate comparative-position payoff or that are status-costly to hold, while high Observer activity pre-narrows the generative operation’s candidate set toward status-legible Hypotheses before Bayesian Updating ever operates on them.

Explanation. Conscious Cognition comprises two coupled operations: a generative operation, termed Imagination when active, that constructs candidate Hypotheses and delivers them into the Hypothesis Space, and an evaluative operation, Bayesian Updating, that redistributes probability mass across whatever candidates the generative operation has already constructed. The Observer conditions its live Salience output on the Thinker’s cached priors through the Belief Register’s Magnitude Clause, weighting Objects (and, by extension, candidate Hypotheses about them) according to Model-density, comparative-position relevance, and status-charge. When Observer activity is high, this weighting operates upstream of the generative step itself, biasing which candidate Hypotheses receive non-trivial amplitude before Bayesian Updating has anything to score, so the Thinker’s search is effectively pre-filtered toward Hypotheses that are socially legible or status-safe. When Observer activity is low, this pre-filter relaxes, and the generative operation can range over the full representable Hypothesis Space, including Hypotheses with no comparative-position payoff, no Model precedent, or active status cost. Systemic Hypotheses, which by construction implicate the Individual’s own social field rather than a single legible target, are characteristically of this low-Salience, no-payoff kind, so their construction is disproportionately gated by Observer quiescence. In plain language, imagination works best when the part of the mind that tracks how you look to others goes quiet. When that tracking is loud, the mind tends to dream up only the ideas that make it look good or fit in. When it is quiet, the mind is free to construct big, strange, or unpopular ideas, including ones nobody else has thought to hold yet. This quiescence is the low-intensity end of a single continuous process (the crowding-out of the Thinker’s goal-directed generative search by the Observer’s continuous read of the Belief Register and of observable valuing agents) and is not a distinct architectural event. Flow (AIM sense) is the name for the state at that low-crowding end. Flow’s two signature features, loss of self-consciousness and subjective time compression, are the same low-crowding condition described on two channels rather than two independent effects: the first is the minimum of Observer crowding on the self-as-observed-agent channel, and the second is the same minimum on the duration-tracking channel, since felt duration tracks the density of the agent-configuration events that are the Observer’s dominant input.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Corollary. Derived from Conscious Cognition and the Magnitude Clause of the Minimum Installation Condition (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7.1).

Cross-references: Conscious Cognition, Imagination, Hypothesis Space, Bayesian Updating, Belief Register, Minimum Installation Condition, Thinker, Observer, Gap Behaviour Test, Flow (AIM sense), Crowding-Out, Configural Update-Rate Asymmetry.



Opportunity Cost (Decomposed)

Opportunity Cost (Decomposed). Under AIM, any forgone return from redirecting capital or effort decomposes into P_A, P_I, and P_M components. Compensating a party for legitimately forgone P_A and P_I reflects genuine A-I sacrifice that was redirected. Compensating forgone PM reproduces mimetic extraction at one remove. The standard scalar “opportunity cost” label therefore cannot justify a return until decomposition is performed. Applied to surplus capital (capital the lender would not otherwise deploy productively), the productive opportunity-cost argument does not apply to the full balance on which interest is charged.

Explanation. “What you gave up” is not one lump. It splits into real work and materials (A), real skill and care (I), and status or extraction (M). Paying someone back only for the A and I parts they truly gave up is different from paying them for forgone status games.

Cross-references: Surplus Capital, Mimetic Premium (PM), Price Decomposition.

Derivation: Chapter 19, Section 19.13.9; Chapter 12, Section 12.18.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Opt-Out Paradox

The OptOut Paradox is the apparent contradiction between the claim that Individual exit from Mimetic escalation is infeasible (because access to Appetitive sufficiency becomes contingent on Mimetic participation) and the claim that AIM-enabled intervention can arrest escalation (which seems to require that Individuals can exit).

Explanation. The Opt-Out Paradox captures a genuine difficulty, not a logical flaw. There are two distinct barriers to exit. The first is a phenomenological barrier: under Source Opacity, M-amplified urgency is experienced as literal A-level necessity, so Individuals cannot even recognise that they are in a Mimetic escalation rather than a survival constraint. The second is a material barrier: in the Terminal Phase of the Crisis State Architecture, the system is structured so that refusing to pay the mimetic premium PM means forfeiting access to Appetites, the buyer who won’t pay $800,000 cannot get shelter; the worker who won’t pursue credentials cannot get employment; the citizen who won’t adopt group hatreds faces social exclusion. Under these conditions, recognising that the price is M-inflated does not, by itself, produce an A-adequate alternative; the recognition is correct but the exit path is blocked by institutional design. AIM resolves only the phenomenological barrier directly: conceptual vocabulary → recognition → collective demand → institutional reform → material alternatives is the intended sequence. The Knowledge Patch distributes concepts like A/I/M and the Two-Question Diagnostic; these enable recognition that the urgency is Mimetic rather than Appetitive; shared recognition allows collective demand for change; collective demand can drive institutional reform (A-floors, I-domains, Bounded M); and only those reforms, over time, create material alternatives that reduce the cost of exit. At the individual level this means some exits will involve accepting lower Status, reduced consumption, or institutional penalties; at the system level, later chapters on markets, justice, and visibility design show how to build structures (A-floors, I-domains, Bounded M) that make those exits less punishing and therefore genuinely feasible.

Cross-references: Abstraction Layer, Abstraction Layering.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Opt-Out Preservation

Opt-Out Preservation is the institutional design principle ensuring that Individuals retain the capacity to refuse M-participation without forfeiting A-sufficiency or I-access, the fourth dimension of M-Management, such that people can walk away from conflicts, bubbles, polarised theatres, or toxic arenas without losing access to housing, employment, or basic social respect, and the genuine availability of exit options prevents the Opt-Out Paradox from reaching its terminal form (forced mimetic participation as a condition of survival).

Refusal is the weaker half of opting out. An Individual who declines the contest but stays among its Models goes on observing them, so Opt-Out Preservation extends to the capacity to leave a Reference Set’s observation for an interval long enough for the Reference Set’s priors to release, with provisioning maintained through the interval, and that provisioned interval is a legitimate cost of Subcriticality Maintenance.

Explanation. Opt-Out Preservation is the structural complement to the Knowledge Patch: knowing that a dynamic is mimetic is useless if you cannot act on that knowledge without losing your home. The principle requires institutional design that maintains multiple pathways, low-status housing that is genuinely adequate, career tracks that do not require status signalling, social contexts where non-participation is costless. When Opt-Out Preservation holds, the Opt-Out Paradox does not reach its terminal form: recognition of mimetic dynamics gives Individuals actionable options. When it fails, when every pathway to A-sufficiency requires M-participation (the housing market is entirely M-contaminated, every career requires status performance, every social context demands positional display), even Individuals who have acquired the Knowledge Patch and can see the trap remain structurally imprisoned within it. Saying no to the contest is not enough while you are still surrounded by it: you keep seeing what everyone around you values, and those values keep being confirmed. Really opting out of what a group believes means being able to step away from the group for long enough, without losing your income or your home while you are away. Paying for that time helps keep the whole system calm, provided it pays for the time away and not for a prestigious trip. See Opt-Out Paradox, Exit Capacity, Four Dimensions of M-Management, Housing Exception Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 20, Section 20.8; Chapter 17, Section 17.22; Chapter 18, Section 18.2.2.

Epistemic Status: Proposed Intervention. Normative principle derived from AIM architecture.

Cross-references: Opt-Out Paradox, Exit Capacity, Four Dimensions of M-Management, Housing Exception Principle.



Optimal Coupling Strength

Optimal Coupling Strength. Optimal Coupling Strength is the domain-specific value of Coupling Strength that maximises net welfare, defined as the benefits of coupling (social learning, coordination, cultural transmission) minus the costs (certainty-without-Truth convergence, Source Opacity amplification, Confabulation Cascade acceleration); necessarily positive (because zero coupling eliminates the social learning that makes Positive Mimesis possible) and necessarily below Critical Coupling Strength (because above the critical threshold, costs dominate without bound).

Explanation. Optimal Coupling Strength is the Goldilocks value: enough coupling for people to learn from each other and coordinate effectively, but not so much that Beliefs lock in regardless of Truth. The key AIM insight is that this optimum is domain-specific. In domains where reality imposes fast corrections (short Decoherence Time), higher Coupling Strength is tolerable because errors are caught quickly. In domains where reality-testing is slow or absent (long Decoherence Time), even moderate Coupling Strength can push the system past the critical threshold. The practical implication is that institutional design must calibrate Coupling Strength by domain rather than applying uniform information policies.

Notation Statement. Denoted κ* in formal equations, derivations, operational-definition blocks, appendices, figure and table headings, and the definitions database. Written in full as “Optimal Coupling Strength” in running prose. On first prose appearance in any given document the English term may be followed by a parenthetical gloss of the form “Optimal Coupling Strength (κ*)”; a second parenthetical gloss of the same form is permitted at the first prose occurrence of the term in the main body after the formal definitions section, as a courtesy to readers who skip front-matter. All subsequent prose occurrences within that document use the English term only.

Cross-references: Coupling Strength, Critical Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, Positive Mimesis, Coupling-Decoherence Framework, Positive Mimesis Preservation Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.4.6; Appendix A, Section A.5.7.1.

Epistemic Status: Parameter.



Output-Capacity Entailment Principle (OCEP)

The Output-Capacity Entailment Principle states that if a system S produces output O, then S possesses the capacity to produce O. The principle admits three variants: OCEP-Basic (the bare entailment from output to capacity), OCEP-Regular (the entailment that the capacity is a stable property of S if O is reliably produced across contexts), and OCEP-Denial (the claim that denying a demonstrated capacity is incoherent absent evidence of artefact, error, or intervening cause, and where such denial occurs on status grounds it constitutes Mimetic Deflection).

Explanation. OCEP formalises a near-tautological point that is nevertheless routinely violated in practice: if something actually happened, the system that did it could do it. A bird that flies can fly. A theory that generates accurate predictions across ten domains has the scope to cover those domains. The principle becomes non-trivial when communities deny demonstrated capacity, for example, refusing to acknowledge that a non-credentialed author’s framework predicts outcomes in their field, despite the predictions being correct. OCEP-Denial identifies such refusals as requiring either an error explanation (the output was artefactual) or a status explanation (the output is real but we refuse to acknowledge the source). Where the error explanation fails, only the status explanation remains, and the denial is reclassified as Mimetic Deflection. See Derivation-Not-Ambition Principle, Completeness Criterion for General Theory Status, Mimetic Deflection. Metatheoretical Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 3, Section 3.1.2; Chapter 3, Section 3.1.3; Chapter 3, Section 3.6.2.

Epistemic Status: Metatheoretical Principle.

Cross-references: Mimetic Deflection.



Ownership Signal

Ownership Signal is the Mimetic Premium component arising from the fact of ownership itself, independent of any observable characteristic of the Object owned, such that mere possession (and especially the social knowledge that one possesses) confers Status relative to non-owners.

Explanation. In societies where ownership correlates with status, the mere fact of owning rather than renting signals accumulated capital, creditworthiness, financial stability, and class membership. The Ownership Signal operates through social knowledge, not visual inspection. Others need not see the Object to know one owns it, social conversation, financial disclosure, lifestyle markers, and network effects transmit ownership facts. The M-mechanism does not require the Object to be visually observed; it requires the ownership fact to be socially known.

The PAI for housing is therefore not “cheapest house available”, it is the cost of shelter function alone, which could in principle be provided through secure rental, social housing, or other tenure forms that do not carry ownership-status. Even the cheapest purchasable dwelling carries PM(ownership) because ownership itself signals status relative to non-owners.

Derivation: Chapter 7, Section 7.5.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



— P —

Parasitic Equilibrium

Parasitic Equilibrium is the condition in which an emergent parasite (see Emergent Parasitism Principle) has reached a stable extraction rate that degrades the host’s functioning without destroying it, Condition 4 (host-viability constraint) of the Emergent Parasitism Principle, such that the parasite’s extraction is calibrated to the maximum sustainable rate: high enough to divert significant resources from the host’s A-I functions, but low enough that the host survives and continues generating the value the parasite extracts.

Explanation. A Parasitic Equilibrium looks like health from the inside. The host system continues to function, GDP grows, institutions operate, markets clear, but a significant fraction of output is diverted to M-extraction rather than A-I welfare. The equilibrium is stable because the parasite’s survival depends on the host’s survival (it cannot extract from a dead host), and the host cannot recognise the extraction (Concealment Infrastructure prevents transparency). Post-2008 secular stagnation has been diagnosed as a Parasitic Equilibrium: the financial extraction architecture survived the crisis intact, recalibrated to a sustainable extraction rate, and resumed operation under conditions that look like recovery but represent optimised parasitism on a damaged host. The diagnostic marker is the gap between aggregate output metrics and A-I welfare metrics: if GDP grows while A-sufficiency stagnates or declines, the growth is being captured by M-extraction. See Emergent Parasitism Principle, Concealment Infrastructure, Mimetic Premium.

Derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.30.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (Condition 4, host-viability constraint, of the Emergent Parasitism Principle).

Cross-references: Emergent Parasitism Principle, Parasitic Overshoot, Concealment Infrastructure, Mimetic Premium (PM), Object Parasitism (Axiom 5).



Parasitic Overshoot

Parasitic Overshoot is the condition in which extraction passes the maximum the host sustains: aggregate service of the Mimetic Premium exceeds the population’s generative capacity above subsistence, so that what is taken is no longer the surplus but the substance. It is the crossing of the boundary that Parasitic Equilibrium rides — the Interest-Only Threshold, at which service equals the whole surplus — and it arrives through the three mechanisms of Chapter 12, Section 12.30: each extractor’s rate is a reference point for its rivals, no participant computes the aggregate load, and the extraction is collected now while the exhaustion arrives later.

Explanation. A parasite that takes everything above what keeps the host alive can take it forever. One that takes more ends the taking. Overshoot is the second case, and it is not a misjudgement that better extractors would avoid: nobody can see the total load, everyone prices against everyone else, and the costs arrive after the gains, so a maximum that could in principle be ridden is in practice passed. The breach registers first in the worst-off, whose margin above subsistence is smallest.

Derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.30; Chapter 17, Section 17.5. Formal boundary: Appendix 12A, Sections 12A.5 and 12A.7.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Parasitic Equilibrium, Interest-Only Threshold, Mimetic Premium (PM), M-Tax (Mimetic Tax), Jubilee, Jubilee Theorem, Boundedness Asymmetry Principle.



Parasitism (Architectural Sense)

Parasitism (Architectural Sense) is PM extraction that operates on an Individual’s access to Appetitive and Intrinsic provision without contributing to that provision: the extractor positions as a toll-gate on A-I access rather than as a co-producer of the goods sought. Chapter 19 treats interest on surplus capital as the paradigm instance: the lender extracts PM while the borrower’s pursuit remains shelter, education, tools, or care.

Explanation. It is not name-calling. It names a structural pattern: taking mimetic premium for access to things people need for life and competence, without putting in the work or materials that create those things.

Cross-references: Mimetic Premium (PM), Price Decomposition, Parasitic Equilibrium.

Derivation: Chapter 19, Section 19.13.9; Chapter 12, Section 12.22.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Parasitism Theorem

Parasitism Theorem. The Parasitism Theorem is the qualitative theorem that in the three-node fast valuation system the mimetic channel operates parasitically on the Decision Hub and the Observability field, in the sense fixed by five properties: no self-termination, the M dynamics carrying a relaxation term but no deficit-correction term; no dedicated substrate, the couplings that close the internal loop being borrowed from host functions whose original roles are non-parasitic; no stabilising contribution, M supplying drive to the loop without absorbing drive from it; compounding determined by host parameters, the loop-gain condition being stated entirely in host parameters with no parameter of M; and independence from the ignition source, the cycle sustaining itself above threshold on ambient Salience feedback when the exogenous Model input is removed. It is the fast-layer formalisation of Object Parasitism: the two are one phenomenon stated at the catalogue level and at the loop level.

Explanation. Copied wanting has no off-switch of its own, no machinery of its own, and gives the system nothing that steadies it. Whether it runs away depends entirely on settings that belong to the rest of the system: how much weight the decision centre gives it, how strongly being seen feeds back into what others notice, and how readily noticing turns into wanting. Once it is running above the tipping point it keeps going even if the people who started it disappear. That is why it can be controlled only by adjusting those borrowed settings, never by attacking copied wanting directly.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.4.4.

Epistemic Status: Theorem (qualitative; Appendix A, Section A.5.4).

Cross-references: Object Parasitism, Internal Loop Gain, Critical Loop Gain, Class 1 Intervention, Class 2 Intervention, Knowledge Patch, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Fast-Layer Axiom Restatements (M1 through M5b).



Per-Transaction Minority Claim

Per-Transaction Minority Claim. The claim that the Mimetic Premium is, in typical interpersonal transactions, a minority component of the integrated valuation produced by the Decision Hub, rather than a dominant one. PM accumulates and produces population-scale macro-residues by virtue of being non-satiating, unidirectional, and compounding, not by virtue of dominating any single transaction. PM-concealment by Source Opacity, Confabulation, and the Reciprocity narrative is feasible because PM is a thin layer in most exchanges; if PM were dominant per-transaction, the cognitive dissonance produced by Mimetically dominated transactions would overwhelm the Decision Hub’s tag-stripping, Reciprocity narratives would visibly fail, and civilisational supercriticality would occur far more frequently than the empirical record displays. The Per-Transaction Minority Claim is a tightening of the framework, not a softening: PM needs only to be present, persistent, and unidirectional, compounding does the rest.

Explanation. M is not most of what is happening in any given exchange. It is a small slice. That is precisely why we cannot see it: the slice is thin enough that the rest of the exchange (A and I) makes the transaction make sense to both parties. M does its damage by accumulating across enormous numbers of small slices, not by dominating any single one. If M were the main ingredient, society would collapse far more often than it does. It is the persistence and the compounding that matters, not the per-transaction size.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Mimetic Premium (PM), Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Aggregation Gradient, Low-Pass Filter Mechanism, Confabulation, Reciprocity narrative, Unidirectional PM Flow Principle, Build-Up Time Decomposition, Macro-Residue Visibility Principle, Boundedness Asymmetry Principle (architectural source of compounding asymmetry).



Perceptual Primacy of the Observer

Perceptual Primacy of the Observer. The Perceptual Primacy of the Observer is the derived result that the Observer is the general perception channel of the architecture, a continuous conditional Salience assessor over the entire parsed Object field, and that Mimetic installation is not a separate social faculty but the special case entailed when the field the Observer is already perceiving contains an Individual whose conduct toward another Object carries valence. Because the Observer tracks the directional movement and Salience of any Object for action-guidance (the branch in the wind, the vehicle through the corner, the cup on the table), it necessarily tracks the directional valence of other Individuals by the same apparatus, since other Individuals are Objects in the field whose movement must be tracked for the same action-guiding reason as any other Object. Adopted desire is therefore architecturally entailed, a system that perceived directional movement in general but selectively failed to perceive the directional valence of agents would require a second, agent-blind perceptual channel the architecture does not contain. The Minimum Installation Condition gate is the social special case of this general perceptual function, Installation Carrier Neutrality is its corollary on the input side, and the emergent crisis dynamics the AIM Framework addresses are properties not of the perception channel itself, which is benign, but of the coupling between many such channels through a shared medium, whereby each Observer’s installed valuations become the observed valuations on which the next Observer installs. The result operates at the Disaggregation Primitive reading-surface level and adds no neural commitment, it makes explicit the entailment already implicit in the Observer’s primary-function specification.

Explanation. The Observer is just the part of the system that watches the world to work out what to do next. It tracks anything that moves or matters, a branch, a car, a cup, because that is what perception is for, guiding action. The moment the thing it is watching is another person who wants something, the very same watching machinery picks up that wanting too. So copying other people’s desires is not a special social bolt-on, it is what an ordinary perception system cannot help doing once the thing in view is itself a wanting agent. A system that could perceive a moving branch but somehow not perceive a person reaching for a cup would need a second, person-blind set of eyes, and we do not have one. This is why the channel is called the Observer, it observes, and mimetic desire is just observation pointed at someone who wants something. The channel on its own is harmless. The trouble starts only when many observers are wired to each other, so that what each one copies feeds what the next one copies.

Cross-references: Observer, Minimum Installation Condition, Installation Carrier Neutrality, Source Opacity, Decision Hub, Coupling Strength, Content, Agent-Based Causal Default, Object Parasitism.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Phenomenal Affect

Phenomenal Affect. Phenomenal Affect is the felt, experienced quality of any internal state produced by integration, delivered to the Thinker as an already-formed datum. The term “affect” is used in preference to “emotion” deliberately, because it is broader: it covers not only discrete, individuated emotions but also sensations, moods, and felt bodily states (pain, unease, tension, arousal, and the like) that are experienced without necessarily being resolved into a named emotion. The architectural claims of the AIM Framework concern any such felt product, not emotions alone, so the wider term is the accurate one. Phenomenal Affect is a product of the same upstream integration that emits the Common-Currency Scalar, but it is not identical to that Scalar. The Common-Currency Scalar is the felt urge to act, the magnitude that crosses the threshold for action; Phenomenal Affect is the felt state generated alongside it. The two are joint products of a single integration event rather than the same quantity viewed twice, and they may dissociate. Both are emitted before deliberative processing and both have had their source tags destroyed at integration (Source Opacity Theorem), so the Thinker receives Phenomenal Affect as a felt state requiring explanation, with no introspective access to its A, I, or M composition. Phenomenal Affect differs from the Common-Currency Scalar in a further respect with significant consequences: it persists beyond the ignition event that produced it. Whereas the Scalar resolves rapidly at action-selection, leaving the Thinker no standing object to examine, the felt affect endures, remaining available to deliberative processing for an interval after the integration that emitted it. Both are equally tag-stripped at integration, so neither carries recoverable source information; but the affect’s persistence gives the Thinker a window of observation that the transient motivational Scalar never affords. This is why an Individual can develop a richer, though still indirect and inferential, understanding of the source of an affect than of the source of a motivation. Not because the affect’s tags survive, but because the affect remains present long enough for behavioural and contextual inference about its source to be attempted, whereas the motivation does not.

Explanation. Phenomenal Affect is what an internal state feels like from the inside. We say “affect” rather than “emotion” on purpose, because affect is wider: it includes plain sensations and moods (an ache, a vague unease, a jolt of tension) as well as full emotions like anger or shame. When your brain combines its inputs to decide what to do, it produces two things at once: a number-like signal that drives the action (the Scalar), and a felt state (Phenomenal Affect). These come from the same moment of processing but they are not the same thing. Crucially, you feel the state before the thinking part of you has done any thinking about it, and you cannot see where it came from. One more thing matters: the feeling lingers, while the action-signal is gone almost at once. Because the feeling stays around, you get a chance to study it and make better guesses about where it came from, which is why we can understand our feelings better than we can understand our raw motivations.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2) and Source Opacity (Axiom 3). Canonical architectural treatment in Chapter 4; affective consequences developed in Chapter 18.

Cross-references: Common-Currency Integration, Source Opacity, Thinker, Decision Hub, Confabulation Race, Affective Latency of the Knowledge Patch, Conscious Cognition, Decoherence Time.



Phenomenological Collapse

Phenomenological Collapse. Phenomenological Collapse is the indistinguishability of source at the level of experience: a motivational output is accurately described phenomenologically, the felt wanting, urgency or fear, while its source is misidentified. The collapse operates on the Individual whose output it is and on any observer of that output, and for the same reason in both cases. Integration strips the source-tags before the Scalar reaches awareness, so the Individual holds no phenomenological property by which M-urgency could be told from A-urgency; an observer working from that Individual’s report inherits the same undifferentiated evidence, and reads the source from conduct only by inference that requires the M-Hypothesis. The first-person and third-person cases are one result rather than two, because neither party can read a source off an experience that does not carry one. The observation “people want to be mad” (Emily Writes) is the third-person case: accurate about the output, wrong about the source (autonomous preference rather than Preconscious Transmission), precisely because Source Opacity and the Vocabulary Gap foreclose, respectively, introspective and inferential source-discrimination. Fear of an unmanaged Object in the field is the load-bearing case: the Observer and the Thinker trigger the phenomenological effect, including its physiological components, and the output is experienced as a desire emanating from the body itself; the Body Manager does not issue the signal (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2; Chapter 8, Section 8.2.5).

Explanation. Phenomenological Collapse is what happens when someone accurately describes what people are feeling but gets the cause wrong because they do not have the vocabulary to tell the sources apart. “People want to be outraged” is a correct observation of the output, people do return voluntarily to content that makes them angry. But it treats the wanting as a choice when it is actually transmitted through M-architecture. Without AIM vocabulary, even accurate observers can only describe what is happening and misidentify why.

Derivation: Chapter 10, Section 10.4.

Cross-references: Source Opacity, Vocabulary Gap, Camouflage Architecture, Confabulation, Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Observer, Thinker, Body Manager, Signed Valuation Principle.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from Source Opacity (Axiom 3) and the Vocabulary Gap (Layer 7 of the Camouflage Architecture).



Phenomenological Isolation

Phenomenological Isolation. Phenomenological Isolation is the architectural result that the Individual’s first-person phenomenology of motivational origin presents the self as a sealed motivational locus. The result has two limbs, which are one sealed-locus result seen from two sides. The inward limb is self-origin opacity: desires are experienced as originating within an enclosed self, despite the architectural fact that mimetic uptake from observable Models has, in fact, partly constituted the Individual’s valuations. The outward limb is mutual Self-Model inaccessibility: because introspective access stops at the boundary of the Individual’s own Self-Model, the Individual has phenomenal access to one experience only, their own, and can neither directly share nor directly verify another Individual’s motivational interior. The two limbs follow from the same premises (Axiom 7 (Preconscious Transmission, the Transmission Window) and Axiom 3 (Source Opacity), bridged by the Speed-Selectivity Trade-Off) the inward limb because the integrated output carries no source-tag the Individual could read, the outward limb because that same tag-stripped, integrated signal is private and is not transmissible at the level of source to any other Individual. Phenomenological Isolation is a claim about the phenomenology the architecture produces, not about the architecture itself; the Dissolution of Individualism (Chapter 19) addresses the latter and establishes that the autonomous-agent assumption is empirically untenable. Phenomenological Isolation persists in Individuals who have fully internalised the Dissolution at the conceptual level, because conceptual update operates on Conscious Cognition while the phenomenology is generated by preconscious mechanisms that conceptual update does not reach. Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Result. Derived from Axioms 3 and 7 in conjunction, with the Speed-Selectivity Trade-Off as bridge.

Explanation. Even after you understand, intellectually, that your desires are not all your own and that you are not a sealed-off person who simply observes others from a distance, you will still feel like a sealed-off person whose desires originate inside you, and you will still find that you cannot get inside anyone else. These are two sides of the one fact. On the inward side, your brain takes in mimetic signals before you are conscious of them and then strips out the source-information when it integrates everything into a single felt want, so by the time you feel the want, the evidence that would tell you it came partly from outside is gone, and the want feels like yours. On the outward side, that same integrated signal is private: it is the only motivational interior you can ever read from the inside, and no one else’s is ever directly available to you. The architecture is not lying to you. It is showing you what it has access to, which is your own integrated output and nothing else’s.

Distinction from Dissolution of Individualism. The Dissolution of Individualism (Chapter 19) addresses the metaphysical and methodological status of the autonomous-agent assumption and answers it negatively: the architecture is, in fact, not sealed. Phenomenological Isolation addresses the phenomenology the architecture produces and answers that the architecture, in fact, presents to the Individual as if it were sealed. The two claims are independent and both follow from canonical premises but address different objects. Phenomenological Isolation predicts that the phenomenology persists even in Individuals who have fully internalised the Dissolution at the conceptual level, the operative empirical test for whether the distinction is real.

Implication for the Knowledge Patch. The Knowledge Patch operates through inferential reconstruction from behavioural evidence, not phenomenological repair. The Patch teaches the Individual to read their own architecture from the outside; it does not change how the valuations feel. Interventions that present the Patch as phenomenological repair are misframing it.

Source: Chapter 9 (Neural Integration and Source Opacity); Chapter 18 (The Knowledge Patch); Chapter 19 (The Dissolution of Individualism and the Derivation of Relationalism).

Cross-references: Preconscious Transmission (Axiom 7), Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Speed-Selectivity Trade-Off, Decision Hub, Common-Currency Integration, Self-Coupling Permanence Principle, Individualism, Knowledge Patch, Push-Pull Obligation Principle, Adoption-Action Distinction, Confabulation (Axiom 4), Sincerity Guarantee, Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Individual-as-Object, Species-Neutral Processing Principle, Humanisation Null Hypothesis, Agent-Type Vector.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.11.1; Chapter 15, Section 15.9.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Phenomenological Reality Principle

Phenomenological Reality Principle. The felt intensity and character of a motivational signal constitutes the Individual’s real experience, regardless of the signal’s source or its objective justification. Motivational signals from A, I, and M arrive at the Decision Hub without the Individual’s consent and are integrated before conscious awareness, so the Individual’s first conscious contact with a signal is reception rather than generation. It follows that source-signals are paramount inputs deserving respect: the Individual cannot be held responsible for having the desires they have, only for what they do about them.

Explanation. An M-driven wanting feels as real, as urgent, and as authentically one’s own as hunger does. Source Opacity ensures it cannot be told apart by introspection, and it would still feel that way if it could. Knowing a desire is mimetically transmitted does not make it quieter. The recognition does not reach back into the subsystem and switch it off.

Three things follow for anyone designing an intervention. Felt experience cannot be argued away: telling someone their desire is “merely status-seeking” changes nothing about the signal, only about how they are positioned to respond to it. Dismissing felt experience is itself a harm, because the person does feel what they feel, and denying it is gaslighting whatever the motive. And paternalism built on the premise that people can simply stop having certain desires fails on the architecture, not on willpower.

The Phenomenological Reality Principle is what keeps the framework from becoming an instrument of contempt. It names what the diagnostic vocabulary is for: not to tell anyone their wanting is fake, but to give them somewhere to stand while they decide what to do with wanting that is entirely real.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle (normative foundation).

Cross-references: Source Opacity, Decision Hub, Salience-Deficit Asymmetry, Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Phenomenal Affect, I-Override, Adoption-Action Distinction, Knowledge Patch, Harm, Well-Being.



Physical-Reality Channel

Physical-Reality Channel. The Physical-Reality Channel is the evidential route by which physical reality constrains a Belief. It is not a fourth motivational source: the Three-Source Taxonomy is exhaustive over motivation, and the Physical-Reality Channel carries evidence rather than drive, so the Referent Abandonment elimination requires four closures rather than three. The Physical-Reality Channel is closed by the availability of a decohered Referent, physical reality having already returned its verdict and made it accessible, and that closure is distinct from the I-channel’s, which is closed by the decoherence of content. The channel an interested party invokes in defence of a Belief is not the one the Referent closes. A Belief whose evidence arrives only through the coupled expression of other Individuals has no contact with the Physical-Reality Channel, and its certainty is supplied by circulation rather than by any test.

Explanation. This is the route by which reality gets a say. Some Beliefs are exposed to it: there is a test, someone can run it, and what comes back does not care who believes what. Others are not exposed to it at all, and are held up entirely by other people holding them. The channel is not a fourth thing a person can want. It is the difference between a Belief that can be checked and a Belief that can only be echoed.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Referent Abandonment, Provenance Rule, Endogenous-Evidence Condition, Decoherence Trichotomy, Diversity Referent, Mimetic Drive to False Belief, Three-Source Taxonomy (Axiom 1).



Physician-Heal-Thyself Principle

Physician-Heal-Thyself Principle.

Canonical layer. The architectural conclusion that, because Conflict is a system failure state of the interface between human Decision Hubs and no mechanic external to humanity is available to diagnose or repair that interface, humanity must perform the diagnostic and repair function on itself, upstream of Conflict, under continuous self-audit to prevent Mimetic capture of the diagnostic vocabulary. The capacity to discharge the Mechanic’s Obligation is necessarily located within the human population itself rather than in any external agent, because every candidate bearer of the Mechanic’s Obligation is composed of Individuals whose Decision Hubs run the identical AIM architecture, and no vantage point exterior to that architecture is available. The Knowledge Patch is the unique and sufficient instrument through which the Mechanic’s Obligation can be discharged, because it operates downstream of the architectural features (Source Opacity, Confabulation, Object Parasitism) that produce the conflict failure mode, supplying the conceptual vocabulary (Epistemic Suspension, Two-Question Diagnostic, Presumption Against Scapegoating, substrate-disaggregation protocol, structural literacy regarding the Camouflage Architecture) required by I-Override to intercept confabulated action-readiness prior to completion, and it does so without requiring modification of the mimetic capacity whose removal would also destroy cumulative cultural transmission. The Mechanic’s Obligation must be performed upstream of Conflict rather than in response to Conflict, and under continuous self-audit, because the same Source Opacity and Confabulation dynamics that produce conflict failure modes also operate on the diagnostic tools developed to address them: any diagnostic vocabulary humanity develops to heal itself will immediately attract Mimetic Premium and risk capture, and the physician healing itself must therefore continuously audit whether the diagnostic work has itself become a status game. Acquisition and application of the Knowledge Patch is itself an I-engagement returning I-reward, which supplies the architectural basis for propagation through positive mimesis rather than imposition. The Mechanic’s Obligation is discharged recursively: each Individual who internalises the Patch becomes a bearer of the Mechanic’s Obligation within their accessible scale of social organisation, and the collective density of literate bearers across the five scales (Individual, dyadic and small-group, coalitional and organisational, national, civilisational) determines whether discharge at each scale reaches the threshold required to prevent catastrophic reconfiguration at that scale before it occurs. The framework’s dissemination is constitutive of this discharge, since dissemination is the process by which the Patch, which is the instrument of discharge, is supplied to bearers who would otherwise lack it.

Explanation. There is no one coming to fix the machine from outside. There never will be, because every candidate fixer is made of the same stuff as the machine. The only thing that can work is for the machine to fix itself, and the only tool the machine has for this job is the conceptual understanding of its own architecture that lets it recognise grinding when grinding starts, work out whether the substrate is A, I, or predominantly M, and apply the right lubricant before the damage becomes irreparable. The work of healing has to start before the grinding starts, not after. And because the same machinery that creates the problem also operates on the people trying to fix it, anyone doing the fixing has to keep asking whether the fixing itself has become a status game, because it can, and the AIM architecture provides no exemption. The Knowledge Patch is that lubricant. Learning to use it is itself a piece of meaningful work (an I-engagement) that rewards the Individual who takes it on, which is part of why it can spread through ordinary positive mimesis rather than having to be imposed. Writing it, sharing it, teaching it, and embedding it in the institutions that need it is not theorising about the problem; it is producing and distributing the tool. “Physician, heal thyself” is not a rebuke here. It is the job description.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.17.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Conflict (AIM sense); Conflict Horizon; Grinding Interface; Conflict-as-Failure-Mode Principle; Mechanic’s Obligation; Early-Identification Principle; Knowledge Patch; Epistemic Suspension; Two-Question Diagnostic; Presumption Against Scapegoating; I-Override; Intrinsic Motivation; Mimetic Trade-Off Principle; Source Opacity; Confabulation; Camouflage Architecture.



PM Contagion

PM Contagion. The mechanism by which Mimetic Premium spreads from discretionary goods to A-necessary goods (housing, healthcare, education, food) through Object Parasitism, such that the minimum cost of A-sufficiency rises with PM-escalation rather than with production cost, operating through three architectural channels: direct contagion (the A-good itself acquires Status-association), ownership contagion (the fact of owning the A-good signals Status), and market contagion (PM-pricing in adjacent markets feeds back through comparable-property mechanisms).

Explanation. PM Contagion is the architectural reason that Mimetic Premium is not quarantined to luxury goods. Once M-escalation captures a society’s surplus allocation, the same A-necessary goods that should be priced at A-sufficiency cost (housing at shelter-function cost, healthcare at health-function cost, education at competence-development cost) become PM-loaded, because the goods themselves carry Status-association, because the ownership of the goods signals Status, and because adjacent markets feed back through comparable-property pricing. The result is that the minimum cost of A-sufficiency rises with PM-escalation rather than with production cost, which is the formal architectural mechanism of the A-Floor Erosion Principle. Intervention requires addressing all three contagion channels: visibility-suppression of the Status-association (Class 1 intervention targeting direct contagion), tenure-form diversification decoupling ownership from access (targeting ownership contagion), and market-design intervention including blind pricing and sumptuary regimes (targeting market contagion).

Three-channel specification. (1) Direct contagion: A-necessary goods acquire M-characteristics through the Status-association of their consumption context. (2) Ownership contagion: the fact of owning A-necessary goods signals wealth, stability, or competence, adding an M-component to the ownership valuation that is distinct from the A-function value. (3) Market contagion: rental and access markets are priced against ownership markets through comparable-property mechanisms, so PM in the ownership tier inflates costs throughout the access structure and forces A-floor rents to track M-escalation rather than A-sufficiency cost.

Derivation: Chapter 7, Section 7.5.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct; derived from Object Parasitism (Axiom 5) and the A-Floor Erosion Principle.

Source: Chapter 2 (A-Floor Erosion Principle, Object Parasitism, Mimetic Premium (PM), Ownership Signal entries); Chapter 10 (canonical treatment of PM Contagion dynamics).

Cross-references: Object Parasitism (Axiom 5), Mimetic Premium (PM), A-Floor Erosion Principle, Ownership Signal, Portfolio Signal, Housing Exception Principle, Class 1 Intervention, Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, Surplus Capital, Opportunity Cost (Decomposed).



PM Fungibility Principle

PM Fungibility Principle. Mimetic Premium (Status-PM) accumulated by an Individual-as-Object in one domain is deployable, without discount, in any other domain in which observers process that Individual as an Object of valuation. Fungibility is not a capacity of the PM-carrier but a property of the observer’s receiving architecture: Common-Currency Integration tag-strips incoming Salience signals at the Decision Hub, destroying domain-of-origin information along with source-identity information (Source Opacity, Axiom 3), so Status-PM earned in one field is processed on the same neural footing as Status-PM earned in any other. Two corollaries follow. Domain Crossing: an Individual carrying high PM enters an unrelated domain already advantaged, because the receiving observers cannot register that the PM originated elsewhere. Domain-Boundary Conventionality: the boundaries that are supposed to confine Status to its domain of origin (“stick to your lane”) are conventional counter-signals maintained against the architecture, not features of the receiving system, they are boundary-Beliefs, and they hold only while actively maintained.

Explanation. Fame is spendable anywhere. Status you build in one field (as an athlete, an actor, a business figure) carries over into completely unrelated fields, like politics, at full value. This isn’t because the famous person is genuinely good at the new thing; it’s because of how other people’s brains work. When your brain registers that someone is high-status, it does not keep a note saying “high-status, but only at basketball.” It just records “high-status,” full stop, the label saying where the status came from was stripped off before you were ever aware of the signal. That is why the celebrity-turned-politician is the normal case rather than the strange one, and why “stay in your lane” is something people have to keep insisting on: the fence between fields is a shared Belief, not a fact of the wiring, and it only works for as long as everyone keeps believing in it.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.12.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result. Derived consequence of Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2) and Source Opacity (Axiom 3) applied to the domain-of-origin tag; canonical treatment in the Mimetic-Premium-as-social-currency analysis. Not an additional axiom.

Cross-references: Salience-Status Identity, Source Opacity, Boundary-Belief, Content-Belief, Celebrity Ratchet, Object Parasitism, Individual-as-Object, Valence-Neutral Status, OCEP.



PM Production Cost Asymmetry

PM Production Cost Asymmetry. The PM Production Cost Asymmetry is the Salience Substitution Principle’s channel-gate cost term: ongoing intrinsically driven emission spends the Individual’s own effort and resources (practice, craft, materials, tools), and a single transgressive act draws maximum Salience without spending those resources. Valence-Neutral Status ensures both return equivalent Mimetic Premium once integrated.

Explanation. It costs far more of a person’s own effort, materials, tools, practice and craft to become noticed by making something than by performing one act that draws attention. The brain’s Status-tracking system does not distinguish the two once the notice arrives.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.11.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Salience Substitution Principle, Valence-Neutral Status, Mimetic Premium (PM), Common-Currency Integration.



Polarity-Switch Scaling Principle

Polarity-Switch Scaling Principle. For any population N greater than or equal to 2 satisfying the capacity condition, push-based obligation architectures with institutional A-floors Pareto-dominate demand-based architectures in aggregate need-satisfaction. The welfare gap grows approximately linearly in N for N greater than 150, because demand coverage saturates at the Dunbar bound while push coverage scales with overlapping-network topology. The gap is driven primarily by the elimination of Mimetic Premium deadweight and secondarily by the recovery of coverage gaps.

Explanation. Push-based provision does better than demand-based provision at every population size, and the margin widens as the population grows. The reason is a ceiling on one side and none on the other. Demand can only be exercised where a standing relational ledger and a social audience exist to enforce it, which confines it to something like the fifteen people in a person’s sympathy group. That ceiling does not move when the society grows from a village to a nation. Push has no equivalent ceiling: self-initiated provision travels along whatever overlapping networks exist, and those grow with the population.

So the choice of obligation polarity, which looks like a matter of moral taste in a small group, becomes the dominant determinant of how well needs are met at national scale. Two things are being established, and neither substitutes for the other: the Push-Pull Obligation Principle establishes that push is the only stable polarity, on architectural grounds, and the Polarity-Switch Scaling Principle measures what that polarity delivers. The measurement would not overturn the entailment if the gap turned out to be small.

Derivation: Appendix 18B, Section 18B.5; the underlying entailment at Chapter 18, Section 18.10 and Appendix 18B, Section 18B.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result (formal, on empirically calibrated inputs).

Cross-references: Push-Pull Obligation Principle, Appetitive Floors (A-floors), Cascading Support, Mimetic Premium (PM), Constitution-Direction Principle, Bidirectional Demand.



Portfolio Signal

Portfolio Signal. The Portfolio Signal is the Mimetic Premium component arising from multiple ownership within the same Object category, signalling wealth magnitude through quantity of holdings rather than quality of any one of them.

Explanation. Owning five ordinary properties carries a Status signal that owning one does not, and the signal is not the sum of the five individual signals. Being a property investor is itself a position, and it is read off the count. The component matters because it is invisible to any analysis that prices assets one at a time: each holding can look unremarkable while the portfolio carries a Premium that none of them carries alone.

When ownership concentration increases (fewer owners, more properties per owner), the M-signal of ownership intensifies. Scarcity of ownership positions raises their status value, which raises PM, which raises prices, which reduces ownership access, a self-reinforcing cycle.

Derivation: Chapter 19, Section 19.13.7.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Mimetic Premium (PM), Ownership Signal, High-Observability Goods, Status, Price Shares (sA, sI, sM), Net Mimetic Position (NMP), Housing PM Decomposition, Mimetic Premium Asymmetry.



Positional Asymmetry Sub-Principle

Positional Asymmetry Sub-Principle. Because the cognitive architecture (Common-Currency Integration, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Bayesian updating, Preconscious Transmission) is invariant across Individuals (Content-Agnosticism), the direction and magnitude of Mimetic Premium flow during reciprocity-equilibria are dictated not by differential cognition but by differential social position, which determines the Confabulation templates available to the Individual, the Observability gradient the Individual occupies, and the PM-channel mix (PM-visible, PM-ownership, PM-portfolio, PM-interest) loaded onto the Individual.

Explanation. The Sub-Principle is derivable from Content-Agnosticism combined with the Mimetic Premium Asymmetry Principle. Two Individuals running identical inference engines over identical Concealment-supplied Hypothesis spaces will reliably produce convergent reciprocity-percepts, but the underlying PM transfer through the Decision Hub is asymmetric, because PM-channel loading is positional rather than cognitive. The Individual at the high-PM end of an interaction extracts positive Net Mimetic Position; the Individual at the low-PM end incurs negative Net Mimetic Position; both report the interaction as reciprocal because both have terminated the source-question on the same Confabulation. No principled account of perceived reciprocity in the presence of structural PM differentials can be sustained without the Mimetic Premium construct, because every alternative explanation (denial of the differential, attribution to differential cognition, attribution to differential merit) is itself a Confabulation supplied by Complexity-as-Concealment to the inference engine, and therefore cannot serve as the explanans for the perception it is part of.

Cross-references: Reciprocity, Reciprocity-Confabulation Principle, Content-Agnosticism, Mimetic Premium (PM), Mimetic Premium Asymmetry Principle, Net Mimetic Position (NMP), Observability Gradient, Complexity as Concealment, Confabulation, Knowledge Patch.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.10.5.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Sub-Principle.



Positional Object

Positional Object. A Positional Object is any Object whose valuation in a Subject’s Decision Hub carries a Mimetic Premium constituted by the Subject’s standing relative to a Model under conditions of exclusivity, such that the Object’s M-component exists if and only if (i) a Model exhibits directional valence toward the Object (the Minimum Installation Condition’s gate clause) and (ii) the Object is scarce in the specific sense that holding, occupancy, or access by one party forecloses holding, occupancy, or access by the other. Positionality is therefore a property of the valuation relation under exclusivity, not a property of the Object’s physical kind: the same physical Object is positional when the dyadic conditions obtain and non-positional when they do not. Where holding or occupancy is mutually exclusive, the dyad is already zero-sum (the Subject’s holding or occupancy of the Object is identically the Model’s exclusion from it) and denial of access by the Model is the limiting case in which the zero-sum relation is resolved in the Model’s favour. No reference group, distribution, or third party is required: the relation is complete with one Model, one Subject, and one indivisible scarce Object. The population-scale “Positional Good” of economics is the aggregate replication of this dyadic relation across many Subjects who share Models; aggregation scales the relation and adds rivalry escalation, but does not create the zero-sum property, which is constituted at the dyad. This is the valuation-side counterpart of the Low-Pass Filter Analogy of Aggregation, under which aggregation reveals rather than generates the M-signal.

Explanation. “Positional” is not a label that belongs to a thing. It belongs to a situation between two people and an Object that only one of them can occupy or access. The Object may be a substrate that can be held, or an exclusive occupancy, a role, an outcome, a slot, that the field’s valuations install. The moment someone you take your cues from wants a scarce Object that the two of you cannot both occupy or access, that Object becomes positional for you: your occupying it is the same event as their exclusion from it. That is what “zero-sum” means, and it is already true with just the two of you. Standing, the valuation-proportion itself, is not this Object. It is what the occupancy and the substrate can move. When economists talk about “positional goods” whose value drops as more people own them, they are describing what happens when this same two-person situation is copied across thousands of people at once. The crowd makes the pattern visible and intense, but it does not make it zero-sum. It was zero-sum at the level of one Model, one Subject, and one Object only one of them can occupy or access.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.12.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result. Derived from the Minimum Installation Condition (gate clause), the Object-Source Non-Identity result, Object Parasitism (Axiom 5), Differential Satiation (Axiom 6), and the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle.

Cross-references: Positional Goods (AIM Integration); Minimum Installation Condition (MIC); Object Parasitism (Axiom 5); Mimetic Premium (PM); Status; Differential Satiation Dynamics (Axiom 6); Low-Pass Filter Mechanism; Macro-Residue Visibility Principle; Loop Gain; Zero-Sum Status Competition; Reference-Set Reset.



Positional Goods (AIM Integration)

Positional Goods (AIM Integration). Positional Goods are the population-scale aggregate of Positional Objects: market-transacted or socially-distributed Objects whose value to any Individual depends primarily on relative scarcity and social comparison rather than on A-function or I-enablement, such that their value falls as more Individuals possess them. Within AIM, the zero-sum and non-satiable character of Positional Goods is not constituted at the level of the good-within-a-population but is inherited, by replication across Subjects who share Models, from the dyadic exclusivity defined under Positional Object (the canonical, constitutive entry, see there). The term “Positional Good” is retained for continuity with the economics literature (Hirsch 1976; Frank) and should be used in economic discussion; in all such uses the capitalised term routes to Positional Object for its architectural grounding. AIM’s contribution over the inherited concept is twofold: it dissolves the unstable “positional vs non-positional good” dichotomy by relocating positionality from the Object’s kind to the valuation relation, and it explains the migration of Objects into and out of positional status that the population-level definition cannot represent.

Explanation. “Positional goods” is the economist’s name for things like luxury brands, trophy houses, and prestige degrees, things whose whole point is that not everyone has them, so they lose their value once everyone does. AIM keeps the term for talking to economists, but says: this is the crowd-level view of something that actually starts much smaller. The real engine is the two-person situation described under Positional Object. So whenever you see “Positional Good” used here with a capital P, read it as “the large-scale version of a Positional Object,” and look to that entry for what is really doing the work.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.8.4; Chapter 8, Section 8.12.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (Inherited concept, AIM-integrated). Constitutive account: see Positional Object. Revised.

Cross-references: Positional Object (constitutive entry); Mimetic Premium (PM); Status; Mimetic Treadmill; Post-Appetitive Society; Macro-Residue Visibility Principle; Low-Pass Filter Mechanism; Zero-Sum Status Competition.



Positive Mimesis

Positive Mimesis is mimetic transmission that propagates beneficial behaviours, values, or desires which expand I-capacity, secure A-floors, or maintain M at sustainable levels, demonstrating that mimetic dynamics are not inherently destructive but can be channelled toward flourishing when the transmitted content supports rather than undermines the conditions for well-being.

Explanation. Positive Mimesis is essential to the non-utopian framing of AIM. The goal is not to eliminate Mimetic Desire, this is neurologically impossible and would require destruction of human cultural capacity. The goal is to redirect mimetic transmission toward content that supports rather than undermines flourishing. The Dissemination Precedence Principle itself relies on Positive Mimesis: the AIM conceptual vocabulary must spread through mimetic channels (prestige-biased learning, social proof, visibility dynamics) to reach the population-level threshold where reform becomes articulable. Using Preconscious Transmission to spread I-enabling content is strategically necessary rather than paradoxical. Examples of Positive Mimesis include: scientists emulating successful researchers (copying methods that produce genuine discovery); communities mimetically adopting practices that strengthen A-floors (mutual aid networks, cooperative housing); artists mimicking techniques that expand expressive capacity (craft traditions that accumulate across generations); and citizens mimetically acquiring diagnostic vocabulary that enables M-management (spreading the Two-Question Diagnostic). The distinction between Positive and Negative Mimesis is not in the mechanism (both operate through preconscious transmission) but in the social outcome: Positive Mimesis produces net coordination, skill acquisition, or I-enabling capacity without rivalry escalation; Negative Mimesis produces rivalry, scapegoating, or crisis dynamics through M-amplification. The same mechanism can produce either outcome depending on whether the transmitted content and structural context generate cooperation or competition. (Theoretical Integration).

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.15.1; Chapter 8, Section 8.15.3; Chapter 8, Section 8.15.2; Chapter 18, Section 18.15.4.



Positive Mimesis Preservation Principle

The Positive Mimesis Preservation Principle holds that because Positive Mimesis (cultural learning, emotional synchronisation, prosocial modelling and collaborative coordination) operates through the same preconscious transmission architecture as Negative Mimesis and requires non-zero Coupling Strength to function, the normative target is not the elimination of M or of coupling but Optimal Coupling Strength, in the band 0 < κ* < κ_c.

Explanation. The channel that lets a child learn a language by watching, or a community coordinate without negotiating, is the channel that produces rivalry, and there is no version of a person that keeps the first and lacks the second. A proposal to remove Mimetic Desire is therefore a proposal to remove cultural learning with Mimetic Desire. What can be done is to manage the conditions under which the channel runs, so that its output is Positive Mimesis rather than Negative Mimesis and coupling stays below the level at which Beliefs lock in regardless of Truth.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.15.2 (the incoherence of M-elimination); Chapter 14 for the Optimal Coupling Strength band.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Derived from Axioms 1, 5 and 7.

Cross-references: Positive Mimesis, Negative Mimesis, Mimetic Desire (M), Coupling Strength, Critical Coupling Strength, Optimal Coupling Strength, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle.



Positive Re-evaluation Obligation

Positive Re-evaluation Obligation. The Positive Re-evaluation Obligation is the rule, within Cascading Consequences, that any incapacitation is justified only for so long as the enduring-threat finding on which it rests is affirmatively re-established on periodic review, and that the basis for incapacitation lapses if it is not positively renewed. Because incapacitation is justified solely by forward risk and never by desert, it has no standing basis once the forward risk is no longer positively established; the burden is therefore to re-establish the finding at each review, not on the contained Individual to earn release against a presumption of continued containment. The obligation is the maintenance form, at the scale of the single contained node, of the same principle that governs validated authority elsewhere in the framework, that a warrant is continuously validated rather than granted once and retained indefinitely.

Explanation. Locking someone up to protect others is only ever justified while they still genuinely pose that danger. So the danger has to be positively re-checked at regular intervals, and if it can no longer be shown, the justification for holding them is gone. The job is to keep proving the danger is still real, not to make the person prove they are safe. The whole time, their food, shelter, and space to do meaningful things stay protected, because only their movement is restricted, and only as far as others’ safety needs.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.16.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Derived in Chapter 16 (Conflict and Justice), Section 16.16, from the forward-looking calibration of Cascading Consequences and the non-derogable A and I floors.

Cross-references: Cascading Consequences, Field-Correction Obligation, Relational Subcriticality Principle, Non-Malice Corollary, Trauma, Leadership Compression Principle (continuous validation of authority).



Post-Appetitive Society

A post-appetitive society is one where, for most people most of the time, basic A-needs are reliably met, so marginal gains in income and production increasingly flow into I-pursuits and M-intensive competition rather than into sheer survival.

Explanation. In rich societies, the median person is not choosing between hunger and food, but between different school systems, careers, brands, and status packages, which shifts the motivational landscape toward Intrinsic Motivation and Mimetic Desire. This makes design of I-infrastructure and M-governance the central policy problem, because simply growing GDP no longer guarantees improvements in lived well-being.

Derivation: Chapter 19, Section 19.12.

Epistemic Status: Validated Empirical Pattern.

Cross-references: Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), Mimetic Desire (M), Appetitive Floors (A-floors).



Posterior

Posterior. The Posterior, or Posterior Probability, is the probability assignment P(H | E) that the Thinker holds over a Hypothesis H within the representable Hypothesis Space ℋ\mathcal{H} after Bayesian Updating has incorporated the current Evidence E, computed from the Prior P(H) and the Likelihood P(E | H). The Posterior of the current updating cycle becomes the Prior of the next. The Posterior is the output of Ground-Resolution, the evaluative operation the Thinker contributes to Conscious Cognition for a single updating cycle; it carries a probability profile over ℋ\mathcal{H} and a magnitude of the Interference Term. Whether what the cycle returns amounts to a Belief depends on whether probability mass has collapsed to near-unity on a single Hypothesis, whether the Interference Term has decohered to zero, and the closure-demand conditions under which the cycle terminated.

Explanation. A Posterior is the updated list-of-plausibilities your mind holds after taking in the latest piece of information. It is the Prior, rebalanced. The Posterior is not yet “a Belief” in the full sense: whether it becomes one depends on how much doubt is still being held against it. A confidently believed falsehood and a carefully held hypothetical can, in principle, carry the same numerical Posterior; what distinguishes them is the magnitude of doubt (the Interference Term) sustained at the moment the cycle terminates. A candidate Imagination has constructed and Ground-Resolution has not yet run on carries no Posterior at all. This is why Bayesian arithmetic alone does not tell you whether what an Individual has arrived at is Confabulation or the product of I-Override.

Cross-references: Prior, Evidence, Likelihood, Bayesian Updating, Hypothesis Space, Interference Term, Belief Register, Conscious Cognition, Confabulation, I-Override, Imagination, Confabulation Rationality Lemma.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.8; Chapter 13, Section 13.2.1; Chapter 15, Section 15.2; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3; Chapter 11, Section 11.3.1; Appendix A, Section A.5.6.

Epistemic Status: Inherited (standard Bayesian primitive) with Framework-Specific Integration.



Posterior Belief

Posterior Belief, denoted P(H | E), is the degree to which a Hypothesis H is held to be true after Bayesian Updating: the probability Conscious Cognition assigns to H once the current Evidence E has been incorporated, computed from the Prior Belief and the Likelihood. It is a matter of degree, the same quantity expresses holding H false (low) or true (high), and updating moves it along that scale. It is fully general as to subject matter. The degree of holding-true is not a measure of Truth: a Posterior Belief can be updated to near-certainty and still fail to correspond (Certainty-Truth Independence). The Posterior Belief of one cycle becomes the Prior Belief of the next. The Posterior Belief over the source of a motivation is the specialisation named Source Belief; there the recursion (each Posterior becoming the next Prior) is the hinge of the Confabulation Cascade, because each update that raises Authenticity Belief lowers the prior on the Mimetic Hypothesis before the next want is even examined.

Explanation. A posterior Belief is how strongly you lean toward a Hypothesis being true after weighing the latest evidence, your prior Belief rebalanced by how well the evidence fits. It is still a dial, not a verdict: you can update all the way to near-certainty and still be wrong. It applies to any question. Because this round’s answer becomes next round’s starting point, Beliefs compound; when the question is your own motivation, a run of updates toward “authentic” steadily lowers the odds you will ever assign to a mimetic explanation, which is how sincere self-misreading hardens into certainty.

Derivation: Chapter 15, Section 15.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-general epistemic term. The motivational specialisation is Source Belief.

Cross-references: Posterior, Prior Belief, Belief, Hypothesis, Truth, Certainty-Truth Independence, Bayesian Updating, Likelihood, Source Belief, Authenticity Belief, Confabulation Cascade.



Practical Redirect

Practical Redirect is the mandated procedural move, on completion of the scapegoat diagnostics whatever they return, to shift institutional and individual attention from “who to punish” toward “what would actually reduce A-harm, restore I, or damp M in this system,” requiring that proposals for action be recast in terms of structural levers (A-floors, I-domains, visibility governance, M-management) rather than person-focused vengeance or exclusion. The question is asked in every case; what the diagnostics settle is the answer. Where the Presumption Against Scapegoating holds, the answer is structural and the question turns attention away from the target, which is what the name records. Where the Presumption is rebutted and the target is established as the gate on the Object, the question returns the tractable action that recovers it, and the retributive surplus is excluded not by a further rule but because it answers nothing the question asked. The redirect is absolute in both cases: where the Presumption is rebutted, it concedes the authorship the Three-Test Battery established and declines desert, the claim that the author is owed a cost beyond repair. The answer is a structural lever in every case, never a person, and which lever is fixed by substrate under the Eliminative Structure of Crime. The Three-Test Battery’s outcome adds a limb rather than changing the kind: provision to the aggrieved and to the field around the author is live either way under Cascading Support, and where an agent is tractable the question also asks what would prevent recurrence, which Cascading Consequences answers on the levers that loaded the stake, floor-preserving throughout. Where the Three-Test Battery has passed, the choice between pressing for punishment and turning to repair is the harmed Individual’s, because the design target for a justice system is a state that declines the role of punisher, so a retribution the harmed Individual chooses is a retribution the harmed Individual performs.

Explanation. The Practical Redirect is the “what now?” once you accept that your first impulse to blame and punish a person is probably a Confabulation. Instead of arguing endlessly about whether “they deserve it,” the redirect demands a different question: “Which changes to A-floors, I-domains, visibility structures, or M-channels would actually prevent this pattern from recurring and repair the harm?” This reframes policy and conflict conversations: from “who is at fault?” to “which levers can move A, I, and M in the right direction?” In practice, this means prioritising measures like strengthening social insurance, creating low-theatre dispute resolution, adjusting observability in high-M markets, or redesigning institutional incentives, and explicitly deprioritising measures whose main effect is to satisfy status-driven appetites for personalising blame. The redirect is not soft on harm; it is hard on ineffective remedies. It enforces consistency with the Core Principles by insisting that when harms are structurally produced, remedies must be structurally targeted. This holds even when you are right about who did it. The redirect never asks you to pretend they didn’t; it asks what would repair the harm, and punishment is not on that list. Nobody will punish them for you, and if you punish them yourself, you become the one who harmed.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Sections 11.18 and 11.22; Chapter 16, Section 16.9; Appendix A, Section A.5.1.

Epistemic Status: Proposed Intervention.

Cross-references: Presumption Against Scapegoating, Scapegoat Mechanism, Moral Vocabulary Displacement Principle, Three-Test Battery, Punitive Inversion Principle, Cascading Support, Cascading Consequences.



Pre-Loading

Pre-Loading. Pre-Loading is the upstream operating mode of the Knowledge Patch: the conscious installation, ahead of the valuation cycle, of standing priors into the Belief Register that condition the Observer’s Salience computation before it runs. Where the Patch’s interceptive channels act on a signal already computed and integrated (the I-Override gate between valuation and motor output; Hypothesis-Space enlargement and Interference-Term maintenance on the slow layer’s resolution of the integrated Scalar), Pre-Loading acts through the Thinker’s prior-maintenance function and the Belief Register’s salience-conditioning templates, lowering the amplitude of what enters the loop at source. The mode is architecturally grounded in the Minimum Installation Condition’s magnitude clause: observation of another Individual’s directional valence opens the installation gate whatever the priors, but the installed signal’s Salience weight is set by the priors the Belief Register is currently delivering, so deliberate revision of those priors is a volume control on the loop’s input. Installation of a Pre-Loaded prior is subject to ordinary Belief-Register Update dynamics: it requires repeated Ground-Resolution cycles, not a single insight. Pre-Loading operates through two channels, Low-Salience Pre-Loading and Divergent-Path Pre-Loading, bounded respectively by the Salience Floor and the Testimony Floor.

Explanation. The rest of the Knowledge Patch teaches you to catch a mimetic pull after it fires. Pre-Loading turns the volume down before it fires, by deliberately installing Beliefs that change how loudly the watching part of the mind flags what other people want. You cannot stop the flagging (that gate opens whatever you believe) but the loudness of each flag is set by what you currently believe, and Beliefs can be chosen and practised in advance.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.17.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived consequence of the Thinker’s prior-maintenance function (Chapter 4 Section 4.4.3), the Belief Register (Chapter 2), and the Minimum Installation Condition’s magnitude clause; generalises the prospective prior re-loading result of Chapter 18 §18.17 from retrospective per-episode to standing prospective operation. Not an additional axiom; no new primitives.

Cross-references: Knowledge Patch, Belief Register, Belief-Register Update, Minimum Installation Condition (MIC), Thinker, Observer, Low-Salience Pre-Loading, Salience Floor, Testimony Floor, Provenance Agnosticism, Endogenous Stabilisation, Source Opacity.



Precautionary Asymmetry

Precautionary Asymmetry.

Canonical-definition layer:

The methodological commitment, load-bearing for the framework’s civilisational-scale claims, that the two error modes associated with civilisational-scale risk assessment are not equivalent and cannot be treated as equivalent by any methodology that takes terminal stakes seriously. The civilisational-scale risk the framework identifies is nuclear war between major powers in the grip of supercritical Mimetic rivalry, at a scale that would eliminate or permanently foreclose the conditions for organised human life. Overstating this risk and being wrong incurs recoverable costs: misdirected attention, opportunity cost, reputational damage to the framework. Understating this risk and being wrong incurs non-recoverable costs: the outcome forecloses the possibility of revision, because there is no surviving community to do the revising. The standard scientific procedure of formulating a Hypothesis, observing the outcome, and revising accordingly presupposes a surviving community to execute the revision step. That presupposition fails at nuclear scale. The framework accordingly declares the Precautionary Asymmetry as an explicit methodological commitment and positions civilisational-scale claims as architectural entailments from the dynamics validated at survivable scales, extended through the historical record of post-threshold cascades at pre-nuclear civilisational scale. See Appendix A.6.3 for the full declaration and Appendix A.6.1 for the scale-differentiated falsification criteria at survivable scales.

Explanation. The framework’s most serious claim is that Mimetic rivalry between nuclear-armed states, left unaddressed, can produce the conditions for nuclear war through the same compounding dynamics that produce financial crises, scapegoating cascades, and institutional collapse at smaller scales. If that claim is wrong and we act on it anyway, the cost is wasted precaution. If that claim is right and we fail to act on it, there is no one left to acknowledge the error. Those two outcomes are not equivalent, and the framework does not pretend they are.

Source: Appendix A.6.3; Chapter 11.

Cross-references: Saddle-Node Default; Total Stability Condition; Symmetry of Crisis and Prevention; Subcriticality Maintenance Principle; Crisis State Architecture; Unifying Crisis Principle; Non-Commutativity Propagation; Institutional Buffering.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.18; Appendix A, Section A.6.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Preconscious Transmission

Preconscious transmission is the propagation of mimetic signals through mirror neuron systems and social-reward circuits faster than conscious report (in the human substrate, on best-current estimate, 60-340 milliseconds), prior to conscious awareness, attentional gating, or deliberate reasoning, such that mimetically-copied valuations reach the Decision Hub with no accompanying phenomenology the Individual could consciously catch; that their source cannot be recovered afterwards is Source Opacity, which holds whatever the latency. [Axiom 7: Preconscious Transmission]

Explanation. Preconscious transmission explains why Mimetic Desire feels self-originating rather than socially copied. Mirror neurons activate when observing others’ goal-directed actions at speeds within the Transmission Window that precede conscious perception (typically 300+ ms). By the time an Individual becomes consciously aware of wanting something, the mimetic input has already been integrated into the Decision Hub, and the conscious narrative system generates post-hoc confabulation to explain the desire as if it arose autonomously. This timing architecture (mimetic input before conscious awareness) leaves no catchable phenomenology at the moment of action, a barrier separate from Source Opacity, and helps explain why verbal introspection about motives is weak evidence compared to behavioural signatures.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.7; Chapter 8, Section 8.2.7; Chapter 10, Section 10.10.3.

Epistemic Status: Established Neuroscience.

Cross-references: Mimetic Desire (M), Mirror Neuron System, Transmission Window, Source Opacity, Mimesis.



Predator

Predator is an agent-type category in human causal cognition characterising entities that exhibit capability and hostile intent indicators, triggering threat-avoidance systems that evolved to detect dangers requiring defensive response, including environmental hazards, aggressors, competitors, and any agent whose approach behaviour, size, weapons, or posture signals immediate danger to the observer’s survival or well-being.

Explanation. Predator-detection operates through intrinsic threat cues rather than relational positioning, a tiger is dangerous regardless of the observer’s social network or reciprocity status. The cognitive systems implementing predator-detection compute objective features: capability (size, strength, weapons), hostile intent (approach behaviour, aggressive posture), and urgency (proximity, speed of approach). These are properties of the predator, and the Observer’s single positional computation places the Individual against them (Relative-Position Computation Principle): a tiger is dangerous regardless of the observer’s social network, but it is dangerous because its capability to inflict physical harm exceeds the Individual’s own. Predator-detection systems exhibit asymmetric error costs: false positives (detecting non-existent threats) are metabolically cheaper than false negatives (missing actual threats), producing the hyperactive agency detection pattern that cognitive science documents extensively. In genuine threat scenarios, selection criteria and framing criteria coincide, the agent is targeted because they are threatening, with predator-characteristics triggering predator-detection systems that produce defensive responses calibrated to the actual danger level. (Framework-Specific Construct, drawing on HADD literature)​

Derivation: Chapter 10, Section 10.2.2; Chapter 4, Section 4.3.9; Chapter 11, Section 11.13.1; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7; Chapter 11, Section 11.19.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Agent-Type Vector, Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9), Prey, Collaborator, Rival.



Prediction-Adoption Entailment

Prediction-Adoption Entailment. Recharacterising the mirror neuron system as predictive coding does not dissolve mimetic transmission. Under the architectural conditions the framework identifies (preconscious operation, projection to valuation circuits, Common-Currency Integration), prediction of another Individual’s goal simply is functional imitation. The entailment proceeds in three steps: predicting goal-directed action requires internal modelling of the goal; the modelled goal projects to and modulates valuation at the Decision Hub; and a valuation-modulation entering the Decision Hub is, functionally speaking, a desire. To resist the conclusion, a critic must either identify a preconscious goal-discriminating filter, none having been identified, or demonstrate a representational distinction that survives Common-Currency Integration, which Source Opacity and the Data Processing Inequality exclude.

Explanation. One objection to mimetic accounts runs: mirror neurons do not copy goals, they predict actions, so nothing is being caught from anyone. The relabelling does not change the output. Predicting what someone is about to do requires modelling what they are trying to achieve. That model projects into the same valuation circuitry that scores the observer’s own options, and it does so before awareness. Once scored there, it is a desire in the only sense that bears on behaviour, because it is competing for the single output the Decision Hub produces.

The argument closes at three levels rather than one: at the architectural level by the projection itself, at the behavioural level by OCEP, and at the information-theoretic level by the Data Processing Inequality, which does not permit recovering a distinction after the compression that destroyed it.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Appendix 8F.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result.

Cross-references: Mimetic Desire (M), Preconscious Transmission, Mirror Neuron System, Common-Currency Integration, Decision Hub, Source Opacity, Architectural Absence Test, Adoption-Action Distinction.



Predictive Superposition Principle

Predictive Superposition Principle. A sincerely held prediction occupies a superposed classification state, neither Confabulation nor verified Belief, for the interval between its formation and the expiry of the Decoherence Time of the domain it concerns, collapsing to Confabulation if it resolves false and to correct Belief if it resolves true. In unbounded-Decoherence-Time domains the prediction never collapses, because no world-constraining truth-value is available, and a prediction that cannot be settled is not a prediction but a tautology with a time-stamp. The Predictive Superposition Principle is a consequence of applying the Decoherence Trichotomy to Beliefs whose Referent is a future state of affairs rather than an existing one: until the Decoherence Time of the domain arrives, the prediction is sincere and the truth-value is pending, placing the Belief in a classification state that the truth-axis criterion alone (which governs Confabulation) cannot yet resolve.

Explanation. A genuine prediction is sincere (you hold it for real) but the world has not yet had the chance to say whether it is right or wrong. Until that moment arrives, the prediction is in between: you cannot call it a Confabulation yet, because the world has not ruled; and you cannot call it a correct Belief yet, for the same reason. It is in superposition between those two outcomes, waiting for the domain to deliver its verdict. When the verdict arrives, the prediction collapses to one or the other. In domains where the verdict never arrives (where there is genuinely nothing in the world that could settle the question) the prediction stays in superposition indefinitely, and a prediction that can never be settled is not a prediction at all but a disguised preference or tautology with a date attached.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.2.

Epistemic Status: Named Result. Derived from the Decoherence Trichotomy and the genus definition of Confabulation. First derived in Chapter 14 §14.8.2.

Cross-references: Confabulation (genus), Decoherence Trichotomy, Decoherence Time, Coupling Strength, Induced-Decoherence Test, Truth-Value Orthogonality, Sincerity Guarantee, Bayesian Belief Dynamics, Epistemic Suspension.



Prestige-Biased Learning

Prestige-Biased Learning is the adaptive heuristic by which Individuals preferentially copy the Beliefs, preferences, and behaviours of high-prestige models (those who are successful, respected, or socially central) enabling efficient cultural learning (copying successful strategies reduces trial-and-error costs) but also enabling Confabulation propagation (Confabulations expressed by prestigious sources achieve elevated transmission regardless of accuracy because the heuristic is content-indifferent).

Explanation. Prestige-biased learning is well-documented in cultural evolution research (Henrich & Gil-White, 2001). The heuristic is adaptive in many domains: copying the practices of successful individuals increases one’s own success probability without bearing the cost of independent experimentation. The implicit reasoning is: “If someone successful does/believes X, then X is probably effective/true; and even if I’m uncertain, adopting X reduces my risk of deviating from successful strategies.”

The heuristic is content-indifferent: it transmits whatever the prestigious Individual expresses, regardless of whether that content is accurate, confabulated, or entirely fabricated. A Confabulation expressed by a celebrity, public intellectual, political leader, or community elder receives far more uptake than the same Confabulation expressed by a low-status Individual. This is not irrational (the heuristic works well on average) but it creates systematic vulnerability to Confabulation cascades when prestigious individuals express confabulated narratives (which, given Source Opacity, they routinely do).

In the context of the Scapegoat Mechanism, prestige-biased learning explains why scapegoat narratives can achieve rapid population-level uptake when endorsed by high-status sources, the endorsement provides Bayesian evidence of validity regardless of the narrative’s accuracy.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.1.5.

Epistemic Status: Established Finding (Cultural Evolution), integrated with AIM architecture.

Cross-references: Mimetic Desire (M), Mimesis, Preconscious Transmission, Source Opacity, Model.



Presumption Against Scapegoating

The Presumption Against Scapegoating is the default normative rule that Grievance Beliefs (whether at the individual level (when a person feels drawn to blame a particular agent or group for felt deficits) or at the population level (when a society converges on a designated enemy)) must trigger increased scepticism rather than increased confidence, such that in contexts of diffuse harm, system strain, or chronic A/I deficits, institutional and individual responses must begin from the assumption that apparent culprits are more likely to be targets of Confabulation and structural stress than true causal sources, and that no agent is held to be the author of the harm unless a higher evidential bar is met that survives the Information Gap Principle, passes the Grievance Gateway (Origin Check, A-Check, I-Check) and, for grievances passing the Grievance Gateway, the Three-Test Battery (Immediacy, Mechanism, Authorship), and, before any consequence is directed at the agent rather than at the structure, demonstrates that structural remedies have been considered and found inadequate. Rebuttal of the Presumption establishes authorship and licenses action on the gate the author holds. It never licenses punishment, which is excluded whether the Presumption holds or is rebutted.

Explanation. This principle operates at both individual and population levels and plays the role here that the presumption of innocence plays in criminal law: it forces demands for justice to work harder before targeting a person. At the individual level, when a person finds themselves strongly drawn to blame a particular agent or group for felt deficits, the Presumption requires applying the diagnostic question to their own attribution: “Did this target literally and immediately cause the harm I’m experiencing, through identifiable causal mechanisms and actions I can specify without reference to their inherent qualities?” At the population level, when a society converges on a designated enemy, that convergence itself constitutes evidence of mimetic dynamics rather than evidence of the designated enemy’s culpability. Convergence on a scapegoat feels like evidence of the scapegoat’s guilt (“surely everyone wouldn’t agree unless it were true?”), but the AIM Framework predicts exactly this pattern: mimetic contagion produces convergence that has nothing to do with accuracy and everything to do with the Information Gap and Confabulation dynamics.

The Presumption does not claim designated enemies are never culpable, it establishes that both individual certainty and collective convergence should increase scepticism rather than confidence. In high-strain contexts (economic crisis, social unrest, institutional failure), Confabulation and the Information Gap make agent-based blame the easiest story for brains to generate and believe. Before directing any consequence, exclusion, or moral condemnation at individuals or small groups, individuals and institutions must first pass the Grievance Gateway: confirm that the grievance originates from personal experience rather than copied social narrative, and that the Individual’s body needs the thing being denied or that the Individual would still care if nobody knew. Grievances passing the Gateway then proceed to the Three-Test Battery: (1) test whether the alleged cause is temporally and mechanistically capable of producing the harm (Immediacy Test), (2) show a plausible, evidence-backed causal mechanism that connects the target’s actions to the A/I deficits or M-escalation (Mechanism Test), (3) demonstrate that the target had real authorship rather than acting as a replaceable node in a structural process (Authorship Test), and (4) document why structural and institutional reforms (buffering, visibility governance, A-floors, I-infrastructure) are insufficient without consequences directed at the agent. Vague essential-nature attributions (“they are trying to destroy our nation”) fail the tests; specific causal claims (“they voted for Policy X producing Outcome Y”) can be evaluated on their merits. Failing these, the norm is to redirect attention from persons to systems, consistent with the Core Principles’ insistence that crisis and stratification are structurally generated rather than traceable to a few villains. A rebutted Presumption does not reopen punishment. It establishes who authored the harm, which fixes where reparation and prevention of recurrence are directed, and the Practical Redirect governs what follows in both cases. The principle thus complements the Two-Question Diagnostic by providing a parallel tool for agent-attribution that works analogously across individual and collective scales.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.18; the exclusion of punishment on rebuttal at Chapter 11, Section 11.22 and Chapter 16, Section 16.9.

Epistemic Status: Normative Principle (derived from Framework-Specific Principles).

Cross-references: Conscious Cognition, Confabulation, Grievance Belief, Knowledge Patch, Two-Question Diagnostic, Information Gap Principle, Scapegoat Mechanism, Grievance Gateway, Three-Test Battery, Practical Redirect, Belief Multipolarity Principle, Punitive Inversion Principle, Cascading Consequences.



Prey

Prey is the agent-type category in human causal cognition characterising agents who occupy a structural position of vulnerability (reduced capacity to retaliate), visibility (observable and identifiable), and reciprocity-exemption (outside the exchange network that would make targeting costly), triggering cognitive systems that evolved to identify opportunities for low-cost resource extraction, and constituting the fourth exhaustive agent-category alongside predators, collaborators, and rivals

Explanation. Human survival required not only detecting threats (predators), cooperation opportunities (collaborators), and resource competition (rivals), but also identifying agents from whom resources could be extracted without triggering costly retaliation. The cognitive systems performing this function operate through inverse criteria to predator-detection, tracking weakness rather than strength, isolation rather than alliance, out-group membership rather than in-group solidarity. Prey-detection explains why scapegoat targets are drawn from vulnerable populations: the selection mechanism operates through prey-identification even when the framing mechanism operates through predator-attribution. This produces the Dual-Role Confabulation signature: targets are selected because they are vulnerable (prey-characteristics) but framed as if they are threatening (predator-characteristics). The logical incoherence, “they are so powerful they threaten us, yet we can safely target them”, is the diagnostic marker of confabulated scapegoating. Genuine predator-identification exhibits selection-framing coincidence: the agent is targeted because they are threatening, not despite being vulnerable. (Framework-Specific Agent-Type)

Derivation: Chapter 10, Section 10.2.3; Chapter 10, Section 10.2.2; Chapter 11, Section 11.13.1; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7; Chapter 11, Section 11.12; Chapter 11, Section 11.17.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Agent-Type Vector, Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9), Predator, Dual-Role Confabulation.



Price Decomposition

Price decomposition is the analytical breakdown of any transaction price into three additive components: P<sub>A</sub> (the A-Functional Price, which purchases deficit correction, what would be paid for any object adequate to satisfy physiological need), P<sub>I</sub> (the I-Adequate Price, which purchases process enablement, what would be paid for any object adequate to enable intrinsic pursuit), and P<sub>M</sub> (the Mimetic Premium, the portion paid for the Status that ownership of this specific object confers, beyond A-functional or I-adequate worth), such that total price P<sub>total</sub> = P<sub>A</sub> + P<sub>I</sub> + P<sub>M</sub>.

Explanation. Price decomposition makes explicit what undifferentiated price obscures: not all spending serves the same motivational function. When someone pays for food while hungry, nearly all the price is its Appetitive component, buying calories and nutrients. When a musician buys an adequate guitar to practice mastery, nearly all the price is its Intrinsic component, purchasing the means to continue the valued process. When someone pays an additional $400,000 for a house in a prestigious postcode beyond what shelter and space require, that premium is the Mimetic Premium, purchasing comparative position. The decomposition enables targeted policy: pure A- and I-transactions permit reciprocity because both parties can reach satisfaction, but M-contamination destroys reciprocity because the Mimetic Premium purchases comparative position which has no satiation point. This is why an M-tax targets the Mimetic Premium specifically, leaving the Appetitive and Intrinsic components lightly taxed or untaxed. The decomposition is canonical for all later economic analysis, inflation measurement, and the decomposition of GDP into Appetitive, Intrinsic and Mimetic aggregates. (Framework-Specific Construct)

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.13.1; Appendix A, Section A.12.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: A-Functional Price, I-Adequate Price, Price Shares (sA, sI, sM), Mimetic Premium (PM), GDPA, GDPI, GDPM.



Price Inflation Ratio

Price Inflation Ratio is the Crisis State Variable measuring the ratio of the Mimetic Premium (P(M)) in the prices of essential goods, housing, education, healthcare and the other goods an Individual cannot forgo, to the Appetitive and Intrinsic components of the same prices, taken over transactions and aggregated across them, since the Price Decomposition is defined on the purchase and not on the good. In the notation of the Price Shares the Price Inflation Ratio is sM/(1 − sM) over the essential-goods basket. The Price Inflation Ratio reads, in the markets an Individual cannot forgo, the first two factors of the Build-Up Time Decomposition: the Premium each transaction carries, and the share of essential markets that carry a Premium. Premium financed by debt enters the claims whose service limit is the Interest-Only Threshold.

Explanation. The Price Inflation Ratio operationalises the Housing Exception Principle at the level of the entire essential-goods basket. When the ratio is low, most of what people pay for essentials reflects A-function and I-enablement. When the ratio is high, a large fraction of essential-goods prices reflects Mimetic Premium, people are paying for status signals embedded in necessities. The variable is diagnostic because high Price Inflation Ratio simultaneously erodes A-sufficiency (essentials cost more than their functional value), destroys Exit Capacity (you cannot opt out of housing), and increases Concealment Density (the more Premium a price carries, the more elaborate the structure that keeps it from being seen). See Crisis State Variables, Housing Exception Principle, Mimetic Premium.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.6.2; Chapter 8, Section 8.13.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Parameter. Component of Crisis State Architecture.

Cross-references: Crisis State Variables, Housing Exception Principle, Mimetic Premium, Price Shares, Price Decomposition, Build-Up Time Decomposition, Interest-Only Threshold.



Price Shares (sA, sI, sM)

Price Shares (sA, sI, sM) are the fractions of a transaction price contributed by each component of the Price Decomposition: sA = P<sub>A</sub>/P<sub>total</sub>, sI = P<sub>I</sub>/P<sub>total</sub>, and sM = P<sub>M</sub>/P<sub>total</sub>, non-negative and summing to 1. They are the price-register analogue of the AIM Weights: where wA, wI, and wM partition the pull on a Decision Hub at the moment of choice, sA, sI, and sM partition the money in a transaction. The two triples are related but not equal: sM coincides with wM only where the source-specific utilities of the Object are equal, and the divergence between them is itself informative, since a good bought by Individuals of modest wM can still carry a large sM where its Mimetic utility dominates its A-function and I-enablement. sM is the natural object of M-targeted policy (the M-Tax base) and of any good-level or firm-level measurement of Mimetic Premium extraction, because it is defined on the observable transaction rather than on any Individual’s Decision Hub.

Explanation. Split any price into the part that buys what the body needs, the part that buys what genuine interest requires, and the part that buys position. The Price Shares are those three parts expressed as fractions of the total, so they always add to 100%. They look like the AIM Weights, and that is no accident: they are the same partition idea applied to money instead of motivation. But they are measured on the transaction, not on the buyer. A tax office can estimate a good’s sM without knowing anything about any particular buyer’s state of mind.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (measurement convention over the Price Decomposition).

Derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.26.

Cross-references: Price Decomposition, AIM Weights (wA, wI, wM), Mimetic Premium (PM), M-Tax (Mimetic Tax), AIM Integration Equation, Status-Premium Duality.



Prior

Prior. The Prior, or Prior Probability, is the probability assignment P(H) that the Thinker holds over a Hypothesis H within the representable Hypothesis Space ℋ\mathcal{H} at a given moment of Bayesian Updating, prior to the incorporation of the current Evidence. The Prior is index-relative: each Posterior resulting from an updating cycle becomes the Prior for the next cycle, so “Prior” names a position in the updating chain rather than a privileged absolute starting point. The Prior is the state from which Ground-Resolution, the evaluative operation the Thinker contributes to Conscious Cognition, begins its current redistribution of probability mass across ℋ\mathcal{H}; it does not in its own right settle whether what the cycle returns amounts to a Belief, which is determined at the moment the updating cycle terminates.

Explanation. A Prior is how plausible your mind currently finds each explanation on its list before taking in the next piece of information. It is not a pristine starting point; it is wherever your thinking engine has already arrived from all the evidence it has processed so far. Every time evidence comes in, the Prior is replaced by an updated distribution, and that updated distribution becomes the new Prior for whatever arrives next. Two features matter: Priors are always there (there is no “neutral” position), and the Prior for a given cycle can itself be a Confabulated output from an earlier cycle, which is why high coupling strength and prolonged closure-demand can bake errors into future updating rather than correct them.

Cross-references: Bayesian Updating, Posterior, Evidence, Likelihood, Hypothesis Space, Interference Term, Belief Register, Conscious Cognition, Confabulation, Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Bayesian Belief Dynamics (Axiom 8), Coupling Strength, Confabulation Cascade.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.8; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3; Chapter 13, Section 13.2.1; Chapter 15, Section 15.2; Chapter 14, Section 14.9.1; Appendix A, Section A.5.6.

Epistemic Status: Inherited (standard Bayesian primitive) with Framework-Specific Integration.



Prior Belief

Prior Belief, denoted P(H), is the degree to which a Hypothesis H is held to be true before Bayesian Updating: the probability Conscious Cognition assigns to H at the start of an updating cycle, before the current Evidence is incorporated. It is a matter of degree, not a verdict, a low value is H held to be probably false, a high value H held to be probably true, so a single Prior Belief spans disbelief to Belief on one scale. It is fully general as to subject matter: a prior Belief about tomorrow’s weather, a diagnosis, or a legal question is a Prior Belief in the same sense as one about the source of one’s own wanting. The degree to which H is held true is not whether H is true (Truth is correspondence with the world, independent of credence); a Prior Belief may sit at any degree and still misjudge H. Like the Prior it carries, it is index-relative: each cycle’s Posterior Belief becomes the next cycle’s Prior Belief, naming a position in the updating chain, not a fixed start. The Prior Belief over the source of a motivation (the distribution across the A, I, and M source Hypotheses) is the motivational specialisation named Source Belief.

Explanation. A prior Belief is how strongly you already lean toward a Hypothesis being true, about anything at all, before the next piece of information arrives. It is a dial, not a yes/no: near the bottom you are holding the Hypothesis to be false, near the top true, and most Beliefs sit between. Leaning toward true is not being right; the dial records only your confidence, which can be high and wrong. It is where your thinking starts this round and the residue of every round before, so it biases how you read what comes next. When the question is where your own wanting came from, the prior Belief is a Source Belief, especially prone to skewing toward “my desires are authentic,” the ratchet at the heart of the Confabulation Cascade.

Derivation: Chapter 15, Section 15.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-general epistemic term. The motivational specialisation is Source Belief.

Cross-references: Prior, Posterior Belief, Belief, Hypothesis, Truth, Bayesian Updating, Source Belief, Confabulation Cascade, Self-Model.



Prior Examination Inversion

Prior Examination Inversion is the phenomenon whereby the most consequential input to Belief-formation, the prior probability assignment P(H), is conventionally the last to be scrutinised, if it is scrutinised at all, because phenomenological immediacy makes priors feel like background facts rather than assumptions, epistemic norms focus attention on evidence evaluation rather than prior audit, and social costs of questioning shared priors exceed the social costs of questioning evidence.

Explanation. In Bayesian updating, priors determine the attractor, which stable Belief state the system converges toward, while evidence determines only the path to that attractor. Yet standard practice in law, science, and everyday reasoning audits evidence exhaustively while treating priors as given. A courtroom subjects witness testimony to cross-examination (evidence audit) but never asks whether the moral framework that defines the offence is itself a confabulated prior (prior audit). Prior Examination Inversion explains why this ordering persists: priors are experienced as “just the way things are” rather than as contestable assumptions; norms of rigour are defined in terms of evidence handling; and questioning shared priors triggers social sanction because shared priors are load-bearing infrastructure for group identity. The inversion means that the input with the greatest influence on outcomes receives the least scrutiny, a structural vulnerability exploited by every Confabulation Cascade. See Bayesian Belief Dynamics (Axiom 8), Confabulation, Structural Output Principle. Framework-Specific Construct / Validated Empirical Pattern.

Derivation: Chapter 15, Section 15.8.

Epistemic Status: Validated Empirical Pattern.

Cross-references: Bayesian Belief Dynamics (Axiom 8), Confabulation.



Private Persistence

Private Persistence. The continued pursuit of an activity when no one is watching, no external reward is contingent on performance, and no audience is present. Private Persistence is the critical diagnostic feature of Intrinsic Motivation (I). Read across an interval long enough for an established Mimetic valuation to release, Private Persistence excludes Mimetic Desire (M) in its special case, and Private Persistence in an activity that is rewarding in the doing indicates I.

Private Persistence is evidence for I, not proof of I. An Appetitive need persists in private until it is met, a Habit runs on the Decision Hub’s cached-value store whatever formed it, and M in its general case, the Observer’s Salience over the perceived field, requires no Model and so no audience to remove. The A-test of the Two-Question Diagnostic separates the first; whether the activity is rewarding in the doing, and for an observer whether it deepens with competence, separates the other two (Chapter 18, Section 18.7.2).

Explanation. If you keep doing something when nobody will ever see it, nobody is paying you for it and nobody is there to impress, that tells you something about why you do it. A want that depends on being seen fades once the audience has been gone long enough, though not straight away, because a want built around an audience takes time to let go. If the activity carries on and the doing is its own reward, the drive is Intrinsic. Carrying on is not proof by itself: hunger carries on until you eat, a habit runs whether anyone is watching or not, and some things hold your attention just by being striking, with nobody else involved.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1; Chapter 7, Section 7.4.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Diagnostic.

Cross-references: Intrinsic Motivation (I), Audience-Removal Test, Gap Behaviour Test, Two-Question Diagnostic, Behavioural Signatures, Habit, Ignition-Release Asymmetry, Mimetic Desire (M).



Proactive Cascading Support

Proactive Cascading Support. Proactive Cascading Support is Cascading Support applied before or during crisis rather than after the act: A-restoration, I-enablement, M-containment and Knowledge Patch dissemination, in that order. The ordering is load-bearing: A-Floor security comes first because A-desperation amplifies M-susceptibility through Phenomenological Collapse, where I-Override cannot gain traction. It operates through legitimate, sovereignty-preserving channels and addresses architectural parameters (A-sufficiency, I-access, M-bounding, Hypothesis Space expansion), not Content. Because the field-correction logic refers to no scale, it applies alike to a household, a community and a population, and it reaches the field around a generating node as well as the field around those it would harm.

Explanation. Helping people before a crisis rather than cleaning up afterwards: securing their basic needs, giving them access to meaningful activity, giving them the words to recognise status competition for what it is, and reducing their exposure to it. It works through ordinary channels such as investment, education and support, and never requires overriding anyone’s choices. The same help goes to the family and community of someone who has done harm, because that is where the next round would otherwise start.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.17.4; Chapter 16, Section 16.15; Appendix A, Sections A.5.5 and A.6.4.

Epistemic Status: Proposed Intervention.

Cross-references: Cascading Support, Cascading Structure of Rights and Duties, M-Capture Incapacity Principle, Burden-Reversal Principle, Buffer-Depletion Acceleration Principle, Knowledge Patch.



Problem of the Priors

The problem of the priors is the foundational question in Bayesian epistemology, where do initial probability assignments P(H) come from before any evidence is observed?, which classical Bayesianism answered either through principles of indifference (assign equal probability to all Hypotheses) or through subjective personalism (priors are rationally unconstrained inputs), with the washing-out principle providing reassurance that initial priors don’t matter because evidence eventually dominates, a reassurance AIM shows fails under Source Opacity.

Explanation. Thomas Bayes’ 1763 theorem shows how to update Beliefs given evidence, but it requires starting with prior probabilities P(H) for each Hypothesis. Where do these come from? If priors are arbitrary, how can Bayesian reasoning be objective? Classical responses: (1) Principle of indifference, assign equal probability when you have no reason to favor one Hypothesis over another (Laplace). Problem: paradoxes arise from how you partition Hypotheses. (2) Subjective priors, accept that priors are personal starting points, but insist that with enough evidence, posteriors will converge regardless of priors (Savage, Jeffreys, Lindley). This second response became dominant, and the washing-out principle made it seem acceptable: “Priors don’t matter much because evidence swamps them.” But AIM identifies the failure mode: when evidence is endogenously generated through confabulation, priors shape evidence which updates priors which shapes evidence, creating self-reinforcing cycles that lock in false equilibria. The problem of the priors was never solved, it was deferred by assuming independent evidence, an assumption that fails under Source Opacity.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.2.2.

Cross-references: Prior Belief, Collective Prior, Source Belief, Bayesian Lock-In, Hypothesis Space.



Projection

Projection is Confabulation applied to others, the generation of sincere but inaccurate explanations for other Individuals’ motivational states, using cognitively available Templates drawn from the projecting Individual’s self-model, cultural repertoire, and activated categories.

Explanation. Projection is not a separate mechanism from Confabulation, it is Confabulation, extended from self to other. Vocabulary Gap excludes M as an available explanatory category, and the brain’s demand for cognitive closure forces completion with available templates.

The valence of projection varies (positive, negative, or neutral), but the inaccuracy is structural. Whether the Individual projects “they’re driven by genuine passion” (positive) or “they’re evil” (negative), both attributions are confabulated if the actual source was Mimetic, and the Mimetic attribution cannot occur because the template does not exist.

This extends the invisibility of Mimetic dynamics from individual self-understanding to collective social understanding: an entire population confabulating each other’s motivations using templates that systematically exclude the M-category.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.7.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Confabulation applied to others.

Cross-references: Confabulation, Template, Vocabulary Gap (Hilbert Collapse), Self-Model, Scapegoat Mechanism, Source Opacity, Belief.



Propagation Pathways (Collective Confabulation)

Propagation Pathways are the transmission mechanisms through which individually-generated Confabulations achieve collective uptake and population-level convergence: (1) Prestige-biased learning, preferential copying of Beliefs expressed by high-status models, transmitting Confabulations regardless of accuracy because the source is prestigious; (2) Social proof, using the distribution of Beliefs across the population as evidence for validity, amplifying Confabulations once they achieve initial uptake because observers cannot distinguish independent convergence from dependent copying; and (3) Mimetic template transmission, propagation of generalizable narrative patterns (not just specific claims) that others deploy to explain their own desires, making Confabulation recursive as templates are copied, deployed, expressed, observed, and copied again.

Explanation. The critical insight is that Confabulations propagate through the same channels as accurate information (there is no inherent feature marking a narrative as confabulated vs. veridical when expressed. Both appear as “Individual A says X” to observers. Both are incorporated through the same learning mechanisms. The propagation system does not filter for accuracy; it filters for transmissibility) cognitive closure achieved, social coordination enabled, emotional resonance generated. Propagation rates depend on network topology: high-connectivity nodes (influencers, media) broadcast Confabulations to many receivers simultaneously; clustered networks (in-groups, professional communities) produce local convergence and “confabulation dialects”; bridge individuals (connected to multiple clusters) transmit across group boundaries, enabling system-wide convergence. The result: Confabulations can achieve population-level saturation faster than accurate information because they satisfy functional demands immediately, whereas accurate information may require costly verification, complex reasoning, or uncomfortable implications that slow uptake.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct, integrating cultural evolution research with AIM architecture.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.11.

Cross-references: Confabulation Cascade, Collective Convergence Mechanism, Coupling Strength, Belief.



Provenance Agnosticism

Provenance Agnosticism. Provenance Agnosticism is the result that the Knowledge Patch is agnostic as to how a correct prior is adopted: the architecture weights the Salience computation by the prior’s posterior regardless of provenance, so a prior adopted through repeated social exposure attenuates the loop identically to one reasoned into place. The result follows from Axiom 8 (Bayesian updating is content-agnostic), from the Belief Register’s storage of posteriors and salience-conditioning templates without provenance records, and from the Minimum Installation Condition’s magnitude clause, which reads whatever the Belief Register delivers. Adoption route affects durability, not operation: a prior not decohered against the Individual’s own architecture is more exposed to social displacement, but conditions the Observer identically while held. The consequence is a strengthening of the framework: the Patch is transmissible by ordinary mimetic and Bayesian means, so realistic partial uptake does not require a population of careful reasoners, and the Patch can propagate through the very social-proof channel it is designed to quiet.

Explanation. It doesn’t matter how the Belief got in, reasoned through from first principles, or picked up because people you respect kept saying it. Once held, it works the same. How it got in only affects how hard it is to dislodge. Which means the Patch spreads the way everything else spreads: socially. It doesn’t need everyone to be a philosopher.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.15.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Result. Derived consequence of Axiom 8, the Belief Register, and the Minimum Installation Condition; gives mechanism to Positive Mimesis as Dissemination Vector and to the sufficiency of partial uptake. Not an additional axiom.

Cross-references: Pre-Loading, Belief Register, Minimum Installation Condition (MIC), Axiom 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics), Positive Mimesis, Knowledge Patch, Endogenous Stabilisation, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Decoherence Regimes.



Provenance Maintenance Principle

Provenance Maintenance Principle. Education is not completed at the end of schooling. A True Belief installed by teaching is held on the testimony that installed it and is exposed to Contactless Updating for as long as endogenous Evidence continues to arrive, so obeying the Referent requires the Belief to be maintained as a recurring task. Repetition of the verdict without its provenance is Evidence of the same class as the Evidence arriving against it and holds the Belief only on the balance of the social flow. What can take the Belief out of that contest is the Individual’s own operation of the Provenance Rule, which requires the trace of the settling test to be kept available and the operation itself to be kept in use. The interval at which maintenance is owed is set by the rate of the flow against the Belief and shortens as Coupling Strength rises. The maintenance defends against Contactless Updating away from the Referent and not against the Mimetic Drive to False Belief, which declines the operation altogether; where both act on one Belief, both remedies are owed, and the Standing Test settles whether positional value is present.

Explanation. Finishing school does not finish your education. What you were taught is worn down for the rest of your life by what people around you say, and by your own replayed doubts, and hearing the answer again only helps as much as hearing a doubt hurts. What keeps a true Belief is going back, now and then, to how the question was settled, and using that to weigh the doubts as they come. The more connected and talkative your surroundings, the more often that is needed. None of this helps someone who would lose face by changing their mind; that is a different problem, and it needs a different answer.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle (normative).

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.15.3.

Cross-references: Contactless Updating, Provenance Rule, Standing Test, Mimetic Drive to False Belief, Coupling Strength, Self-Coupling Permanence Principle, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Epistemic Hygiene, Knowledge Patch.



Provenance Obligation

Provenance Obligation. Where a general theory that meets the Completeness Criterion for General Theory Status contradicts the foundational assumptions of a rival account, the rival field is obliged to account for the evidential provenance of those assumptions: how they were first arrived at, on what evidence, and against what alternatives were available and set aside. The field must then either defend the assumptions on their merits or supply a replacement theory discharging the same explanatory obligation under the Replacement Requirement. Treating the assumptions as settled by precedent alone, without either defence or replacement, does not satisfy the obligation.

Explanation. A field’s foundations are usually inherited rather than chosen. Nobody now working in it adopted them, and those who did adopted them in good faith on the best evidence then available, which was often thin and is now old. That is not a criticism; it is how disciplines begin.

The obligation bites at a specific and later moment: when a theory arrives that explains what the field explains and more, and contradicts the foundation. At that point “we have always assumed this” stops being an answer. The field must either show, from evidence, that the assumption still holds, or produce something that does the same explanatory work. What it may not do is treat age as warrant.

This is deliberately reciprocal. It extends the Replacement Requirement, which the framework accepts as binding on itself, back onto the theories doing the challenging, and it applies to AIM on the same terms as to anyone else.

Derivation: Chapter 3, Section 3.4.5, derived there as a consequence of the Replacement Requirement.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle (methodological).

Cross-references: Completeness Criterion for General Theory Status (CCGT), Disciplinary Priors, Methodological Reassessment Requirement, Prior Examination Inversion, Reflexive Non-Ideology Principle, Provenance Rule, Provenance Agnosticism.



Provenance Rule

Provenance Rule. The procedural rule that evidence received from another Individual is to be held below certainty until the provenance of the Belief can be traced back to a source presenting a replicable test against physical reality, and that test has been run by the receiving Individual or by a community of independent testers whose replication is genuine rather than social. *

Explanation. If you cannot trace where a Belief comes from to a test that anyone can re-run against reality, you should not feel certain about it, no matter how many people around you believe it. Canonical derivation: Chapter 14 (Quantum Epistemology), Section 14.10.

The Provenance Rule as stated is the negative limb: doubt Beliefs of untraced provenance. A second limb follows from Referent Abandonment (Section 14.8.3.1). Where a decohered Referent is available (a determinate fact of traced provenance that has returned a settled verdict) the Referent takes strict priority. A Belief maintained against it is not merely uncertain; it is a Confabulation, and the eliminative proof of Referent Abandonment establishes that its maintenance is necessarily mimetically driven. The two limbs close the epistemic loop: the negative limb instructs caution toward the endogenous; the positive limb instructs deference to the decohered.

Cross-references: Referent Abandonment, Referent Primacy Principle, Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, Epistemic Suspension, Confabulation, Source Opacity, Endogenous-Evidence Condition, Provenance-Signal Design Result, Induced-Decoherence Test, Two-Question Diagnostic, Rule–Referent Principle, Contactless Updating, Provenance Maintenance Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.10.1; Chapter 14, Section 14.10.2; Chapter 14, Section 14.10.8; Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.1; Chapter 14, Section 14.8.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Provenance-Signal Design Result

Provenance-Signal Design Result. The result that, because an artificial Proxy’s coupling profile is a design property rather than an unavoidable social position, an artificial Proxy can be designed to expose, alongside its answer, an estimate of the Coupling Strength and Decoherence Time of that answer derived from the provenance of the sources the answer draws on. Such a signal tells the Individual whether a given response rests on independently checkable evidence or on the endogenous consensus of the training corpus, equipping the Individual to apply Epistemic Suspension exactly where the architecture warrants it. The signal is the structural opposite of the displayed engagement metrics that raise Coupling Strength on social platforms: it measures how far the Belief’s evidence base stands from a test against physical reality, is embedded in the response itself rather than read off a crowd, and cannot be co-opted into a prestige cue because the artificial Proxy has no exogenous status position. The formal estimator mapping a set of cited sources to a Coupling Strength and Decoherence Time pair is a forward-looking design consideration left to subsequent technical work; the result’s desirability does not depend on any particular implementation succeeding.

Explanation. Because an artificial Proxy’s coupling profile is a design choice rather than a social inevitability, an artificial Proxy can be built to show the Individual, alongside its answer, a score for how checkable the evidence behind that answer is. That score is the structural opposite of engagement metrics: it measures distance from physical reality, not distance from the crowd, and because the artificial Proxy has no social status position, the score cannot be converted into a prestige signal.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.10.4.9.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result.

Cross-references: Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, Epistemic Suspension, Provenance Rule, Interaction-Constituted-Status Result, Proxy.



Proxy

A Proxy is an entity (human intermediary, institutional vehicle, or artificial system) that acts on behalf of or in the interests of an Individual, business or collective, as distinct from the Individual whose motivational architecture AIM describes.

Explanation. AIM reserves “Individual” for natural persons whose behaviour arises from an integrated A-I-M system, and uses “Proxy” (not “Agent”) for delegation, proxy action, or artificial systems to avoid confusion with the generic usage of “agent” in evolutionary psychology and causal cognition contexts. Brokers, algorithmic traders, corporate officers acting for shareholders, and AI systems executing on an Individual’s behalf are all Proxies. This distinction matters in governance design: a wealthy individual may deploy Proxies to circumvent blind-pricing systems or reconstruct visibility maps, but the motivational analysis (why this is attractive, how it exploits M) sits at the level of the Individual, while the circumvention mechanism operates through Proxies.

Derivation: Chapter 1, Section 1.6.

Epistemic Status: Theoretical Construct.

Cross-references: Decision Hub, I-Override, AIM Profile (Individual, Group, or System), Consent.



Pseudo-Empathy

Pseudo-Empathy. Pseudo-Empathy is the output of the Empathy-Mimesis Antagonism: an Intrinsic empathic signal that has fused with an agent-attribution for the sufferer’s condition and now functions as targeting permission rather than as care. It is distinguished from empathy by what it tracks rather than by how it feels. Pseudo-Empathy intensifies with the vividness of the perpetrator-narrative rather than with proximity to the sufferer; it requires the attribution to hold, so removing the identified agent dissipates the motivational force or turns it on whoever removed it; and it produces action directed at the accused rather than restoration for the suffering, which is the diagnostic that settles it, the Intrinsic function having been restoration. Pseudo-Empathy is sincere: the Individual believes they are moved by compassion, and under Axiom 4 that belief is the honest output of the architecture.

Explanation. The test is not how strongly someone feels but where the feeling points. Compassion that grows as the villain comes into focus, rather than as you spend time with the people actually suffering, is pointing at the villain. So is compassion that collapses, or turns on you, when someone questions who is to blame. And so is compassion that produces denunciations rather than help. The people are real, the feeling is real, and the sufferer receives none of it.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.20.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived at Chapter 11, Section 11.20 as the output of the Empathy-Mimesis Antagonism Principle.

Cross-references: Empathy-Mimesis Antagonism Principle, Intrinsic Motivation (I), I-Override, Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9), Confabulation, Scapegoat Mechanism, Information Gap Principle.



Punitive Inversion Principle

Canonical Definition. The Punitive Inversion Principle is the result that punishment acts on the forcing of the inter-Individual loop and on none of the couplings that compose it, so that no severity of penalty and no certainty of its application carries a super-critical interface below the Critical Loop Gain, and that the three quantities punishment does reach are each moved in the direction that raises the gain rather than lowers it. The first limb follows from the two-class intervention typology: a threatened penalty is an input to valuation rather than a coupling, so it shifts the operating point at which the loop runs without entering the stability condition, and a cycle already closed and super-critical sustains itself on ambient Salience feedback whatever its forcing. The second limb identifies the three quantities: Appetitive provision, lowered at the worst-off position by fine, custody, and the collateral foreclosure of employment and housing, which raises the amplification rate and lowers the corrective rate under the Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary; the Thinker’s templates, hardened by a penalty imposed on a Self-Model that acted sincerely, at the argument whose reach into valuation is longest and grows without bound as the Loop Gain approaches its critical value; and the Coupling Strength of the enclosing population, raised by the boundary a conviction hardens. A corollary settles the standing of severity against certainty: the Subcriticality condition compares rates, an output-level consequence contributes to the corrective side at the rate it arrives, and severity is a magnitude rather than a rate and therefore cannot enter the condition at all. Punishment is accordingly not a weak instrument of Subcriticality Maintenance but an operation of the opposite sign, and no quantity of punishment arrives at a society whose interfaces sit below the Critical Loop Gain. Framework-Specific Principle.

Explanation. Punishment is meant to stop the thing recurring, and it cannot, for a reason that has nothing to do with how harsh or how reliable it is. Whether a quarrel, a crime, or a feud runs away is set by how strongly a few connections inside the mechanism feed each other. A penalty is not one of those connections. A penalty changes what the mechanism is being fed, which moves where it settles but not whether it runs away, and once a loop is running away it no longer needs feeding at all. So the whole of the effort, at any severity and any rate of detection, is spent on the one part of the system that does not decide the outcome. Worse, the three things a penalty does touch, the resources of the person it lands on, the picture of the world that person carries, and the hardness of the line drawn around people with a record, are all pushed the wrong way. Since penalties fall hardest on those who already have least, and those are the people whose deprivation is the very thing that tips a whole society, the apparatus built to hold Conflict down assembles the conditions from which the collective form of Conflict starts. This is also why severity has never worked and certainty works a little: correction has to keep pace with something that runs continuously, and only how often a penalty arrives is a pace at all, while how heavy it is when it arrives is not.

Distinction from the Cost-Shifting Principle. The Cost-Shifting Principle states what the retributive surplus is for, that a community discharges the cost of an avoided Self-Model update onto an adjudicated loser. The Punitive Inversion Principle states what the surplus does to the architecture once imposed. The two are complementary and independently derived: the first is an account of function, the second of effect, and either could hold without the other.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.9.

Cross-references: Cost-Shifting Principle, Non-Malice Corollary, Critical Loop Gain, Loop Gain, Effective Loop Gain, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, A-Floor Requirement, Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary, Susceptibility-Dispersion Result, Boundary-Hardening Principle, Coupling Strength, Cascading Consequences, Object Parasitism, Relational Subcriticality Principle.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Appendix A supplies the primitives it is derived from (A.5.1, A.5.4, A.5.5, A.5.8.4, A.5.8.7, A.5.9) and carries no counterpart statement of the result itself.



Push-Pull Obligation Principle

Push-Pull Obligation Principle. Interpersonal obligation beyond Appetitive sufficiency is stable in one direction only. It is stable as push, self-initiated outward from the duty-bearer’s capacity, and unstable as pull, extracted inward on the claimant’s felt entitlement. Five established results entail this: Mimetic Desire carries no satiation signal, so any structure admitting M-driven demand installs a self-escalating infrastructure in which each concession resets the baseline; Coercion is the weaponisation of M-dynamics or the exploitation of Appetitive deficit to override I-led choice, so any structure treating refusal as moral or relational fault is coercive whatever language dresses it; Freedom requires that Intrinsic Motivation lead, so an obligation structure must preserve the duty-bearer’s I-leadership rather than replace it with compliance; Cascading Support fixes the direction of Appetitive duty as outward from capacity; and Source Opacity with Confabulation denies the claimant introspective access to whether a felt entitlement is Appetitively grounded or Mimetically generated, so no architecture can admit the good demand while excluding the Mimetic one. Jointly these entail that the only stable interpersonal architecture beyond Appetitive sufficiency is push-predominant, with Demand withdrawn as a mode and the clean Ask retained as polarity-neutral coordination, on an institutionally guaranteed Appetitive floor.

Explanation. Giving is stable and demanding is not. Not because demanding is unkind, but because the source that generates demands has no stopping point, and no architecture can screen the legitimate demand from the Mimetic one: the tag that would separate them is unavailable to the person making the demand. They are not lying. They cannot tell.

“Obligation” ordinarily names something a society could elect or decline. Some obligations are not elected. A parent who wants the child to live must feed it, and the must is fixed by the world rather than by anyone’s say-so. This obligation is of that kind. A society that wants to avoid the supercritical Mimetic cascade must run interpersonal obligation on the push polarity and must guarantee the Appetitive floor, conditionally on wanting the outcome, in exactly the way the parent must feed the child.

That the push polarity feels wrong is a prediction of the account rather than evidence against it. Source Opacity guarantees that the true direction of an interpersonal flow is the direction the architecture conceals from the parties to it, so the entailed polarity is the one the architecture’s own intuitions will not endorse.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.10; compressed derivation at Appendix 18B, Section 18B.2; formal statement at Appendix A, Section A.6.5; dyadic ground at Chapter 9, Section 9.19.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle (architecturally entailed).

Cross-references: Constitution-Direction Principle, Polarity-Switch Scaling Principle, Appetitive Floors (A-floors), Cascading Support, Coercion, Freedom, Bidirectional Demand, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, Knowledge Patch, Relational Specificity Principle.



— Q —

QEIR (Quantitative Easing, Individual Recipient)

QEIR (Quantitative Easing, Individual Recipient). The non-inflationary fiscal mechanism under which the state issues direct monetary disbursements to Individuals, the defining feature of which is that newly created or fiscally authorised money reaches Individual recipients without intermediation through institutional balance sheets, asset markets, or the commercial banking system. QEIR covers the full range of direct-to-Individual state disbursement functions within AIM’s institutional architecture, including (a) Cascading Support payments to Individuals made whole after loss arising from the operation of systems they did not design and could not reasonably have controlled, (b) Universal Basic Income payments issued to all Individuals on a regular periodic basis as a baseline entitlement irrespective of loss or need, and (c) any further direct-to-Individual disbursement functions the institutional architecture subsequently incorporates. QEIR is distinguished from conventional Quantitative Easing by the identity of the recipient, the Individual rather than the financial institution, and by the purpose of the disbursement, the direct provision of purchasing power to Individuals rather than the transmission of monetary policy through asset-market interventions. QEIR is non-inflationary in its architectural design because it is calibrated either to replace value already lost (in the Cascading Support case) or to distribute purchasing power against existing real productive capacity on a basis that the broader AIM monetary architecture offsets through complementary fiscal and monetary instruments (in the UBI case and analogous functions), so that the aggregate effect on the price level is neutral by design rather than incidental.

Explanation. QEIR is the single mechanism AIM uses whenever the state needs to put money directly into the hands of Individuals rather than into the banking system. It covers two main uses. The first is making people whole after losses caused by systems nobody controls, for example a borrower default that wipes out a lender, a systemic shock that destroys a household’s savings, or an institutional failure that harms innocent parties. The second is Universal Basic Income, the regular payment every Individual receives as a baseline entitlement, which is distributed through exactly the same plumbing. In both cases the money reaches Individuals directly rather than being filtered through banks or asset markets, and in both cases the broader monetary architecture is designed so that these disbursements do not cause inflation, either because they replace value that has already been lost or because they are balanced against existing productive capacity through other fiscal and monetary adjustments. The “IR” distinguishes this from ordinary Quantitative Easing, which gives newly created money to banks and asset holders. QEIR gives it to Individuals.

Derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.36; Chapter 12, Section 12.35; Chapter 12, Section 12.36.1.

Epistemic Status: Institutional-Design Construct. Framework-Specific. See: Cascading Support, Universal Basic Income.

Cross-references: Cascading Support, Appetitive Floors (A-floors), A-Floor Erosion Principle.



Quantum Epistemology (QE)

Quantum Epistemology (QE) is the finding that Belief dynamics require non-Boolean (vector-space) probability for correct modelling, because Common-Currency Integration collapses the source-vector into a single Scalar at each valuation and Source Opacity prevents any later evaluation from recovering the source decomposition, so that sequential evaluations are projections onto non-aligned reference frames and exhibit non-commutativity, non-separability, and interference effects that are structurally impossible within classical (Kolmogorov/Boolean) probability. The non-commutativity is present at the intrapersonal baseline, in a single Individual evaluating alone, is reinforced by self-coupling through memory recall, and is amplified, but not created, by interpersonal coupling. Coupled social systems, in which Individuals’ expressed Beliefs constitute Evidence for other Individuals’ updating, are therefore the principal application of the finding rather than its scope. The finding provides the algebraic foundation for AIM’s core principles including the Coupling-Concealment Identity and the Rationality Misattribution Principle.

Explanation. Quantum Epistemology does not claim that brains are quantum computers. It claims that the mathematics of Belief is the same mathematics that governs quantum mechanics: vector spaces, non-commutative, non-separable, and exhibiting interference. The reason lies inside a single Individual. The Decision Hub merges the three motivational sources into one number and cannot later tell which source produced it, so each new evaluation of an Object is taken against a frame set by the evaluations before it, and the order in which two evaluations are made changes the result. That is why the order of questions changes the answers even when a person is alone. Coupled Belief systems, where what you believe affects what I observe, which affects what I believe, which affects what you observe, are where the effect matters most, because coupling amplifies the order effects already present in each Individual; coupling does not create them. The label “quantum” refers to the algebraic structure, not to any claim about physical quantum processes in brains. QE is the mathematical foundation upon which the Coupling-Concealment Identity, the Rationality Misattribution Principle, and several other AIM results are proven, results that are unprovable within classical probability because they depend on interference terms that vanish under Boolean algebra. The practical implication is that standard social-science methodology, built on classical statistics, systematically cannot detect the phenomena QE describes: order effects, non-separability, and interference in Belief dynamics. The boundary between truth-tracking and non-truth-tracking domains is characterised by two measurable parameters, Coupling Strength κ and Decoherence Time τ, making QE’s claims empirically testable rather than merely formal. See Truth-Value Orthogonality, Certainty-Truth Independence, Coupling-Concealment Identity, Coupling Strength κ, Decoherence Time τ.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.4.

Cross-references: Source Opacity, Common-Currency Integration, Self-Coupling Permanence Principle, Therapeutic Window.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from Source Opacity (Axiom 3) and Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2).



— R —

Readiness Potential (RP)

The readiness potential (RP) is the slow negative shift in electrical potential measured over motor cortex (via EEG) that begins 350–800 milliseconds before conscious awareness of intention and 800–1500 milliseconds before the executed voluntary action, demonstrating that neural preparation for action precedes conscious decision, thereby creating a temporal window during which preconscious inputs (including Mimetic signals processed within the Transmission Window) shape choice architecture before consciousness can intervene.

Explanation. Benjamin Libet’s 1983 experiments recorded RP while subjects performed spontaneous voluntary actions (such as flexing a wrist) and reported when they consciously “decided” to act. The RP (neural preparation) began hundreds of milliseconds before conscious intention, which itself preceded the muscle movement. For AIM, the claim is architectural, not metaphysical: there is a measurable lag between when the brain starts preparing an action and when consciousness becomes aware of “deciding.” Preconscious Mimetic inputs arrive and are integrated during this lag. By the time the person can ask “do I really want this?” the Decision Hub has already combined A, I, and M into a single urgency signal. Conscious veto remains possible, but awareness is late and works on an already-shaped option set. RP thus underwrites the claim that the timing barrier is structural: awareness arrives after integration because of constraints in motor preparation, not just from inattention or laziness.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.11.2.

Epistemic Status: Established Neuroscience.

Cross-references: Libet Window, Source Opacity, Preconscious Transmission, Decision Hub.



Rationality Misattribution Principle

The Rationality Misattribution Principle is the named result establishing that apparent violations of classical probability axioms in social decision-making, including conjunction fallacies, order effects, and preference reversals, are not failures of rationality but predictable consequences of non-Boolean Belief dynamics operating under Mimetic coupling (κ > 0), provable only within the vector-space probability framework of Quantum Epistemology.

Explanation. Classical probability assumes Beliefs combine according to Boolean logic, so that a conjunction can never be more probable than either of its conjuncts. But decades of experiments show that people routinely violate these axioms in social contexts, for example, judging “Linda is a feminist bank teller” as more probable than “Linda is a bank teller.” The Rationality Misattribution Principle shows these violations are structural consequences of non-commutative Belief updating in coupled systems, not evidence of stupidity. When Belief states are represented as vectors in Hilbert space rather than as points in classical probability space, the “violations” become mathematically predicted outputs of the architecture. The principle matters for AIM because it shows that M-coupling doesn’t merely add noise to rational Belief-formation, it changes the algebraic regime in which Beliefs operate. See Quantum Epistemology (QE), Coupling-Concealment Identity, Non-Boolean Probability. Framework-Specific Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 15, Section 15.12.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Quantum Epistemology (QE), Coupling-Concealment Identity.



Reciprocal Care Principle

Reciprocal Care Principle. The Reciprocal Care Principle is the result that, because Source Opacity (Axiom 3) bears unevenly on the channels of motivational evidence, the Individual and a capable other are differently placed (each with access to evidence the other lacks) to infer the Individual’s genuine Appetitive needs and Intrinsic conditions, so that care is reciprocal and complementary rather than hierarchical. The Individual holds evidence the observer cannot reach directly, notably the audience-removal counterfactual on whether an activity would still be wanted for its own sake unobserved; the observer holds evidence introspection does not supply to the Individual, notably the externally legible behavioural signatures of persistence, escalation, and observability-dependence, which the observer can read because they are not bound to the specific Confabulation that shapes the Individual’s own account of the desire (the observer’s advantage being local to this desire, not a general superiority of reasoning). Neither vantage point is complete: no Individual has perfect introspection and no observer has perfect inference, and neither reads the AIM weights directly, since the weights are always inferred from behaviour. The Reciprocal Care Principle asserts no general epistemic privilege of observer over Individual. It asserts that the two evidence bases are non-substitutable and, being independent lines of inference toward the same latent source-composition, can be triangulated against each other (convergence raising confidence in the attribution, divergence localising where a Confabulation is most likely operating) so that care combining them is better founded than care drawn from either alone. The source-composition thus triangulated is a grounded fact, not a purely endogenous construct: the Appetitive and Intrinsic components are bounded facts about the world (a determinate bodily need, an engagement that survives removal of any observer) each with a Referent existing independently of the readings taken of it, whereas only the Mimetic component has no terminus of its own and is constituted by positioning. Reciprocal care is therefore a grounded inquiry into genuine need rather than a negotiation over positioning, and where a traced, decohered Referent is available it takes strict priority over the endogenous positioning the same desire also affords, in keeping with the Referent Primacy Principle. This distinguishes the inference from the endogenous Belief-formation analysed under Quantum Epistemology, where no decohered Referent is available and Belief tracks consensus. Stated positively, audience-invariance is the affirmative signature of genuine Intrinsic engagement, not merely a filter against Mimetic imitation: the activity an Individual would still take up and enjoy with no audience ever present is Intrinsically motivated by that very fact, and this is the component the Individual holds and the observer cannot reach directly. The Reciprocal Care Principle accordingly does not approach desire only with suspicion; it protects audience-independent engagement as among the things genuine care exists to serve. The Reciprocal Care Principle comprises two limbs. The Epistemic-Access Limb holds that the Individual’s and the observer’s evidence bases are differently and only partly overlapping, so that neither has general epistemic privilege over the other regarding the Individual’s motivations: the Individual holds the audience-removal counterfactual on Intrinsic enjoyment, while the observer holds the behavioural signatures that introspection does not supply to the Individual. The Constitution Limb holds that no Individual is constitutively self-sufficient, because the provision experienced as self-originating is in fact constituted from the periphery (capable others together with the institutional A-floor), such that treating any Individual as self-sufficient is a category error of the Constitution-Direction type. The Reciprocal Care Principle is epistemic, not normative: it establishes who is better placed to infer source-composition, not who holds authority over action. It does not transfer decision-authority to the better-placed reader, whose role is to offer, notice, and assist under the Push-Pull Obligation Principle, never to decide for; and it does not invalidate Mimetically-led wants. Because the desirability of Intrinsic-enabling Objects is almost always mimetically transmitted (the sole exception being invention or creation of the genuinely new), and because the Model-tracking function means some Mimetic component leads or contributes to almost every action, the presence of a Mimetic component carries no diagnostic weight; only the inferred lead source and the persistence profile do. A Mimetically-led want is genuine and not counterfeit; Mimetic dominance affects not the want’s validity but the persistence of its satisfaction, which under Differential Satiation (Axiom 6) is non-durable and resets to baseline. The diagnostic value of identifying Mimetic dominance is therefore prognostic: a third party may offer the observed reading to the Individual, who retains the choice of how to act on it. Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Derived from Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Confabulation (Axiom 4), Differential Satiation (Axiom 6), the Introspection Illusion, the Two-Question Diagnostic, the Constitution-Direction Principle, and the Push-Pull Obligation Principle.

Cross-references: Source Opacity, Confabulation, Introspection Illusion, Differential Satiation Dynamics (Axiom 6), Two-Question Diagnostic, Lead-Tag-Last Heuristic, Constitution-Direction Principle, Push-Pull Obligation Principle, Cascading Support, A-floors, Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, Referent Primacy Principle, Provenance Rule, Coupling Strength, Knowledge Patch.

Explanation. You are the worst-placed person to judge what you really need and why you want it, because the part of your mind that would tell you the true reason is sealed off, and it fills the gap with a confident story. Other people cannot read your mind, and nobody (not even you) can read the weights straight off; but you and they each see something the other cannot. You can ask whether you would still enjoy doing a thing if no one ever saw you, which is your question to answer. They can see patterns in how you actually behave that you cannot see from the inside, partly just because they are looking from outside, but mainly because they are not caught up in the particular story you have told yourself about why you want this thing. They have their own stories about their own wants, but not the one that has a hold on you here, so on this one they can think more clearly than you can. The real power comes from putting the two views side by side. Your answer to “would I still do this unseen?” and their read of how you actually behave are two separate ways of getting at the same thing, so when they agree you can be fairly sure, and when they clash, the clash itself points to exactly where you are probably telling yourself a story. That cross-checking (not one person correcting the other) is what makes caring for each other work better than going it alone. And this is not just two opinions being weighed up. What your body needs and what you would genuinely enjoy doing are real things, true or false regardless of what anyone thinks, your body’s needs are facts, and an activity you would still do with nobody watching is a fact about you. Only the status part of a want is purely about where you stand with others. So working out what you really need is finding out something true, not just settling on a story everyone can agree to. And this cuts a hopeful way, not just a wary one. The things you would still do even if nobody ever saw you (the song you would still play, the problem you would still work on, the craft you would still practise alone in a room) those are yours for real, intrinsically, audience or no audience. That you would do them unseen is exactly what shows they are genuine, and care is partly about protecting room for them, not about talking you out of wanting things.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.8; Chapter 18, Section 18.8.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.



Reciprocal Valuation Property

Reciprocal Valuation Property. The Reciprocal Valuation Property is the structural feature that distinguishes Individual-as-Object from all other Object-types: the Object is also a valuing subject operating the same Decision Hub architecture as the observer. This reciprocity produces four consequences unavailable in non-reciprocating Object-types: (1) Entanglement, because both parties are simultaneously assigning and receiving valuations containing A, I, and PM components in continuous recursive constitution; (2) differential extraction, because both parties assign PM to each other and the net PM transfer is the differential between the two PM-components; (3) non-purchasability of Status, because Status exists only within other valuing subjects’ Decision Hubs and cannot be acquired as an Object; and (4) self-reinforcement of Status-PM, because the Objects that constitute an Individual’s Status-PM are themselves valuing subjects whose PM-valuations are influenced by other valuing subjects’ PM-valuations through mimetic transmission. The pathological dynamics (compounding, non-satiation, parasitic extraction) attach specifically to the PM-component of reciprocal valuation. The A and I components of reciprocal valuation are non-pathological: A-valuation satiates when the functional need is met, and I-valuation deepens without producing rivalry. A and I valuations are structurally incapable of overvaluing their Objects because they are tethered to real conditions (deficit states and process-engagement states respectively) whose resolution attenuates the signal. Only PM-valuation is decoupled from any real condition, permitting unbounded inflation. In a PM-free dyadic interaction, both parties value each other precisely in proportion to real A-need and real I-engagement. No extraction occurs because no inflation occurs. Extraction begins if and only if PM enters the reciprocal valuation.

Explanation. A house cannot value you back. A person can. That single difference is why Status works differently from every other form of value assignment. When PM attaches to a house, it inflates the price and that is the end of it. When PM attaches to a person, that person is also assigning value to you and to everyone else, and everyone else’s assignments are influenced by yours, which is influenced by theirs. The whole thing loops. But only the PM-part of the loop is pathological, because only PM can inflate beyond what is real. When a community of tradspeople value each other for genuine skill and reliability, the loop produces healthy mutual recognition, not extraction. It is when the PM-component enters the loop that compounding, non-satiation, and parasitic extraction begin.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.10; Chapter 8, Section 8.10.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from Individual-as-Object Principle, Object definition, Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2), Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Differential Satiation (Axiom 6). Cross-references: Individual-as-Object, Status, Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, Entanglement, Celebrity Ratchet, Unidirectional PM Flow Principle, Net Mimetic Position.



Reciprocity

Reciprocity. Reciprocity is the condition in which two Individuals arrive at convergent reciprocity-percepts through coupled Bayesian ground-resolution operating over a shared Hypothesis Space, where each Individual’s posterior about the fairness of the exchange is updated by the counterpart’s expressed posterior functioning as social-proof evidence, and where the matching of explanations stabilises both posteriors at a coupled-equilibrium value. Reciprocity is therefore a property of the convergence between two I-resolutions, not a property of the underlying value transfer, which proceeds independently of, and unmeasured by, the percept.

Explanation. When two people walk away from an interaction both believing the exchange was fair, what they share is not a measurement of what was actually transferred. It is a matched conclusion, reached by each person’s brain doing the same Bayesian inference over the same set of available explanations, with each person’s expression of their conclusion functioning as evidence that updates the other’s. Reciprocity is the agreement between the two conclusions, not a property of the underlying transfer, which the architecture has already integrated and stripped of its source tags before either conclusion is formed.

Cross-references: Conscious Cognition, I-Override, Confabulation, Source Opacity, Common-Currency Integration, Collective Convergence Mechanism, Source Belief, Mimetic Premium (PM), Reciprocity-Confabulation Principle, Positional Asymmetry Sub-Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.10.5.2; Chapter 8, Section 8.10.5.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Reciprocity Narrative

Reciprocity Narrative. Reciprocity Narrative names the class of Confabulated post-hoc justifications that participants generate for transfers of goods, services, attention, deference, or coercive capacity, and that uniformly attribute the transfer to A-grounded need or I-endorsed value (fair return, earned compensation, mutual benefit, voluntary agreement, legitimate authority) while systematically omitting the M-component that the Decision Hub’s Common-Currency Integration has erased. Reciprocity narratives are content-agnostic completions: they are sincere by the Sincerity Guarantee, internally coherent, and selected from the participant’s representable Hypothesis Space, which under standard cultural conditions does not contain H-mimetic. Their accuracy is orthogonal to the structural outcomes the transactions produce (Truth-Value Orthogonality), which is why population-scale macro-residues remain diagnostic even when every participant’s narrative is incorrect about source. They are the Rung 2 (dyadic-transaction) phenomenon that the Aggregation Gradient identifies as the rung at which most existing concealment analysis has been pitched. Framework-Specific Construct.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.9.8; Chapter 8, Section 8.10.5.3; Chapter 8, Section 8.10.5.4.

Epistemic Status: Derived from Confabulation (Axiom 4), Source Opacity (Axiom 3), and Truth-Value Orthogonality.

Explanation. Whenever you exchange something, money for a house, deference for advice, work for a salary, your vote for a political programme, your brain produces a story about why the trade was fair. The story will sound right. It will be sincere. It will leave out the part where some of what you paid was for status, because your brain cannot see that part. Everyone you exchange with does the same thing. The narratives are what social life runs on, but they are not source-accurate, and the only way to check the system is to step out of any single exchange and look at where wealth, share, and power have actually ended up after many years of these stories being told.

Cross-references: Confabulation, Sincerity Guarantee, Source Opacity, Hypothesis Space, Truth-Value Orthogonality, Macro-Residue Visibility Principle, Aggregation Gradient, Object Parasitism, Mimetic Premium, Knowledge Patch, AIM Vocabulary Acquisition.



Reciprocity-Confabulation Principle

Reciprocity-Confabulation Principle. Where the M-Hypothesis is absent from the shared Hypothesis Space over which two Individuals’ reciprocity-percepts are computed (the pre-AIM condition), the resulting reciprocity-Belief is a Type I Confabulation (Structural Exclusion) by category necessity, regardless of sincerity, ratification, or local rationality, because the unique rational output of Bayesian inference on a Hypothesis Space lacking the correct Hypothesis is a sincere false Belief (Confabulation Rationality Lemma). Where the M-Hypothesis is present (the post-AIM condition), the reciprocity-Belief is no longer Confabulated by category necessity, and may be (a) a non-Confabulated inference where the M-Hypothesis has been checked and rejected on behavioural evidence (Two-Question Diagnostic), (b) Epistemic Suspension where the M-Hypothesis remains live, or (c) a Type II Confabulation (Prior Dominance) where the M-Hypothesis is present but priors remain dominated by A-I attributions. The transition from Type I to Type II is the architectural opening through which non-Confabulated reciprocity becomes possible for the first time, and this transition occurs at the Collective Prior level only as the M-vocabulary spreads through the population.

Explanation. The Reciprocity-Confabulation Principle locates reciprocity-Beliefs within the AIM Framework’s existing Confabulation taxonomy and gives them a temporal structure tied to Knowledge Patch dissemination. Pre-AIM, the Collective Prior excluded M, so reciprocity-percepts could only terminate on A-I explanations supplied by Complexity-as-Concealment infrastructure (merit, deserved authority, mutual benefit, fair exchange), making every pre-AIM reciprocity-Belief a Type I Confabulation under the canonical definition of Confabulation. The historical edifice of fairness-discourse, contract theory, just-exchange ethics, social contract reasoning, and meritocratic justification therefore consists of the unique rational outputs available on a Hypothesis Space that excluded M, not of independent confirmations of reciprocity. Post-AIM vocabulary uptake converts Type I to Type II at the individual level and, as it propagates through the Collective Prior, at the population level, opening the possibility that a reciprocity-percept can become a non-Confabulated inference where the M-Hypothesis has been checked and rejected on behavioural evidence. The Reciprocity-Confabulation Principle is therefore the architectural precondition for any non-Confabulated category of reciprocity to exist in human discourse.

Cross-references: Reciprocity, Confabulation, Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Type I Exclusion (Structural Exclusion), Type II (Prior Dominance), Knowledge Patch, Two-Question Diagnostic, Epistemic Suspension, Collective Prior, Mimetic Premium (PM), Complexity as Concealment, Concealment Necessity, Positional Asymmetry Sub-Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.10.5.4; Chapter 8, Section 8.4.4; Chapter 8, Section 8.7.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.



Reference Set

Reference Set. The Reference Set is the set of Individuals, together with the Objects and standing they hold, against which the Observer computes an Individual’s comparative position and hence the Mimetic valuation of Objects. The composition of the Reference Set is among the Thinker’s priors about the Observer, alongside the identification of which Individuals count as Models and the comparative-position templates under which the Observer computes. The Reference Set is not fixed: its upward-comparable subset changes on every acquisition, occupancy or loss event as the Individual’s standing moves, which is the Reference-Set Reset, and the extent of the Reference Set is set by what the Individual can observe, from the band of known others in the ancestral environment to the visible highlights of a global population.

Explanation. The Reference Set is the crowd a person measures themselves against without noticing: the colleagues, neighbours, rivals and public figures whose possessions and standing fix what counts as being ahead or behind. Nobody chooses who is in the Reference Set, and its membership keeps changing. Each step up brings people who were previously out of reach into range, and a phone brings millions of curated lives into it at once, which is why someone is always visibly ahead.

Distinction from Anchoring Object. An Anchoring Object is a single high-salience Object in which a field’s Mimetic Premium has concentrated, so that every actor in the field computes Status against the Anchoring Object. The Reference Set is the comparison set each Individual computes against; an Anchoring Object is the case in which one reference point dominates the Reference Sets of a whole field.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.5.2; the composition of the Reference Set as a Thinker prior about the Observer at Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Reference-Set Reset, Anchoring Object, Model, Observer, Status, Rung Loss, Mimetic Desire (M).



Reference-Set Reset

Reference-Set Reset. The Reference-Set Reset is the update of the comparison set against which an Individual’s Mimetic valuation of an Object is computed, occurring on each acquisition or occupancy event as the Individual’s standing changes. It is not the root of M’s non-satiation but its expression at the level of the comparison set: because M records Salience rather than a deficit (Differential Satiation Dynamics, Axiom 6), and because the Observer’s domain is unbounded, the set recalibrates upward after every gain, so an achieved M-target yields no durable satisfaction. The Reference-Set Reset has two components, and the second is what distinguishes it from simple decay. In the exit component, the acquired Object leaves the upward-comparable subset of the comparison set, because the Individual’s standing now matches or exceeds the standing previously associated with holding it, and Mimetic valuation of that Object decays on the fast timescale. In the ratchet component, Objects that previously stood too far above the Individual to serve as Models enter the upward-comparable set, because the Individual’s post-acquisition standing has closed the mediation distance to the Models holding them, and Mimetic valuation of those Objects rises. Aggregate mimetic drive is therefore approximately conserved across a Reset event where the ratchet component balances the exit component, increasing where the ratchet component dominates, and decreasing in no regime the architecture admits: the exit component can dominate only on acquisition of the terminal rung of a finite catalogue, which is the apex case (Appendix A, Sections A.9.6 and A.9.9). The Reference-Set Reset stands to two neighbouring results as the third term in a set: the Salience Ratchet Principle explains why the demand to be Salient recurs at all after a fully successful act, the Internal Loop Gain explains why the returns amplify once loop gain exceeds threshold, and the Reference-Set Reset explains what the recurrence attaches to next. Across a loss event the aggregate is likewise not decreasing on timescales short against the standing window, because the lost Object re-enters the upward-comparable set while standing lags (Appendix A, Section A.9.6, the Loss Corollary; Rung Loss).

Explanation. Getting the thing does not end the wanting; it moves the wanting somewhere else, and the reason is that what the mind compares you against is not a fixed list.

Two things happen at once when someone gets what they were after. The thing itself stops mattering much, because they have now caught up with the people who had it. That part is obvious and it is the half everyone notices. The other half is not obvious. Their new position brings a fresh set of people and possessions into view, ones that were previously so far ahead as to be irrelevant, and those now become live comparisons. The wanting does not drain away. It relocates onto the next tier up, which has just come into range.

Put the two together and the ledger never falls. Sometimes what leaves balances what arrives and the total holds steady; often more arrives than leaves and the total climbs. Short of the top rung, there is no setting of the architecture in which it drops. This is why the promotion, the house and the recognition all feel briefly like arrival and then like a starting line, and why the answer is never one more rung.

Distinction from the Mimetic Treadmill. The Mimetic Treadmill is the population-scale dynamic in which rising visibility, comparison and scarcity of Positional Goods cause wM to dominate aggregate AIM Profiles. The Reference-Set Reset is the Individual-level event through which that dynamic operates. The Treadmill is what a population exhibits; the Reference-Set Reset is what happens in one Decision Hub on one acquisition. The Reference-Set Reset is therefore not the Treadmill named at another scale, because the Treadmill additionally requires the visibility and scarcity conditions that the Reference-Set Reset does not.

Distinction from reference-point adaptation. The reference point of the hedonic-adaptation literature is the Individual’s own prior level of satisfaction, and its reset is the return of felt satisfaction toward baseline. The Reference-Set Reset is a change in the membership of the comparison set, which is a different object. It accounts not only for the decay of satisfaction but for which Objects the drive attaches to next, which adaptation alone does not supply. The hedonic mechanism is treated at Chapter 8, Section 8.5.3.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.5.2. Formal treatment at Appendix A, Sections A.5.2 and A.9.6 (the Reset Corollary and the Loss Corollary).

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Established in qualitative form by the Reset Corollary at Appendix A, Section A.9.6; the closed-form rate at which the ratchet component dominates the exit component, and the parameter regime separating conservation from increase, is a named residual task at Appendix A, Section A.9.11.

Cross-references: Mimetic Desire (M), Differential Satiation Dynamics (Axiom 6), Salience Ratchet Principle, Internal Loop Gain, Mimetic Treadmill, Trajectory Futility Theorem, Positional Object, Positional Goods, Status, Object, Observer, Model, Apex position, Structural Restlessness, Object Parasitism (Axiom 5).



Referent

Referent. A Referent is the state of affairs in physical reality that determines whether a Belief is true, and whose contact with an Individual imposes a cost where Belief and state of affairs diverge. Grounding in physical reality is what makes a Referent exogenous to the coupled dynamics of a population: its verdict does not depend on how many Individuals hold the Belief, how strongly they hold it, or for how long, and no degree of agreement alters what physical reality will do. The presence of a Referent and the speed at which its correction arrives are the two axes on which the Decoherence Trichotomy partitions Belief-domains, and the Hardness–Referent Matrix extends that partition to the falsehood side. A Belief may be governed by a live Referent, may have a Referent whose verdict is known and defied (Referent Abandonment), may have one that cannot be reached (Referent Inaccessibility), or may have none constitutively available, which is the aesthetic case.

Explanation. The Referent is the part of physical reality a Belief is about, and the part that settles whether the Belief is right. It is indifferent to agreement. A bridge either carries its load or it does not, whatever the engineers expected and however many of them expected it, and the load is the Referent. Three questions about the Referent carry most of what the AIM Framework says about Belief: whether there is one, whether anyone is consulting it, and how long its correction takes to reach the Individual whose conduct it governs.

Epistemic Status: Framework-general term (canonical).

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.1.

Cross-references: Truth, True Belief, Belief, Hypothesis, Decoherence Time, Decoherence Trichotomy, Hard Truth, Soft Truth, Hardness–Referent Matrix, Referent Abandonment, Referent Absence Property, Referent Blindness, Referent Foreclosure, Referent Inaccessibility, Referent Primacy Principle, Referent-Supplied Coupling, Truth-Tracked Regime, Rule–Referent Principle, Contactless Updating.



Referent Abandonment

Referent Abandonment. The maintenance of a Belief that contradicts an available, traced, decohered Referent, a determinate fact about the world that is known and knowable, whose Truth the world has already returned and made accessible to the Individual. The retained Belief and the abandoned Referent cannot both be true: the Referent has settled the question, and the Belief is the losing side of that settlement, held anyway. Referent Abandonment is the ignoring of an available Truth in favour of a Hypothesis the available Truth has already falsified.

Explanation. Referent Abandonment is holding on to a Belief after reality has already given a clear, checkable answer against it. The true answer is known and available, the world has settled the question, and the Belief is the version that lost, kept alive anyway. The two cannot both be true: to keep the Belief you have to ignore a fact you could check. It is a sincere Belief, not a lie, but it is wrong, and it is held against an answer that is plainly available. Maintaining it is not merely mistaken but unethical, and the reason is that Belief drives action. When you hold a Belief you can check and know to be false, and you share it with others who do not know it is false, you propagate a falsehood into their decisions. Because reality will not bend to the false Belief, acting on it eventually collides with the Truth it denies, and that collision does harm, to those who trusted the Belief and to anyone their actions touch. To hold and spread a Belief you could have checked, once the true answer is available, is therefore to put others in the way of a harm you were in a position to prevent. The mimetic dynamics that cause an Individual to abandon a known Truth in this way are addressed separately (see Mimetic Drive to False Belief).

Cross-references: Mimetic Drive to False Belief, Provenance Rule, Referent Primacy Principle, Appetitive-Deficiency Test, Beneficiary-Deficiency Asymmetry, Reversal Counterfactual, Decoherence Time, Coupling Strength, Confabulation, Mimetic Desire, Source Opacity, Decoherence Regimes, Diversity Referent, Referent Absence Property, Contactless Updating, Standing Test.

The positive limb of the Provenance Rule follows directly: where a decohered Referent is available, obey it. The negative limb instructs suspension of certainty about the endogenous; the positive limb instructs deference to the decohered. Together they close the epistemic loop.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Referent Absence Property

Referent Absence Property. The Referent Absence Property is the result that the Self-Model lacks the World-Model’s structural guarantee of decoherence against reality. Even where exogenous evidence participates in Self-Model formation, three features attenuate its corrective force: (1) mixing, where Source Opacity ensures exogenous evidence is processed identically to endogenous evidence upon entry; (2) contingent decoherence, where whether a decisive reality-contact event will ever arrive for any given identity-element cannot be known in advance; and (3) the evaluative layer, where most identity-relevant content contains evaluative components for which no mind-independent Referent exists. The result is a gradient from reliably-corrected physical Self-Model elements (Referent-Present Content) to effectively uncorrectable evaluative identity-elements (Referent-Absent Content), with the majority of identity-relevant content sitting toward the uncorrectable end. The normative criterion for such content is therefore not accuracy but subcriticality. The Property is what makes the Self-Model’s identity-Content constitutive rather than confabulated: in the source-attribution domain a Referent exists and is merely hidden by Source Opacity, whereas for evaluative identity-Content there is no Referent to reach, so the mechanism’s phenomenologically certain outputs are constructions rather than descriptions.

Distinguishing the two senses of “Referent.” This Property must not be run together with Referent Abandonment or the Diversity Referent, because “Referent” does different work in each, and keeping them apart is exactly what lets a Belief be placed in the right regime. The Referent Absence Property concerns whether an external ground-truth exists at all against which a given item of self-content could be corrected; for evaluative identity-content, none does — the Referent is genuinely absent. Referent Abandonment and the Diversity Referent concern the opposite condition: a determinate fact about the world that is available and has already returned its verdict — such as the non-modality of human variation — which a Belief nonetheless defies. So a self-Model element can be Referent-absent in the first sense (there is no external corrector for “I am the kind of person who belongs here”), while a kind-claim about a population is Referent-abandoned in the second sense (the non-modal distribution is available and is being defied). The first is the absence of a corrector; the second is the defiance of an available verdict. The Hardness–Referent Matrix classifies Beliefs on exactly this second axis (whether a live Referent governs, a decohered Referent is defied, no Referent was ever identified, or no Referent is constitutively available); the Referent Absence Property explains why one whole domain — evaluative self-content — sits in the last of those cells by its nature rather than by neglect.

Explanation. Some of what you believe about yourself can be checked against physical reality, and some cannot. “I can lift this” or “I am afraid of heights” has a reality that pushes back: you try, and the world corrects you. But most of what makes up a sense of self — “I am a generous person,” “I am the sort of person who belongs here,” “my way is the right way” — has no such external check, because it is evaluative, and there is no fact out in the world that settles it. Worse, even the parts that could in principle be checked are handled the same way as the parts that can’t, so the mind cannot tell which is which, and a decisive correction may simply never arrive. The upshot is that the self-model runs mostly on material that reality never grades. This is not a flaw to be fixed by trying harder to be accurate; for most identity-content there is nothing to be accurate about. The sensible standard for such content is not “is it true?” but “is it stable, and does it do no harm?” — which is what subcriticality means. This is a different situation from holding a belief the world has already answered and ignoring the answer (that is Referent Abandonment): here there is no answer to ignore.

Derivation: Chapter 15, Section 15.6; Chapter 15, Section 15.15.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result. Derived in Chapter 15 (The Bayesian Self-Model), §15.6.

Cross-references: Self-Model, Constitutive Narration, Decoherence Regimes, Decoherence Time, Source Opacity, Hardness–Referent Matrix, Referent Abandonment, Diversity Referent, Provenance Rule, Subcriticality.



Referent Blindness

Referent Blindness. Referent Blindness is the property of a structure that selects or transmits Belief while carrying no internal variable for which condition of the Hardness–Referent Matrix’s Referent-governance axis the Belief it circulates stands in, and which therefore treats all four alike: a live Referent governing; a Referent identified and its verdict defied; no Referent ever identified; and no Referent constitutively available. The property is inherited from Content-Agnosticism, the corresponding property of Belief updating under Axiom 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics), and the inheritance carries a change in status. At the scale of the Individual the blindness is architecturally unavoidable, the Decision Hub offering nowhere to place such a variable, which is why the corrective is the Knowledge Patch’s supplied vocabulary rather than a repair to the mechanism. At the scale of a structure deciding what an Individual sees, the blindness is a design choice, since nothing prevents such a structure from carrying a reading of the Referent condition of what it circulates. Derived at Chapter 20, Section 20.4.2.

Distinction from Content-Agnosticism. Content-Agnosticism is the property of the updating mechanism inside one Individual, and it concerns subject matter: the mechanism carries no variable for the Truth, moral value or crisis-potential of what it processes. Referent Blindness is the property of a structure between Individuals, and it concerns Referent condition: the structure carries no variable for whether a governing fact stands behind what it circulates, has been defied, was never sought, or does not exist. The first is a fact about a Decision Hub and cannot be otherwise. The second is a fact about something built and can.

Distinction from the Referent Absence Property. The Referent Absence Property concerns whether an external ground-truth exists at all for an item of self-content, and answers that for evaluative identity-Content none does. Referent Blindness concerns whether a structure can tell that question’s answer apart from the three others, and is silent on which answer is correct in any case. A Referent-blind arrangement circulating genuinely Referent-absent content does no harm by doing so, and the same arrangement circulating a Belief whose Referent has already returned its verdict propagates Referent Abandonment at scale.

Explanation. Some of what circulates is about things the world can settle, some is about things the world has already settled and is being contradicted anyway, some is about things nobody has ever checked, and some is about taste, where there is nothing to check. These are four different situations needing four different responses. A system that ranks and forwards what people see makes no distinction between them: it moves all four the same way, because nothing in it is keeping track of which is which. That is Referent Blindness. In one person’s head, the same indifference is unavoidable and the framework works around it. In a machine built to decide what millions of people see, it is something someone chose, and it could have been chosen otherwise.

Derivation: Chapter 20, Section 20.4.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result.

Cross-references: Hardness–Referent Matrix, Content-Agnosticism, Epistemic Hygiene, Epistemic Suspension, Referent Abandonment, Referent Absence Property, Referent Inaccessibility, Type I Exclusion, Aesthetic Drift Principle, Admissible Indicator, Observability, Knowledge Patch, Concealment Infrastructure, Provenance Rule.



Referent Foreclosure

Referent Foreclosure. The condition of a sincere prediction whose Referent was available and was eliminated by the action the prediction prompted. Where a prediction that an event will occur is acted upon by an intervention that prevents the event, the domain was world-constraining and the verdict was available, and the act of preventing is what removed the occasion on which the verdict would have been returned, so the prediction never collapses out of its superposed classification state. Referent Foreclosure is distinguished from the aesthetic regime, in which no Referent is constitutively available and nothing was removed, and from Referent Abandonment, in which the Referent has returned its verdict and the coupled regime declines to obey it. The non-arrival of the verdict under Foreclosure is the condition the action was taken to produce rather than a defect or a refusal. The Induced-Decoherence Test cannot be constructed on a foreclosed prediction, because that Test requires the predicted event to be permitted at small scale. Foreclosure is a property of the single prediction and not of its class: across many occasions the rate at which the predicted event occurs is world-constraining and decoheres although no member of the rate does.

Explanation. If you predict a disaster and then stop it, you never find out whether you were right. The world would have settled the question, and your own success is what removed the occasion on which it would have settled it. This is different from a question the world could never answer, and different from an answer the world gave that people refuse to accept. Here the answer was coming and the prevention is what cancelled it. The practical sting is that a warning that was correct and acted on, and a warning that was never needed, look exactly the same afterwards. Both leave nothing. The way out is to stop asking about the single case and count the rate across many.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.2.1.

Cross-references: Predictive Superposition Principle, Referent Abandonment, Referent Absence Property, Hardness–Referent Matrix, Induced-Decoherence Test, Decoherence Time, Decoherence Trichotomy, Averted-Cost Opacity Principle, Rule–Referent Principle.



Referent Inaccessibility

Referent Inaccessibility. Referent Inaccessibility is the Decoherence Regime in which a Referent exists and is causally operative but no access path to it yet exists within the available Hypothesis Space, so Belief in the domain proceeds endogenously despite the Referent’s standing existence. Decoherence Time is bounded by the event that opens the access path (characteristically the arrival of an explanatory vocabulary that renders the Referent representable) but the timing of that event is not predictable from within the regime. The paradigm case is gravitation: the Referent existed and governed the motion of bodies throughout history, yet was inaccessible to identification until Newton supplied the vocabulary that rendered it representable, whereupon the domain could be checked against it. The regime is the general form of the development of knowledge over time, of which the recovery of heliocentric structure is a further instance, and of which the identification of Mimetic Desire (real and operative throughout the history of the AIM architecture yet inaccessible under Source Opacity until the mimetic Hypothesis was derived) is the instance this framework concerns. Referent Inaccessibility is distinct from Referent Abandonment: in Inaccessibility the access path never existed until the opening event, whereas in Abandonment the Belief had access and severed it.

Explanation. Sometimes the thing a Belief is about is completely real and has been shaping events all along, but nobody has the concepts needed to see it yet, so whole fields reason as if it weren’t there. The Belief can’t be corrected against it, not because there’s nothing to correct against, but because there’s no way to reach it. Then someone builds the missing idea, the Referent becomes reachable, and the old consensus can finally be checked and folded. Gravity is the clearest case: bodies fell and planets orbited exactly as they do now for the whole of history, but until Newton gave people the concept, there was no way to reach that Referent and check Beliefs against it. This is ordinary in the history of knowledge (the planets went round the sun long before Copernicus gave anyone the means to see it) and Mimetic Desire is the instance this framework is about: real for as long as there have been humans, invisible until now.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.9.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Decoherence Regimes, Referent Abandonment, Aesthetic Drift Principle, Source Opacity, Knowledge Patch, Decoherence Time.



Referent Primacy Principle

Referent Primacy Principle. Where a Decision Hub or a coupled system of Decision Hubs holds a Belief for which an exogenous Referent is available, that is, a determinate fact about the world established by a test of traced provenance that has already decohered against reality, the exogenous Referent takes strict priority over any endogenous positioning the Belief also affords. A Belief held in contradiction of an available decohered Referent is a Confabulation. Choosing the endogenous position over the Referent is neither pragmatically defensible nor principled. It is not a justified trade of Truth for utility, nor a principled stand of any kind. It is simply wrong. It is not epistemically defensible to accept a known Confabulation over acceptance of the Referent.

Explanation. If the world has already answered a question, and the answer was reached by a method you can trace back to a real test rather than to what other people believe, then that answer wins. It wins over how good the Belief feels, over the identity it lets you hold, and over the social position it lets you occupy. The reason this needs stating is that the architecture does not enforce it on its own. A Belief can deliver two separate things at once: a claim about the world, and a place to stand relative to other people. These come bundled, and Source Opacity means the Individual cannot feel which one is generating the value. So the Individual can go on holding a Belief because of the place it gives them long after the world has shown the Belief to be false. At that point the Belief is a Confabulation, a sincere Belief that is wrong, and holding it in the face of an established Referent is not a defensible choice between two open options. One side is known to be false. It is tempting to defend the choice as practical (it does something useful for the person who holds it) or as principled (it stands for something). It is neither. There is no pragmatic justification and no principle that rescues accepting a Belief you know to be false over the fact the world has already settled. It is simply wrong.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Normative complement to the Provenance Rule: where the Provenance Rule instructs doubt toward Beliefs of untraced provenance, the Referent Primacy Principle instructs deference to decohered Referents. Together the two rules close the loop, doubt the endogenous; obey the decohered.

Cross-references: Confabulation, Provenance Rule, Source Opacity, Decoherence Time, Endogenous-Evidence Condition, Referent Absence Property, Epistemic Suspension, Diversity Referent.



Referent-Supplied Coupling

Referent-Supplied Coupling. Referent-Supplied Coupling is the lowest band of the κ intelligibility scale: the regime in which the Evidence stream updating a Belief is dominated by exogenous Referent contact rather than by coupled neighbours’ expressed Beliefs, such that ρ(K_off) ≪ κ_c and the endogenous Evidence fraction f_endo is approximately at or below the classical-domain threshold (~0.2). In this band, Appendix A.11.6 Corollary A applies (Belief-conditioned estimates track the Referent on short Decoherence Time) and the Coupling-Concealment Identity permits source discrimination because κ is too low for endogenous Evidence to swamp Referent signal.

Explanation. Most of what you know here comes from the thing itself, not from what people around you think. Tasting food, weighing goods, reading an instrument, or watching an event unfold supplies Evidence that does not depend on others’ Beliefs about the same question. When someone asks “how much of this is just what everyone else believes?”, the honest answer at this rung is: very little. This is the κ-side counterpart to the Truth-Tracked Decoherence Regime: Referent contact is doing the work.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Coupling Strength, Critical Coupling Strength, Decoherence Regimes, Truth-Tracked Regime, Coupling-Concealment Identity.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.11.



Reflection Problem

Reflection Problem. The Reflection Problem is the identification result that in observational data an endogenous social effect, in which an Individual’s behaviour changes because others’ behaviour changed, cannot be separated from correlated effects, in which Individuals behave alike because they share an environment, or from exogenous effects (Manski, 1993), homophily and contagion being generically confounded in observational social-network studies (Shalizi and Thomas, 2011). The AIM Framework reads the result not as a failure of econometric identification but as an accurate observation of relationally constituted desire: wherever the Mimetic weight wM is non-zero, the partition between an Individual’s own preference and social influence on that preference, which Individualism assumes, does not exist in the data to be recovered, so the Reflection Problem is the empirical signature of Relationalism.

Explanation. Economists have long found that they cannot tell, from watching people, whether friends act alike because they influence one another or because like attracts like and they share the same surroundings. Better data and cleverer statistics have not closed the gap. The framework’s reading is that the gap is not a flaw in the tools: much of what a person wants was taken up from others without their knowing, so there is no clean line between their own preference and the social influence on it waiting to be found.

Derivation: Chapter 19, Section 19.7.

Epistemic Status: Validated Empirical Pattern (Manski, 1993; Shalizi and Thomas, 2011); the relational reading is Framework-Specific.

Cross-references: Relationalism, Individualism, Entanglement, Preconscious Transmission, Source Opacity, Mimetic Desire (M), AIM Weights (wA, wI, wM).



Reflexive Non-Ideology Principle

Reflexive Non-Ideology Principle. The Reflexive Non-Ideology Principle holds that if the AIM Framework ever functions as an ideology, it must be one that dismantles its own Mimetic privileges and refuses to weaponise scarcity or belonging. Access to Appetitive essentials and Intrinsic opportunities must never depend on professing the AIM Framework, and fluency in it cannot become a prestige badge.

Explanation. An account of how Status capture works is an unusually good vehicle for Status capture. The vocabulary is technical, the analysis flatters whoever can perform it, and the people best placed to acquire it are already the better-resourced party — every condition the framework itself identifies as producing a Mimetic Premium. The Reflexive Non-Ideology Principle is the framework applied to itself, and it is stated as a constraint rather than a hope: the moment access to a necessity or an opportunity turns on professing the account, the account has become the thing it describes.

Epistemic Status: Normative Principle. Self-application of the framework’s own results.

Derivation: Chapter 20, Section 20.8.

Cross-references: Mimetic Premium (PM), Status, Appetitive Floors (A-floors), Bounded M, Humane Visibility Principle.



Refusal Without Concession Principle

Refusal Without Concession Principle. The Refusal Without Concession Principle is the result that, in aggression or violence between parties at any scale, from a threatened blow between two Individuals to a war between states, declining to reciprocate violence, or to continue it, refuses in a single act both the framing and the Belief the aggressor brings: the framing that the encounter is a contest of standing to be settled by violence, and the aggressor’s Belief about the claim the violence is meant to win. Mimetic violence pays because observers update on the result of the contest and the winner’s Status rises; refusal leaves no contest and therefore no result, and violence that wins nothing has a strictly negative expected Status outcome, so that where the purpose of the violence is Status, refusal defeats the purpose and short-circuits the engagement itself. Refusal is not concession. Concession accepts the other party’s claim and hands over cooperation; refusal does neither, and is distinguished from concession by four marks every observer can check: stated reasons, withheld cooperation, the non-recognition by other parties of what was taken, and support directed to the refusing party with consequence directed to the aggressor. Because the architecture selects violence where refusal registers as a loss of Status, the Principle holds that declining to reciprocate violence, and declining to continue it, is the highest-Status choice open to a party and is never to be read as a concession of the other party’s Beliefs. Refusal does not by itself stop predation, in which the target is selected because it will not fight back, but it shows what the predation feeds on. By the Eliminative Structure of Crime, where Cascading Support holds the Appetitive and Intrinsic floors of the populations on both sides, a motive to prey on a party that refuses has no Appetitive or Intrinsic source left, and the predation stands exposed as Mimetic. The Object of Mimetic predation is a comparative position, and the predation is denied that Object wherever refusal is read as the highest-Status choice and never as concession; the protection of the Individuals under attack answers the act itself. Refusal to reciprocate is also not refusal to protect: the defensive act that ends an assault in progress is the repair of an open gate rather than a move in the contest, and the Principle leaves it in place.

Explanation. Someone who offers you a fight is offering more than violence. They are offering a game, with its own idea of what the fight is about and what winning means. Hitting back accepts the game. Refusing to hit back, and saying why, declines the game itself. Told “if hitting me will make you feel better, go ahead; I will not hit back”, a would-be attacker who wanted to win standing is left holding a blow that can win nothing, because beating someone who will not fight is not a victory anyone admires, and the fight can end before it starts. Refusing is not giving in. Giving in hands over what was demanded; refusing hands over nothing, goes on with its own business, and says plainly that it does not accept the other side’s claim. It is the harder choice, because everything in us says to answer force with force, and for that reason it deserves the highest regard. Refusal alone may not stop someone who picks a victim because the victim will not fight back. But where everyone on both sides has enough to live on and room for their own pursuits, the only thing left to gain by preying on someone who will not fight is standing, and refusal shows that plainly: there is no standing in beating someone who refused, unless the onlookers mistake refusing for giving in. That is why refusing must never be read as giving in. And refusing to hit back does not mean letting an attack run its course: stopping an attack that is under way is protection, not retaliation.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.15.3; Chapter 16, Section 16.17.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Derived in Chapter 17 (Violence as Architectural Output) §17.15.3 for populations and states, and stated for two Individuals in Chapter 16 (Conflict and Justice) §16.17.

Cross-references: Self-Defence Orthogonality Principle, Mutual-Support Commitment, Cascading Support, Cascading Consequences, Eliminative Structure of Crime, Grievance Belief, Scapegoat Mechanism, Low-Theatre, Status.



Relational Constitution Principle

The Relational Constitution Principle is the empirical claim that while each Individual possesses a physically independent body and an independently operating AIM architecture (Decision Hub, Confabulation system, Bayesian updating), the outputs of that architecture (Self-Model, Beliefs, desires, experienced identity) are constituted as much by the mimetically transmitted inputs of other Individuals as by endogenous signals, such that the Individual cannot function as an autonomous foundational unit for social theory despite being the sole locus of motivational processing. This claim rests on five independently verified empirical findings: (1) mirror neuron systems activate preconsciously at 60-340ms, transmitting others’ goal-directed valuations before conscious awareness can intervene (Axiom 7 Preconscious Transmission); (2) the Decision Hub integrates these mimetic inputs into a Common-Currency Scalar, irreversibly destroying the source decomposition (Axiom 3 Source Opacity); (3) Confabulation generates post-hoc narratives attributing mimetically-acquired desires to autonomous origins; (4) ventral striatum encodes relative rather than absolute rewards, constituting Status as a fundamentally relational quantity; and (5) the wanting-liking dissociation permits mimetic amplification of approach-motivation independent of hedonic satisfaction. The Relational Constitution Principle is therefore not a philosophical position, a metaphor, an ideological commitment, or a metaphysical claim. It is a structural description of how the architecture empirically operates, falsifiable if any of its five empirical premises is disconfirmed.

Explanation. You are physically one person. You cannot be divided in half and still function. Your brain runs its own Decision Hub, your body has its own appetites, and your architecture operates independently of anyone else’s. But what that architecture processes (the desires it integrates, the Beliefs it updates, the Self-Model it constructs) is demonstrably, measurably shaped by other people’s inputs, at speeds faster than consciousness, through mechanisms that destroy the evidence of their own operation. This is not a metaphor about interconnectedness or a philosophical stance about the nature of selfhood. It is what the neuroscience shows: mirror neurons fire within the Transmission Window, the Decision Hub integrates the signal before you are aware of it, and Confabulation covers the tracks. You are the processing unit, not the explanatory atom, and the evidence for this is neural, behavioural, and independently replicable.

Falsification Conditions: Would be falsified if (a) mirror neuron systems do not transmit goal-directed valuations preconsciously; (b) vmPFC integration preserves source tags in the output signal; (c) Confabulation does not occur reliably when subjects identify motivational sources; (d) ventral striatum encodes absolute rather than relative rewards; or (e) the Reflection Problem is resolved by better instruments demonstrating that preference is cleanly partitionable into autonomous and social components.

Derivation: Chapter 19, Section 19.9; Chapter 19, Section 19.1; Chapter 19, Section 19.14.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Relationalism, Preconscious Transmission, Self-Model, Reciprocal Care Principle, Source Opacity.



Relational Inference Principle

Relational Inference Principle. The principle that when the relational Object instantiating a relation between Individuals, or between an Individual and another Object, is not directly observable, the Decision Hub constructs the relational Object by inference from observable configurations of the relata, combining behavioural cues, symbolic markers, and contextual norms, such that the inferred relational Object then enters the valuation architecture through the same A, I, PM decomposition that applies to directly observed Objects.

Explanation. Some relations you can see directly. If two balls are connected by a piece of string, the string is the connection, it is the relation between the balls, and you observe it in the same way you observe the balls themselves. Human relationships are not like that. A marriage is not a physical string you can point to. What you see instead is a configuration, two people in a loving embrace, both wearing wedding rings, sharing a household, introducing each other as spouse. From that configuration you infer the relational Object, their marriage, and from that moment your brain values the marriage as a thing in its own right, just as it would value a directly observed Object. This is why people readily say “they have a good marriage” or “their marriage is in trouble”, they are reporting the value their Decision Hub has assigned to the inferred relational Object, not a shorthand description of the two Individuals separately. The same inference mechanism operates for friendships (inferred from shared time, mutual aid, signs of trust), partnerships (inferred from joint projects, shared decision-making, formal agreements), rivalries (inferred from competitive displays, symmetric escalation, reciprocal hostility), and alliances (inferred from coordinated action, mutual endorsement, shared enemies). Mirror-neuron systems catch the goal-directed configuration preconsciously within the Transmission Window (60 to 340 ms), and mentalising networks elaborate the inferred relational category consciously from approximately 300 to 500 ms onward. The inference step is an access mechanism, not a change in Object-status, once the inferred relational Object is constructed, it is processed by the Decision Hub exactly as if it had been directly observed.

Cross-references: Object, Individual-as-Object, Relational Instantiation Principle, Reciprocal Valuation Property, Preconscious Transmission.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.10.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle, derived from the canonical Object definition and established neural architecture.



Relational Instantiation Principle

Relational Instantiation Principle. The principle that every relation between Objects is itself instantiated by a further Object, the relational Object, which carries properties such as quality, strength, duration, and direction over and above the properties of its relata, and which is valued by the Decision Hub through the same A, I, PM decomposition that applies to any other Object-type. The canonical Object enumeration in Chapter 2, which includes relationships among the Object-types, entails this principle directly. Two consequences follow, first that quality-language applied to relations (“a good relationship”, “a strong partnership”, “a fraying alliance”) reports genuine Decision Hub valuations of the relational Object rather than idiomatic descriptions of its relata, and second that relational Objects can accumulate PM independently of the A and I content of their relata (Section 8.5, Object Parasitism).

Explanation. If you see two balls connected by a single piece of string, the string is the connection between the balls. It is not something on top of the balls, it is not a shorthand for a property of the balls, it is a third Object in the visual field with its own length, tension, colour, and integrity. The string is the relation, and its properties are properties of the relation. If the string snaps, something has happened that is not reducible to anything happening to the balls themselves. Human relationships have the same architectural status, even though you cannot see the string. A friendship, a marriage, a partnership, or a rivalry is the relation between the two Individuals, a third Object with its own quality, strength, duration, and direction, and with its own value both to the people it connects and to third-party observers. This is why relationships can improve or deteriorate while the people do not change, the relational Object is what is being evaluated, and it has its own condition. When people say “they have a good relationship”, they are not making a loose statement about the two people, they are reporting the value of the relational Object that connects them. The access route differs from the string case, in human relationships the relational Object is inferred from observable configurations of the relata rather than directly perceived, but its Object-status is the same (see Relational Inference Principle).

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.10.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle, derived from the canonical Object definition. No new axioms required.

Cross-references: Object, Individual-as-Object, Relational Inference Principle, Reciprocal Valuation Property, Object Parasitism.



Relational Specificity Principle

Relational Specificity Principle. Of the components of the valuation an Individual directs at an Individual-as-Object, only the I-engagement whose Object is that Individual is specific to that Individual. The A-component is substitutable, because any Individual who meets the same deficit satisfies it. The Mimetic Premium component is substitutable, because its Referent is comparative and any candidate carrying more Salience displaces it. The I-contribution the Individual makes to engagement with other Objects is substitutable, because it is bounded by that contribution and any Individual contributing equally supplies it. The I-engagement whose Object is the Individual is not substitutable, because it consists of the accumulated history of Ground-Resolution on that one Individual and the unresolved residue that Individual continues to present, neither of which transfers to another. Only that engagement can therefore carry a relationship indefinitely.

Explanation. Almost anyone suitable can meet your bodily needs, the status someone brings you is always open to being outdone by someone more impressive, and a good tennis partner can be replaced by another good tennis partner. What you have with a particular person, everything you have learned of each other and everything still left to discover, belongs to that person and cannot be moved to anyone else. That is why lasting relationships are with someone rather than with a type. The principle holds for friendship and kinship as well as for romantic partnership.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.15.4; applied to friendship at Section 9.17.2 and to kinship at Section 9.18.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result. Derived from Differential Satiation (Axiom 6), the Reciprocal Valuation Property, and the non-satiation of the I-process. Not an additional axiom.

Cross-references: Individual-as-Object, Reciprocal Valuation Property, Differential Satiation Dynamics (Axiom 6), Curiosity, Boredom, Mimetic Premium (PM), PM Fungibility Principle, Audience-Removal Test, Collaborator Subtype, Push-Pull Obligation Principle.



Relational Subcriticality Principle

Relational Subcriticality Principle. The Relational Subcriticality Principle is the identity that the relational constitution of Self-Models and the subcriticality condition of the field are one object seen from two directions, not two facts: the couplings through which Individuals mutually constitute one another’s Self-Models are identically the loops whose Loop Gain must remain below the critical threshold for the field to persist. It follows that a deformed Self-Model left un-re-fit is simultaneously a damaged constituent of the field (relational aspect) and a loaded loop raising the field’s gain toward the next crossing (subcriticality aspect), and that the field’s own persistence condition therefore requires the correction of every Self-Model a perturbation deforms, no node excluded, the perpetrator included. The principle grounds the field-correction obligation from which Cascading Support and Cascading Consequences are derived.

Plain language. The way people are woven into each other, each person’s sense of self being built partly out of the others around them, and the condition that keeps a community stable, its feedback loops staying below the runaway threshold, are not two separate things. They are the same web of connections looked at in two ways. So when a Harm damages people across a community, leaving anyone’s damage un-repaired is both a tear in the web and a loaded spring pushing the community toward its next crisis, which is why the community has to repair everyone the Harm touched, the victim’s circle and the wrongdoer alike, to hold itself together.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.14; Chapter 16, Section 16.19.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Derived in Chapter 16 (Conflict and Justice), third movement, from the relational constitution of the Self-Model (Bayesian Self-Model chapter, carried into the Relationalism chapter) and Subcriticality Maintenance.

Cross-references: Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Loop Gain, Coupling Strength, Field-Correction Obligation, Cascading Support, Cascading Consequences, Self-Model, Relationalism, Trauma, Collective Fixed Point.



Relationalism

Relationalism is the ontological and methodological position, derived from the Relational Constitution Principle, that social theory must treat the relationally constituted Individual (rather than the autonomous Individual of Individualism) as its foundational unit. Relationalism holds that because mimetic transmission is preconscious (Axiom 7), source-opaque (Axiom 3), and reciprocally co-determining (Entanglement), any framework that begins from the autonomous Individual systematically misattributes coupled phenomena as autonomous ones and cannot recover explanatory adequacy without incorporating the relational constitution of desire, Belief, and identity. Relationalism contrasts with Individualism not by denying the Individual’s physical independence or architectural separateness, but by denying that these properties entail explanatory autonomy. Critically, Relationalism is an empirically grounded position: the relational constitution it describes is measured in milliseconds of neural activation, demonstrated through observability-manipulation experiments, and manifested in the chronic empirical failure to separate homophily from contagion in observational data (the Reflection Problem), which AIM reframes not as a measurement failure but as an accurate observation of how desire actually works.

Explanation. Individualism says society is built from autonomous individuals whose preferences, choices, and identities are their own. Relationalism says the same physically independent individuals exist, but their inner lives (what they want, who they think they are, what they believe is true) are so deeply shaped by other people that treating them as self-contained units produces systematic errors in every field that tries it: economics, psychology, law, political philosophy. This is not an ideological preference for collectivism over individualism, and it is not a philosophical stance about the metaphysics of personhood. It is what the empirical evidence requires. Mirror neurons fire before consciousness arrives. The Decision Hub integrates mimetic inputs and destroys the source tags. Confabulation fills in a story of autonomous choice. The Reflection Problem persists not because our instruments are bad but because desire genuinely is relationally constituted. You do not stop being a separate person under Relationalism. You stop being a self-explanatory one, and you stop for empirical reasons, not philosophical ones.

Falsification Conditions: Would be falsified if the Relational Constitution Principle is falsified on any of its five empirical premises, or if methodological individualism demonstrably produces equivalent or superior explanatory and predictive adequacy to relational models across domains where AIM predicts systematic individualist failure (peer effects research, positional goods markets, mimetic crisis dynamics, status-driven consumption).

Derivation: Chapter 19, Section 19.9.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Relational Constitution Principle, Individualism, Reciprocal Care Principle.



Relative-Position Computation Principle

Relative-Position Computation Principle. The Relative-Position Computation Principle states that the architecture contains no Object-class-specific or human-specific positional module; instead, the Observer computes a signed relative-position estimate of the Individual against any agent the Thinker has parsed and represented as an agent, using a single position-computation operation indifferent to the agent’s class. The agent-type categories over which this computation runs (Prey, Predator, Rival, Collaborator, and any other categories the Thinker constructs and maintains) are not architectural primitives but are Thinker-maintained constructions; the positional computation itself privileges no category. Because the computation is agent-class-neutral, the same operation that tracks relative-standing against a human rival also tracks relative-standing against a predator to be evaded, a prey target to be assessed, or a collaborator whose contribution is to be estimated. The Thinker’s resolution of the Scalars to which this computation contributes commits posteriors about each encountered agent to the Belief Register, and those posteriors persist across encounters as positional residues that bias future Salience weighting through the Observer’s read of the Belief Register (Chapter 4, Sections 4.4.7 and 4.4.8). The computation’s directionality (that it presses upward and yields downward only under duress) is not posited at the level of the Observer but is inherited from Differential Satiation Dynamics (Axiom 6); a falling reading among conspecifics carries the sign of a reading against a predator, because a fall acquires the criteria that make an agent Prey (Chapter 10, Section 10.3.5): the survival function that M-escalation serves is satisfied by rising relative position, not by a fixed absolute level, which makes the upward direction structurally privileged at the level of the whole system even though the Observer’s computation is itself directionally symmetric.

Explanation. Your brain does not have one gauge for “how do I rank against other people” and a different one for animals or threats. It has a single relative-position tracker, and it runs that same tracker against any entity the thinking mind has classified as an agent, whether that entity is a human rival, an apex predator, a prey animal, or a market. The specific categories (Prey, Predator, Rival, Collaborator) are labels maintained by the thinking mind, not separate circuits in the observing system. What this means in practice is that the same positional machinery that makes someone desperately conscious of their status among colleagues also runs when they encounter a bear, a charging dog, or (given the right cultural framing) the stock market. The direction in which the computation presses (upward, toward relative advantage) is not wired into the position-tracking machinery itself but follows from the broader survival architecture: there is no satiation point for relative supremacy, so the whole system is biased toward rising rather than stabilising.

Cross-references: Category Construction Corollary, Observer (M input channel), Thinker (I), Belief Register, Differential Satiation Dynamics.

Derivation: Chapter 10, Section 10.3.5; Appendix A, Section A.10.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.



Rental Trap

Rental Trap: The condition in which non-owners pay PM indirectly through rental markets structured by ownership-market PM, such that avoiding PM(ownership) through rental does not avoid PM-extraction but merely changes its form.

Explanation. Rental markets do not escape PM, they are structured by it. Rental prices are set by what owners can extract, which includes their PM-capture expectations. Renters pay PM indirectly through rents set against ownership-market comparables, landlord extraction calibrated to ownership-market returns, and tenure structures preserving owner optionality rather than renter A-stability.

The Rental Trap means that neither purchasing (PM-direct) nor renting (PM-indirect) provides PM-free A-access in M-escalated housing markets. PM-free housing access requires structures that decouple shelter-provision from both ownership-status and ownership-market pricing.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.13.2.

Cross-references: Mimetic Premium (PM), Housing PM Decomposition, A-Floor Erosion Principle, Ownership Signal.



Replacement Requirement (RR)

The Replacement Requirement (RR) is the principle that critiques of a general theory must take one of three forms to constitute valid grounds for rejection: (1) identify a specific false prediction the theory generates, (2) demonstrate internal inconsistency within the theory’s axioms or derivations, or (3) provide an alternative theory with equal or greater scope and precision, such that critiques which fail all three conditions are incomplete objections regardless of their rhetorical force.

Explanation. RR is not a shield against criticism, it is a quality filter on criticism. A general theory that generates predictions across multiple domains invites objections from specialists in each domain, and many such objections take the form “this seems wrong” or “our field doesn’t think this way” without identifying a false prediction, an inconsistency, or a better theory. RR does not dismiss these responses; it asks them to complete themselves. If AIM predicts that housing markets exhibit a five-stage bubble structure and a housing economist objects, the objection must point to a specific prediction that fails (falsification), a step in the derivation that contradicts another AIM axiom (inconsistency), or an alternative framework that accounts for the same phenomena with equal or greater precision (replacement). “This is not how housing economists think about bubbles” fails all three conditions and is therefore an incomplete objection, potentially the beginning of a valid critique, but not yet one. See Completeness Criterion for General Theory Status and Mimetic Deflection.

Derivation: Chapter 3, Section 3.4.1; Chapter 3, Section 3.4.4.

Epistemic Status: Metatheoretical Principle.

Cross-references: Mimetic Deflection.



Representational Realism

Representational Realism is the philosophical commitment that theoretical constructs, including unobserved or latent variables such as AIM Weights (wA, wI, wM), Source Opacity, and the Mimetic Premium (PM), refer to real features of the world that exist independently of whether they are currently observed or measured, such that the constructs’ validity depends on their capacity to generate accurate, falsifiable predictions about observable phenomena rather than on direct observation of the constructs themselves.

Explanation. Many of AIM’s core constructs are not directly visible, you cannot open a skull and see Source Opacity, nor can you read AIM Weights off a brain scan in real time. Representational Realism says this is fine, so long as the constructs generate predictions that can be tested against things we can observe: choice behaviour, price patterns, crisis trajectories, fMRI activation differences under experimental manipulation. The position is standard in mature sciences, electrons, gravitational fields, and inflation expectations are all theoretical constructs validated by their predictive success rather than direct observation. AIM adopts Representational Realism to make clear that “we can’t directly see wM” is not an objection to the framework any more than “we can’t directly see an electron” is an objection to quantum mechanics. What matters is whether the construct, when plugged into the theory, produces predictions that survive testing. See AIM Weights (wA, wI, wM), Mimetic Premium (PM), Source Opacity. Metatheoretical Commitment.

Cross-references: AIM Weights (wA, wI, wM), Mimetic Premium (PM), Source Opacity.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.2.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Repulsion Architecture

Repulsion Architecture. Repulsion Architecture is institutional design that makes apex governance positions structurally unattractive to M-dominant Individuals by eliminating the M-rewards (visibility, prestige, comparative standing, legacy) the position could otherwise deliver, while preserving the I-care rewards (direct access to the governed population’s welfare, continuous feedback about restoration outcomes, institutional protection from M-contamination) that I-care-led Individuals find rewarding. Key design features include functional anonymity (public sees role labels, not names or faces), blind competence-filtered selection (anonymised dossiers, no prestige markers), short staggered tenure (preventing prestige accumulation), and motivational-failure dismissal (M-behaviour actively penalised).

Explanation. Repulsion Architecture does not try to identify and reject status-seekers. Instead, it redesigns the job so that there is nothing for a status-seeker to gain. If no one knows who you are, you cannot build prestige. If tenure is short, you cannot accumulate lasting power. If M-behaviour gets you dismissed, you cannot perform for an audience. Status-seekers look at this position and see nothing they want. People who genuinely care about the population’s welfare look at it and see exactly what they want, direct access to making things better, without the corrupting effects of fame and power.

Cross-references: Care-at-Apex Governance Corollary, Care-Substitution Test, Universal Care Claim (as Confabulation Signature), Leadership Compression Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 20, Section 20.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from the Care-at-Apex Governance Corollary and the Motivational Governance thought-experiment.



Restoring Node

Restoring Node. A Restoring Node is a structure added to the architecture from outside, carrying a state variable that is not already in the system and whose feedback opposes the quantity it measures, and it is the only route by which the Saddle-Node Default can be converted into a sustained corrective cycle. A candidate qualifies as a Restoring Node when three conditions hold jointly: Novelty, that it introduces a state variable with dynamics of its own rather than attenuating an existing coupling; Closure, that the variable’s feedback acts on a coupling in the Internal Loop Gain; and Sign, that the action is restoring rather than amplifying. Qualification is distinct from conversion: a qualifying node alters the bifurcation type only at moderate gain and lag, and it fails to convert through under-gain, which leaves the terminus unaltered while producing every appearance of working, through over-gain, which suppresses the Observability that carries legitimate social learning, or through over-lag, which documents the Fold rather than preventing it. Because Source Opacity makes the damping quantity unmeasurable from within the architecture, a Restoring Node must be external in the measurement sense, which is to say the reading of its own state must be produced somewhere other than by itself.

Explanation. Left alone, the architecture has no brake. Something has to be added from outside that watches how fast things are going and pushes back harder the faster they go, in the way a thermostat does for a room. Three things have to be true of it: it has to contain something that changes in response to what it sees, that change has to push on the part of the system that actually drives the trouble, and it has to push against rather than with. Meeting all three makes it the right kind of thing. Whether it is strong enough and quick enough to work is a further question, and a structure can be the right kind of thing and still be too weak or too slow to matter.

Derivation: Chapter 20, Section 20.3.1; Chapter 20, Section 20.2; Appendix A, Section A.5.3; Appendix A, Section A.5.7.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Novelty, Closure, Sign, Governed Band, Saturation Hold, Institutional Buffering, Incidental Buffer Principle, Saddle-Node Default, Hopf Sub-Case, Internal Loop Gain, Counterfeit Limit Cycle, Subcriticality Precondition, Source Opacity, Observability Matrix.



Restriction-Induced Concentration Factor

Restriction-Induced Concentration Factor (ρ(ℋ)\rho(\mathcal{H})). The Restriction-Induced Concentration Factor is a scalar measure of the degree to which a restricted Hypothesis Space concentrates the Bayesian posterior relative to the unrestricted posterior. Two operationalisations are tractable: the KL-divergence form ρ(ℋ)=exp⁡(DKL(P*∥Pℋ))\rho(\mathcal{H}) = \exp(D_{KL}(P^{*}\|P^{\mathcal{H}})), where P*P^{*} is the unrestricted posterior over the full ℋ*\mathcal{H}^{*} (including HMH_M) and PℋP^{\mathcal{H}} is the restricted posterior; and the dimensionality form ρ(ℋ)=|ℋ*|/|ℋ|\rho(\mathcal{H}) = |\mathcal{H}^{*}|/|\mathcal{H}|. Both make ρ=1\rho = 1 when no restriction applies and ρ>1\rho > 1 when the Hypothesis Space omits relevant Hypotheses.

Explanation. This factor measures how much damage the missing Hypothesis does to your Belief system. If you have all the relevant Hypotheses available (including “this wanting might be mimetically driven”), then the factor is one and there is no distortion. If the M-Hypothesis is absent from your Hypothesis set, then the Bayesian posterior is forced to assign all of that Hypothesis’s probability mass to the remaining ones, concentrating the posterior on explanations the unrestricted analysis would deprecate. The larger the concentration, the larger the factor, and the larger the Slow-Layer Loop Gain. AIM Vocabulary Acquisition reduces the factor by adding the M-Hypothesis to the Hypothesis set, which is one of the two slow-layer channels through which the Knowledge Patch operates.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.5.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Parameter. Source: Appendix A.5.6.

Cross-references: Hypothesis Space, Confabulation Rationality Lemma, AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, Knowledge Patch, Slow-Layer Loop Gain, Fast-to-Slow Coupling, Evidence-Emission Coefficient.



Revelation Effect

Revelation Effect. The Revelation Effect is the phenomenon whereby M-shock involuntarily reveals the M-composition of the prior Self-Model by removing the reference group against which M-grounded identity elements were defined, exposing as M-dependent those elements the Individual had experienced as I-grounded or A-grounded, thereby functioning as an involuntary version of the Two-Question Diagnostic.

Explanation. The Revelation Effect is what happens when you change social environments and discover that things you thought you genuinely loved, your career, your neighbourhood, your lifestyle, lose their appeal when the audience changes. The change did not take away the activity; it took away the comparison group. If the motivation collapses, it was M-grounded all along. The disruption revealed what the Two-Question Diagnostic is designed to test.

Cross-references: Self-Model Disruption, Therapeutic Window, I-Emergence, Two-Question Diagnostic, Object Parasitism.

Derivation: Chapter 15, Section 15.7.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from the Self-Model Disruption Principle and Object Parasitism (Axiom 5).



Reversal Counterfactual

A diagnostic test that closes the A-channel explanation for a group’s sustained Belief by asking whether the sustaining party would maintain the Belief if their own position were reversed, that is, if they occupied the position of those on whom the Belief’s disadvantage falls. Where the answer is no, the reversal test confirms that the Belief is not serving the sustaining party’s genuine appetitive interests. A Belief held to protect a genuine appetitive deficit survives reversal because the deficit survives reversal; the Belief’s content addresses a real bodily need or material shortfall that persists regardless of who holds which social position. A positional Belief (one that transfers advantage to the believer) does not survive reversal because the transfer of advantage does not survive placing the believer in the disadvantaged position.

The Reversal Counterfactual and the Appetitive-Deficiency Test (Sections 18.6.3 and 18.9.10) are complementary closures. The Appetitive-Deficiency Test closes the A-channel by observing the distribution of advantage; the Reversal Counterfactual closes it by a thought-experiment about the stability of the Belief under position-swap. Both converge on Mimetic Desire as the residual maintenance mechanism in cases of Referent Abandonment. Together they identify the Beneficiary-Deficiency Asymmetry as the structural signature of Referent Abandonment across unrelated domains.

Explanation. To test whether a Belief is really about someone’s genuine needs, ask: would they still hold it if they swapped places with the people it disadvantages? A Belief that protects a real need survives the swap, because the need travels with the person. A Belief that merely hands its holder an advantage collapses the moment you picture them on the losing side, which shows the Belief was about position, not need.

Cross-references: Referent Abandonment, Appetitive-Deficiency Test, Beneficiary-Deficiency Asymmetry, Mimetic Desire, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Two-Question Diagnostic.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.9.11.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Revenge Cascade

Revenge Cascade. The self-propagating chain in which an act of retributive elimination, by discharging one loaded loop, inflicts a fresh Harm on an Individual who sits in a field of their own, deforming the Self-Models anchored to that Individual and loading their interfaces, so that the avenged wrong becomes the next avenger’s perturbation and the next loaded loop’s ignition. Because each discharge is itself a perturbation rather than a subtraction, the cascade does not terminate at satisfaction but reproduces across the field and across generations; the multi-decade feud and the multi-generational blood-vendetta are the Revenge Cascade observed at length. The cascade is the field-scale expression of the failure mode that Revenge Overdetermination describes at the level of the single impulse, and it is the mechanism by which a single Harm becomes a standing condition of a field rather than a discrete event. It is interrupted not by completion, which is unreachable because the Mimetic channel does not satiate (Axiom 6), but by the field-correction obligation discharged through Cascading Support and Cascading Consequences, which absorb the perturbation into the field rather than relaying it onward, together with the institutional design that holds the relevant loops sub-critical.

Explanation. Revenge does not end a conflict; it hands it on. When someone avenges a wrong by destroying the person who did it, that act is itself a wrong against everyone connected to the person destroyed, and it shakes their sense of who they are exactly as the original wrong shook the avenger’s. So they now carry the loaded, grief-driven impulse the avenger carried, and they pass it on in turn. That is the Revenge Cascade, and it is why feuds last decades and blood-vendettas last generations: each round of vengeance is not the closing of the account but the opening of the next one. The lesson is blunt. Paying a wrong back never clears it, it copies it. The only thing that actually reduces the total damage in a community is repairing the people the wrong deformed, on both sides, rather than adding a new wrong on top. And none of this means the grief is not real or that the bereaved should just put up with it. The pain of the loss is real and severe, and it has a proper pathway, the slow work of processing it through grief, therapy, and other therapeutic support, which is how the damage is actually repaired. Retribution feels like it would help, but it does not repair anything in the person seeking it; it only passes the harm on. So the kind response and the correct response turn out to be the same one: get the pain treated and the loss supported, rather than chase a relief that revenge can never actually deliver.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.12.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result, derived from the Field-Correction Obligation, Self-Model Trauma, and the Loop Gain stability condition.

Cross-references: Revenge Overdetermination, Harm, Trauma, Self-Model, Loop Gain, Differential Satiation Dynamics (Axiom 6), Field-Correction Obligation, Cascading Support, Cascading Consequences, Relational Subcriticality Principle, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Scapegoat Mechanism, Non-Malice Corollary.



Revenge Overdetermination

Revenge Overdetermination. The result that the revenge impulse is the overdetermined joint output of four mechanisms the framework already establishes, fused by Source Opacity into a single imperative the Individual experiences as self-authored moral duty. The four drivers are (1) a Self-Model perturbation, the contradicting evidence delivered by the wrong, which defaults to anomaly-processing demanding closure, with the magnitude of the perturbation setting the magnitude of the demand (2) Agent-Based Causal Default attribution (Axiom 9), which routes the perturbation to an agent, correct at the level of proximate cause in the killing case and frictionless for that reason (3) a non-satiating position-restoration drive (Axiom 6), which seeks to lower or remove the agent and, where the loss is irreversible, finds no act that closes the deficit, so the drive pushes past redress toward elimination and (4) a loaded loop, the avenger-agent interface whose loop gain is carried above its critical value by high Coupling Strength and maximal Salience, so the wrong functions as the perturbation that tips it super-critical and the impulse compounds rather than decaying. The limiting case is the murder of a loved one, in which the lost Individual was a load-bearing node of the avenger’s relationally constituted Self-Model, driving all four drivers to their ceilings; the same structure scales down through grave non-fatal wrongs to ordinary personal slights, with the interface’s loop gain determining whether a given slight decays or escalates into a feud. Confabulation under Source Opacity (Axioms 3 and 4) resolves the fused signal as maximal-grade moral ground, so the impulse presents as sacred duty. The result carries a normative corollary, and the corollary is that the explanatory completeness of the account is a warning rather than a licence: the impulse is a failure mode of the architecture, not a moral authority, and the force with which it presents as sacred duty is the symptom by which the failure mode is recognised, not evidence of its rightness. Because the impulse demands the agent’s elimination with maximal force precisely when the loss is greatest, and because acting on it loads the loop further, writes fresh Trauma into the agent’s field, and propagates the very perturbation the wrong began through the Revenge Cascade, it cannot be treated as acceptable in any circumstances; it is to be understood as a failure mode, engineered around by institutional design that holds the loop sub-critical, and resisted by the Individual in whom it arises. The debt to society the impulse invokes is confabulated, while the real obligation runs to the deformed field and is discharged by Cascading Support and Cascading Consequences, so that the perturbation is absorbed by the field rather than amplified through it.

Explanation. Revenge feels like one overwhelming thing, a sacred duty to set right what was done, but architecturally it is several things at once that the brain cannot tell apart. A wrong from someone shakes your sense of who you are, your brain pins the blame on the person who did it, the status part of you wants to pull that person down to undo the damage, and because you and they are locked in a tight, attention-saturated relationship, the whole thing feeds back on itself and grows instead of fading. All four arrive blended into one signal you cannot unpick, so it presents as pure righteous purpose. The clearest case is the murder of someone you love, because that person was part of how you understood yourself, so every driver is maxed out, and since the loss can never be undone, nothing short of destroying the killer feels like enough. The same machinery, turned down low, powers an office grudge or a family feud over a slight nobody can even remember; the only difference is how hard the wrong hit and how tightly wound the relationship already was. The sting in the tail is that the feeling, however real, is not a reliable guide to what is owed. What a serious wrong actually requires is repairing everyone it damaged, the victim’s circle first and the wrongdoer’s circle too, not destroying the person the impulse points at, which only spreads the damage further.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.12.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result, derived from Self-Model Trauma, Axioms 3, 4, 6, and 9, and the Loop Gain stability condition.

Cross-references: Revenge Cascade, Self-Model, Trauma, Agent-Based Causal Default, Differential Satiation Dynamics (Axiom 6), Loop Gain, Coupling Strength, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Non-Malice Corollary, Cost-Shifting Principle, Field-Correction Obligation, Cascading Support, Cascading Consequences, Relational Subcriticality Principle.



Right

A right, in AIM, is the standing claim against the harm that would otherwise coerce: the protected negative space of A-harm, I-harm, or M-harm. Rights are derived, not granted; each names the condition whose absence would make a choice unfree.

Explanation. Because coercion is the overriding of intrinsic evaluation by A-harm, I-harm, or M-harm, each right is the protected condition whose removal would coerce. The three source-specific rights (A-rights, I-rights, M-rights) and their correlative duties follow directly; stated together as a single standing of the person, they are Dignity.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (normative).

Cross-references: Duty, Harm, Dignity, A-Rights, I-Rights, M-Rights, Coercion.



Rival

Rival is an agent-type category in human causal cognition characterising entities pursuing the same scarce resources or positional goods, agents whose goal-directed behaviour targets objects, status positions, or opportunities that cannot be simultaneously possessed by multiple parties, triggering detection systems that assess relative position, competitive capability, and likelihood of zero-sum conflict over the contested target.

Explanation. Rival-detection evolved to identify same-target pursuit, situations where another agent’s success directly reduces the observer’s probability of acquisition, requiring competitive strategies rather than cooperative or defensive ones. The cognitive systems implementing rival-detection compute relational variables: relative capability (can they outcompete me?), goal overlap (are we pursuing the same target?), and positional dynamics (who is ahead in the competition?). Rival-detection differs from predator-detection (which signals danger requiring avoidance) and prey-detection (which signals extraction opportunity), rivals are neither threats to survival nor vulnerable targets, but competitive equals or near-equals contesting scarce resources or status positions. In modern environments, rival-detection interfaces extensively with mimetic desire systems because mimetic transmission produces same-target convergence, when multiple agents acquire desires by observing the same models, they become rivals by definition, competing for positionally scarce goods (prestige, status, recognition) even when material resources are abundant. (Framework-Specific Construct, drawing on evolutionary game theory and rivalry research)

Derivation: Chapter 10, Section 10.2.2; Chapter 11, Section 11.13.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Agent-Type Vector, Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9), Predator, Prey, Collaborator.



Rival-Constitution Principle

Rival-Constitution Principle. The Rival-Constitution Principle states that in any relationship of internal mediation the rival is architecturally embedded in the Subject’s Self-Model as the constitutive reference point against which M-grounded self-valuation is computed, so that the Individual’s identity is partially defined by contrast with the rival and the dependence deepens with proximity and similarity. It has three structural consequences: mimetic rivals converge behaviourally while each Self-Model insists on maximal differentiation; resentment of the rival operates as Self-Model maintenance; and removal of the rival produces Self-Model disruption disproportionate to the rival’s apparent significance, followed by the identification of a replacement. The concealment of this constitutive dependence is the Romantic Lie of Self-Constitution.

Explanation. A rival is not only someone you compete with; part of who you take yourself to be is defined against them. That is why close rivals end up wanting and doing the same things while each insists they are nothing alike, why the hostility feels like protecting yourself, and why beating or losing a rival can leave an emptiness that is soon filled by finding a new one.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.10.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Rival, Self-Model, Self-as-Object, Social Constitution Corollary, Romantic Lie, Individual-as-Object, Rival-Replacement Ratchet, Mimetic Repulsion.



Rival-Replacement Ratchet

Rival-Replacement Ratchet. The Rival-Replacement Ratchet is the non-terminating, upward-only dynamic in which the removal or surpassing of a rival does not discharge the rivalry but reconstitutes it against a higher-Status replacement, so that each cycle of rival-removal and replacement ratchets the comparison set upward. Two features are architecturally fixed: the replacement is not an arbitrary Object but a higher-Status one, because Status-tracking is asymmetric and attention and deference flow upward; and the replacement is identified rapidly, because the Confabulation architecture does not tolerate an unresolved Information Gap, so the Individual finds themselves focused on a new competitor and experiences that focus as independently motivated. It is the Reference-Set Reset read at the level of rivals rather than Objects, and the same counting asymmetry gives it its direction.

Explanation. Beating a rival does not end the rivalry; it moves it up. The moment one competitor is out of the way, the mind finds the next one, always someone higher than the last, and treats the new fixation as if it had chosen it. That is why success at competition feels like arrival for a moment and then like a fresh starting line against a stronger opponent.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from Axiom 6 (Differential Satiation Dynamics), the Reference-Set Reset, the Relative-Position Computation Principle and Axiom 4 (Confabulation).

Cross-references: Reference-Set Reset, Salience Ratchet Principle, Rival, Rung Loss, Information Gap Principle, Relative-Position Computation Principle.



Romantic Lie

The Romantic Lie is the culturally transmitted Belief that desires originate autonomously within the Individual, denying or minimizing the role of Mimetic Desire in shaping what people want, thereby preserving the phenomenology of authentic selfhood while systematically concealing mimetic transmission.

Explanation. The Romantic Lie is René Girard’s term for the cultural narrative that desires are self-generated expressions of authentic individuality rather than socially transmitted through mimetic mechanisms. The “lie” is not deliberate deception but a structural misattribution enabled by Source Opacity, because source-tags are discarded during integration, and by Preconscious Transmission, because mimetic acquisition occurs preconsciously, so that individuals genuinely experience their desires as autonomous. The “Romantic” designation references the Romantic movement’s elevation of individual authenticity, originality, and spontaneous feeling as the foundation of selfhood. In AIM terms, the Romantic Lie is the culturally dominant confabulation that attributes M-driven choices to I or A. It is sustained across generations because it is phenomenologically compelling (desires do feel self-generated), socially functional (it enables coordination around shared narratives of authenticity), and architecturally necessary (without explicit vocabulary for source-tagging, no alternative explanation is available). The Romantic Lie explains why mimetic theory has been repeatedly discovered and forgotten: each time the mimetic mechanism is exposed, cultural resistance reasserts the autonomous-desire narrative because the alternative (that much of what we want is copied from others) threatens foundational narratives of selfhood, moral responsibility, and individual merit. (Framework-Specific Construct)

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.12.5; Chapter 9, Section 9.15.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Mimetic Desire (M), Source Opacity, Authenticity Belief, Mimesis.



Rule–Referent Principle

Rule–Referent Principle. The Rule–Referent Principle is the result that a rule is legitimate where the Content-Belief it rests on, that the conduct the rule reaches causes a Harm or raises the rate at which one occurs, has a live Referent in the conduct the rule reaches; where that Referent, or the rate in which it consists, is made known with the rule to the Individuals it binds; and where the rule is reviewed as that rate moves. A domain whose Referent has no joints, as human variation has none under the Diversity Referent, admits rules against carving and none that carve, and a domain in which no Referent is constitutively available, the aesthetic regime, admits no rule except where conduct in it reaches a live Referent elsewhere. The Principle follows from the Provenance Rule and its positive limb, under which a rule that names its Referent is a command whose provenance can be traced; from the Cost-Provenance Test, under which a rule whose Belief no live Referent governs draws the Cost of its maintenance from the Individuals it governs, as sanction; from the Punitive Inversion Principle, under which such a sanction raises every coupling it reaches; and from Referent Foreclosure, under which a rule whose Referent is a rate answers to the rate and not to the instance, and cannot show its own necessity from its own record. Three consequences attach. Being caught presupposes a rule, so a justice system that does not punish needs its rules more than a punishing one does. The duty to make the Referent known falls on the rule-maker as a condition of the rule’s legitimacy and is not an exemption for the one who breaks the rule. A rule whose Referent has gone is repealed, a rule that is holding its Referent’s rate down is kept, and the two are told apart by the rate across many occasions rather than by the rule’s own record.

Explanation. A rule is only as sound as the reason behind it, and the reason is something in the world the rule protects: a child stepping out near a school, scarce parking that has to be shared, a neighbour’s sleep. When the rule says what that is, people can check it, and many keep the rule because they understand it rather than because they fear the fine. When a rule cannot say what it protects, nothing holds it in place except punishment, and punishment makes things worse. Some reasons are about rates rather than single events. Most drink-driven trips end safely, but the crash rate is real, so the rule is sound even on a night when nothing happens. Rules should change when what they protect changes, and go when it has gone, but carefully, because a rule that works hides the danger it is holding back. Where the world has no natural dividing lines, as with human variation, the only sound rules are those that stop people being sorted and ranked, and where there is nothing to protect at all, as with taste in music or dress, there should be no rule. A person is still bound by a rule they did not understand. The duty to explain it belongs to whoever made it.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.11.8; Chapter 16, Section 16.11.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Derived in Chapter 16 (Conflict and Justice) §16.11.

Cross-references: Referent, Content-Belief, Provenance Rule, Referent Primacy Principle, Referent Abandonment, Cost-Provenance Test, Punitive Inversion Principle, Referent Foreclosure, Diversity Referent, Hardness–Referent Matrix, Aesthetic Drift Principle, Low-Theatre, Positive Re-evaluation Obligation, Coercion.



Rung Loss

Rung Loss. Rung Loss is the event in which an Individual’s holding falls below a comparison set that does not fall with it. A loss event removes a holding or vacates an occupancy at once; standing, the time-average of other Individuals’ valuations, falls slowly; coupling to the Models of the lost rung follows standing rather than holding; and the comparison set, a Thinker prior read through the Belief Register, is revised only by repeated Ground-Resolution cycles. The Reference-Set Reset carries no negative term, so the loss separates the Individual from the rung and the rung stays where the ratchet left it. The ratchet is built to move in one direction, and the upward press of Axiom 6 continues to act after the fall, so the pressure is directed toward the rung while the Individual moves away from it. Two readings follow: Mimetic Desire for the lost Object rises, as wanting without possession sharpened by the loss, and the Observer’s reading of the Individual’s own position against the cached comparison set is negative and, among conspecifics, carries the sign of a reading against a predator. Both reach the Decision Hub as deficit, and neither has a consumption or repair that ends it.

Explanation. What is lost in Rung Loss is status: the standing that other people’s valuations gave you, the rung you occupied in their eyes, and with it the regard, the deference and the place in the group that came with the job, the marriage, the title or the reputation. The machinery that tracks status was built for one direction of travel. Every gain clicks it up a rung and it never clicks back, because in the ancestral group holding your place was what kept you alive. So when you fall, the machinery does not come down with you. It keeps pressing upward, toward the rung you held, while you are moving down, and the harder the fall, the further apart the push and the movement are. The yardstick your mind measures you against stays at the old height: the people you compared yourself with, the life you expected, the respect you were used to. Measured against it you read as below where you belong, and that reading is felt the way the body feels danger, because to the same machinery a creature that has lost its place in the group reads as prey. You also go on wanting what you lost, more sharply than before. Nothing you can eat, fix or do with your body switches this off, because nothing in the body is wrong.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.5.6. Formal treatment of the wanting-without-possession limb at Appendix A, Section A.9.6 (the Loss Corollary) and Section A.9.9, on the position dynamics of Section A.9.4 and premise P2 of Section A.9.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Result. Derived from Axiom 6, the Reference-Set Reset, the Signed Valuation Principle and the Observer’s reading of the Belief Register (Chapter 4, Sections 4.4.0, 4.4.7, 4.4.8). The negative-signed limb rests on the Signed Valuation Principle and, at the fast layer, on the Signed-Input Stability Corollary (Appendix A, Section A.5); the case of a coupling changing sign remains the specialist task named at Chapter 4, Section 4.4.0.

Cross-references: Status Death, Reference-Set Reset, Salience Ratchet Principle, Status, Belief Register, Relative-Position Computation Principle, Prey, Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Phenomenological Collapse.



Replicability-Consensus

Replicability-Consensus. The form of consensus produced when many independent Individuals, each performing an experimental test whose result is determined by exogenous physical reality, arrive at the same Belief. *

Explanation. Everyone agrees because they each checked against physical reality, not against each other. Canonical derivation: Chapter 14 (Quantum Epistemology), Section 14.10.2.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.10.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Quantum Epistemology (QE), Social-Proof Consensus, Endogenous-Evidence Condition, Provenance Rule.



— S —

Saddle-Node Default

Saddle-Node Default. Saddle-Node Default names the architectural entailment, established in Appendix A §A.5.3, that the generic bifurcation at G = G_crit for high-PM systems under M1 through M5b is a Saddle-Node (Fold), in which the occupied fixed point and the neighbouring saddle collide and annihilate, producing a discontinuous jump to the surviving attractor rather than a sustained oscillation. Where the loop capacity exceeds its critical value the system carries two resting states and two fold boundaries, both at G = G_crit: at the ignition boundary the low-V fixed point annihilates and the system transits to the inflated state, and at the release boundary the inflated-V fixed point annihilates and the system drops to the A-I functional baseline. Saddle-Node Default fixes the bifurcation type; the direction of the jump is fixed by the Ignition-Release Asymmetry. The entailment follows from three architectural properties: the absence of self-terminating negative feedback in the M-channel (M5b), Source Opacity suppression of error-correction (M5a, operating with Bayesian Lock-In), and the monotone accumulation of Concealment Infrastructure until forced visibility. The Hopf Sub-Case is non-generic and arises only under externally supplied damping. Saddle-Node Default is the fast-layer correspondent of the Calcified-to-Terminal transition in the Crisis State Architecture (Chapter 13).

Explanation. Saddle-Node Default is AIM’s prediction that when a system dominated by Mimetic Premium finally loses its grip, it does not gradually wobble back to reality. It crashes. Bubbles do not deflate slowly to fair value. Scapegoating cascades do not taper off. Calcified institutional consensus does not negotiate itself back to Truth. The architecture has no built-in error-correction mechanism (Source Opacity hides the error, Concealment Infrastructure suppresses the signal, and the M-channel has no satiation), so once the supporting structure is overwhelmed, the only available motion is a one-way jump to the functional baseline that would have existed without the Mimetic Premium. The Hopf case (oscillation) is possible in principle but only if an outside force is actively damping the system, which is exactly what institutional buffers, the Knowledge Patch, and Subcriticality Maintenance try to provide.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.5.3; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.13.3; Chapter 17, Section 17.17.5; Chapter 13, Section 13.10; Appendix A, Section A.5.7.6; Appendix A, Section A.9.7.

Epistemic Status: Named Result. Derived from Axioms 1, 2, 3, 5, 6 via the fast-layer dynamical system formalised in Appendix A. The Fold geometry is preserved in the joint fast-slow system per A.5.6 because the Evidence-Emission Coefficient ω(Tint)\omega(T_{int}) is bounded and monotone, and the slow layer contributes no restoring force.*

Cross-references: Institutional Buffering; Precautionary Asymmetry; Hopf Sub-Case; Concealment Infrastructure; Total Stability Condition; Knowledge Patch; Subcriticality Maintenance Principle; Crisis State Architecture.



Saleability

Saleability is the efficiency with which an Object discharges the common-currency function: the readiness with which its holder can dispose of it, at prices corresponding to the general economic situation, across the range of quantities, places and times at which disposal might be sought. It is the aggregate of dyadic acceptances across a population, it is continuous, and every exchangeable Object possesses it in some degree.

Explanation. Some things are easy to hand over at a fair price and some are not. Selling a cow means finding someone who wants a whole cow, near you, now, who will pay the going rate rather than exploit your need to sell. A unit of currency can be handed over in any amount, almost anywhere, at almost any time. That difference is one of degree and not of kind: the cow is already doing the job of money, just very badly.

Distinction from scalar-standing. scalar-standing names position at the high-efficiency end of the Saleability gradient, not a separate condition acquired by crossing a threshold. Nothing becomes Money; substrates occupy positions, and the position at the top is rivalrous because a population’s transactions concentrate on whichever substrate discharges best and the concentration is self-reinforcing. Treating scalar-standing as membership in a category reintroduces the two-class distinction the framework denies, and predicts a boundary that no measurement of the monetary aggregate has been able to locate.

Derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. The gradient and its concentrating mechanism were identified by Menger (1892) as saleableness; the account of what the gradient measures, and the denial of the categorical boundary drawn upon it, are supplied by the architecture.

Cross-references: Money, Common-Currency Integration, Blind Pricing, Mimetic Premium (PM).



Salience

Salience. Salience is the Observer’s conditional, continuous calculation of how much an Object or Individual-as-Object matters: the gradient evaluation the Observer computes, under the Individual’s own Belief Register, over whatever the observed presents (curated and ambient signals alike). Salience is the receiving-side quantity, distinct from the observed’s binary state of being Salient: the observed can act to become Salient, but the Salience placed on it is the observer’s alone and cannot be set by the observed (the Salience-Emission Asymmetry). The calculation is always run against a basis, or Referent: an Individual-as-Object may be Salient for a Referent, because they meet an Appetitive need (the grocer, the doctor) or enable Intrinsic engagement (the teacher who expands what one can do), Salience that tracks a real contribution and is bounded by it (aggregating to Status-A and Status-I); or Referent-less, Salient in and of itself with no A- or I-contribution beneath it, Salience for its own sake, which is exactly the Mimetic Premium (aggregating to Status-PM). The Referent-backed components are legitimate and must be met; only the Referent-less component is parasitic and non-satiating, because there is no Referent against which it could satiate. Salience is instantaneous and intra-individual; its time-averaged, population aggregate is Status (the Salience-Status Identity), whose three components (Status-A, Status-I, Status-PM) are the aggregates of the three bases. The signal carrying Salience into common-currency integration is Mimetic Desire (M); because the Referent-less component is integrated into a deficit-correcting Scalar, it is felt as a deficit and does not satiate (the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle).

Explanation. Salience is how much something registers as mattering, scored inside the observer. It is not on-or-off but a dial, and the dial sits in the observer’s head, not the observed’s. Being noticed (Salient) is one thing; how much you are then rated is another, and only the second drives what the observer does about you. The rating always runs against some basis: you might matter because you actually feed me or heal me, or because you teach me something real, and then the rating is anchored to a genuine contribution; or you might be rated as mattering for no reason beyond the fact that you register as mattering, and that groundless part is the Mimetic Premium. Average the dial across a whole population and over time and you get Status; the groundless part, averaged, is the part of Status that never satiates.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7; Chapter 8, Section 8.1.2; Chapter 8, Section 8.1.4; Chapter 8, Section 8.5.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. The observer-side, gradient counterpart of Salient; the base quantity of the Status and Mimetic Premium cluster.

Cross-references: Salient, Observer, Mimetic Desire (M), Status, Mimetic Premium (PM), Status-Premium Duality, Salience-Status Identity, Salience-Emission Asymmetry, Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Signed Valuation Principle, Decision Hub.



Salience Ceiling

Salience Ceiling. The Salience Ceiling is the level of realised valuation at which the slope of the valuation-to-salience mapping has fallen to zero, so that valuing an Object more draws no further notice to it. An Object can only be so salient, and the Salience Ceiling is where that limit has been reached. It is the bound that makes the inflated state a resting state in Saturation Hold, and the bound a Restoring Node holds a population below in a Governed Band. The underlying quantity is the local slope of the Observability response at the operating point, which is one of the four couplings whose product forms the Internal Loop Gain (Appendix A). Derived at Chapter 4, Section 4.4.13, where the saturation of the mapping is established; named at Chapter 20, Section 20.3.3.

Distinction from the Internal Loop Gain and its threshold. The Salience Ceiling is not a second threshold standing beside the loop gain. The slope is one of the four factors whose product is the loop gain, so the ceiling is the level at which that factor reaches zero and the product collapses with it. Crossing the Critical Loop Gain and arriving at the Salience Ceiling are different events: the first is where compounding begins, the second is where compounding exhausts itself. A population climbing from the one to the other is driving one of its own loop-gain terms to zero, which is why a supercritical population can stop climbing without anything having restrained it.

Distinction from the coupling that turns notice into wanting. The salience-to-M coupling is how much an Individual’s wanting rises from seeing an Object valued by others. The Salience Ceiling is a limit on how much notice the Object can attract in the first place. The two sit on opposite sides of the same variable, the coupling running from Salience into wanting and the ceiling bounding the Salience available to be run from, and they move independently: a population can carry a steep coupling and still be at the ceiling, which is the Saturation Hold case.

Distinction from Saturation Hold. The Salience Ceiling is a level; Saturation Hold is the condition of a system resting at it with nothing pushing back. A system can be below the ceiling and governed, below it and merely undriven, or at it and held there by exhaustion. Only the last is Saturation Hold.

Explanation. Think of an engine at maximum revs. Press the accelerator further and nothing happens, because there is nothing left to give. And an engine that has been at maximum for long enough stops being something anyone hears. It is no quieter, but it has become background noise, and it no longer tells you anything, because it never changes. An Object at the Salience Ceiling is in both of those conditions at once. It is drawing all the notice it can draw, so valuing it higher adds none, and the notice it does draw has stopped carrying information because it never varies. That variation is one of the four quantities that multiply together to decide whether comparison runs away, so a population that climbs this high stops accelerating for the simplest possible reason: the pedal has nothing left under it. Nobody applied a brake. That is why a society at the ceiling can look exactly like one being governed, and is not.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.13.2; Chapter 20, Section 20.3.3; Appendix A, Section A.5.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Saturation Hold, Governed Band, Critical Loop Gain, Internal Loop Gain, Network Loop Gain, Observability, Salience, Object, Restoring Node, Saddle-Node Default, Ignition-Release Asymmetry.



Salience Component of Price

Salience Component of Price. Because a Salience signal is emitted by, or borrowed by, almost any Object present in a Thinker-parsed social field, the Mimetic Premium component of a price is generically non-zero: a price rarely sits at its A-I baseline (P_A + P_I). Even an Object whose primary function is pure A-deficit correction (a staple such as milk, which the body needs and must identify in the environment) carries, in addition to its deficit-correcting value, a Salience signal separate from that deficit signal, the brand, the packaging, the provenance, the visible fact that others select it, and that Salience is valued by purchasers as a Mimetic Premium. The decomposition P_total = P_A + P_I + P_M therefore has P_M greater than zero as its generic case, not a special one; the pure-baseline price (P_M = 0) is the rare limit, approached only where an Object emits and borrows no Salience at all, which a social species almost never achieves. This is the price-side counterpart of Object Parasitism: Object Parasitism holds that there are no pure-M Objects (M rides on an A-I substrate); the Salience Component of Price holds that there are almost no pure-baseline prices (an A-I substrate almost always carries an M overlay).

Explanation. A price is almost never just what a thing is worth for use. Even a bottle of milk, about as pure a bodily need as there is, comes wrapped in a signal: the brand, the packaging, the fact that other people reach for that one. Your body’s need for milk is one signal; “this is the milk that matters” is a separate signal laid on top, and you pay for both. So the plain use-price is a floor real prices almost never touch, because in a world of people watching each other, nearly everything you can buy also carries a charge for being noticed.

Derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.27.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Mimetic Premium (PM), Status-Premium Duality, Object Parasitism (Axiom 5), Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Signed Valuation Principle, Two-Logic Diagnostic, Status.



Salience Floor

Salience Floor. The Salience Floor is the positive lower bound on Observer-installed Mimetic Salience under any prior configuration: Low-Salience Pre-Loading attenuates installed signal magnitude toward the floor and never to zero. The floor is entailed by three existing results: the Minimum Installation Condition’s gate clause is unconditional on the priors (the gate opens on any observation event carrying another Individual’s directional valence toward an Object, whatever the priors; priors condition magnitude only), the Observer has no termination condition (Satiation-Function Entailment, under Axiom 6, Differential Satiation Dynamics), and the mimetic channel’s base coupling is structurally positive. Any statement implying that Pre-Loading, or any Knowledge Patch operation, eliminates the Mimetic signal contradicts these premises and is wrong on those grounds. The Salience Floor is the individual-scale mirror of Subcriticality Maintenance’s population-scale bound: hold the coupling low indefinitely, while accepting that Mimetic Salience continues to enter the loop at every cycle.

Explanation. You can turn the volume down; you cannot turn it off. The wiring that makes other people’s wanting audible to you has no off-switch, and no Belief you install will create one. The honest promise is a quieter signal, not silence, and the honest goal, as everywhere in the framework, is management, not elimination.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.17.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Result. Derived consequence of the Minimum Installation Condition (gate clause), the Satiation-Function Entailment (Axiom 6), and the structural positivity of the mimetic base coupling; forecloses M-elimination readings of Pre-Loading. Not an additional axiom.

Cross-references: Low-Salience Pre-Loading, Pre-Loading, Minimum Installation Condition (MIC), Observer, Satiation-Function Entailment, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Testimony Floor. ***

Salience Ratchet Principle

Salience Ratchet Principle. The principle that the salience-emission drive recurs rather than resolves, and does so one position higher each time it is met, because its terminating signal is both exogenous and event-shaped. When an Individual acts to be Salient and the sought acknowledgement arrives, that acknowledgement is a one-off event, not a held state: it clicks the Individual up exactly one rung and immediately becomes the new baseline, after which the binary question “am I Salient now?” recurs as a felt deficit. Two independent properties of the terminator jointly defeat satiation. First, the terminator is exogenous (the valuation is computed by the other Individual and cannot be operated by the first), so no closed loop exists. Second, the terminator is event-shaped (the acknowledgement passes rather than persists), so even a successful act leaves no durable quantity that could hold the deficit closed. Positionality is entailed rather than assumed: because the sought state is to be Salient in a way that differs from current standing, the reference point is the Individual’s own most-recently-achieved position, which moves with the Individual on arrival, so the target is always redefined above the new baseline. A distinction must be drawn between the two sides of the Salience-Emission Asymmetry here. The valuation side may have an Apex position, a highest standing that others can confer (there is no higher political position than a country’s leader), because the ladder of exogenous valuation-positions can be finite. The emission-side drive has no top, because it is not satisfied by occupying a position but only by the passing event of being acknowledged, which decays regardless of how high the position reached; the recurring binary “am I Salient now?” therefore re-fires after the Apex exactly as it fires at every lower rung. This is why reaching the literal summit of a field satiates the drive no more than any intermediate rung does. The Salience Ratchet Principle is therefore the recurrence account of mimetic escalation, distinct from and prior to the compounding account (Internal Loop Gain): recurrence explains why the demand returns at all after a fully successful act, including after the Apex is reached; compounding explains why returns amplify once loop gain exceeds threshold. Each recurrence is felt as a source-opaque deficit and re-confabulated as an authentic A-need or I-engagement, so the ratchet is concealed once per rung.

Explanation. Getting the recognition you were after does not settle the matter; it just moves you up one step and then the wanting starts again from the new step. That happens for two reasons. The recognition is not yours to hand out (someone else decides it), and it is a passing moment rather than something you get to keep, so there is never a point where you have “enough” stored up. And because what you are really after is to stand out from where you are now, the target moves up with you the instant you arrive. There can still be a top rung that others recognise (there is no higher position in politics than a country’s leader), but reaching it does not switch the wanting off, because what you are chasing is the passing feeling of being noticed, not the position itself, and that feeling fades no matter how high you have climbed. This is why reaching the top of a field does not settle a person; the drive comes back just as it did lower down. This is different from the usual snowball story of status races getting worse: this explains why the wanting comes back even after a clean win, or after reaching the top of a field, not just why it speeds up. And each time it comes back it feels like a brand-new, perfectly reasonable want, because you cannot see that it is the same status hunger returning, so the whole climb stays hidden from you rung by rung. All you want is to be paid attention to now, but the way that attention gets paid out in society is a step up a rung in a hierarchy.

Cross-references: Mimetic Desire (M), Salience-Emission Asymmetry, Reference-Set Reset, Internal Loop Gain, Positional Goods, Status, Apex position, Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Source Opacity, Object Parasitism, Differential Satiation Dynamics (Axiom 6), Salience Sufficiency Principle, Celebrity Ratchet.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.5.2 (the recurrence face of the Reference-Set Reset); canonical statement at Chapter 4, Section 4.3.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.



Salience Sufficiency Principle

Salience Sufficiency Principle. The design principle that intermittent Salience is necessary and sufficient for Appetitive and Intrinsic provisioning through other Individuals, while continuous high Salience is neither required nor costless: nobody needs to be Salient all of the time, and everybody needs to be Salient some of the time so that provisioning can follow. The Salience Sufficiency Principle is a derived consequence of the Salience-Status Identity (Status is Salience aggregated across observers and low-pass-filtered over time) together with the Salience-Emission Asymmetry (the operative want is “be Salient so I can get what I need,” not continuous high valuation). At the high end of the spectrum, Salience that does not return to baseline (fame) crowds out privacy and private life; at the low end, chronic non-Salience (the poor, lower-socioeconomic groups, and populations treated as globally invisible) denies the intermittent recognition through which A-I needs are met in a social species. Fame and chronic invisibility are therefore opposite ends of one Salience spectrum, not two phenomena. The Levelling-Up Principle addresses the floor (universal extension of regard); Humane Visibility and Bounded M address the ceiling (constraint on gratuitous observability). The design target is Salience sufficiency distributed across persons and over time, not Salience maximisation and not Salience elimination.

Explanation. Status is just how much people notice you, totalled up across the crowd and over time. You do not need to be noticed every hour of every day. You do need to be noticed often enough that other people actually help you get what you need — food, shelter, work, care, a fair hearing. Famous people have the opposite problem: they cannot stop being noticed, and the attention eats their private life. Poor people and people the world treats as unimportant have the other end of the same problem: they are almost never noticed, so the help and recognition that should come through never arrives. Same dial; opposite ends. The right aim is enough notice for everyone, some of the time — not maximum fame, and not trying to switch noticing off.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.12.7.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Derived from the Salience-Status Identity and the Salience-Emission Asymmetry; complements the Levelling-Up Principle (floor) and Humane Visibility / Bounded M (ceiling). Canonical treatment: Chapter 8, Section 8.12.7.

Cross-references: Salience-Status Identity, Salience-Emission Asymmetry, Salient, Salience, Status, Levelling-Up Principle, Humane Visibility Principle, Bounded M, Celebrity Ratchet, Salience Ratchet Principle, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Salience Substitution Principle.



Salience Substitution Principle

Salience Substitution Principle. The Salience Substitution Principle is the result that an Individual’s emission of salience-attracting signals is governed on magnitude rather than sign, and that given emission the Individual emits on whichever of two channels that Individual’s means will reach. The Observer’s reading of any Object is signed, positive where the Object is worth approaching, negative where it is worth avoiding, and zero where it is neither. Emission spends the Individual’s own effort and resources. What licenses spending them is the size of the reading, not its direction, because what is returned for being Salient does not vary with the sign of whatever made the Individual Salient (Valence-Neutral Status). An Individual therefore emits more as the reading grows in either direction and stays silent near zero, so the distribution of voluntarily emitted evaluations is concentrated at both extremes with a sparse middle.

Given that an Individual emits, two channels are available and they do not cost the same. Being Salient through contribution is an ongoing intrinsically driven emission. It spends the Individual’s own effort and resources: practice, craft, materials, tools, and the work those take, which are what Intrinsic Motivation runs on. Being Salient through transgression requires performing a single act that draws attention to the Individual. One such act draws maximum Salience and does not spend those resources. Valence neutrality ensures both deliver Mimetic Premium once integrated. An Individual therefore emits on whichever channel that Individual’s means will reach, and the transgressive channel is within every Individual’s means. The cases differ in means rather than in the law: a child or an Individual of near-zero standing cannot enter the contributive channel, and a public figure with ample means takes the transgressive channel regardless, because one transgressive act draws maximum Salience. A response that supplies attention to a transgressive act pays the Individual on that channel whatever the response intends. Punishment of a transgressive emission is a return on it. What changes the output is bringing the contributive channel within an Individual’s means, which is the Levelling-Up Principle read from the emission side.

Explanation. People speak up, show off, or act out when something matters a lot to them, for or against, and stay quiet when they barely care. That is why public ratings pile up at the extremes. Once someone does speak, there are two ways to get noticed. One is to make something that takes practice, materials, tools and craft, the things a person actually works with when they care about the work. The other is to do one thing that forces people to look. The second costs far less of the person’s own effort and resources and draws as much notice, or more, because being hated registers the same as being admired once the notice arrives. A child who cannot yet make anything, a person nobody sees, and a celebrity who can make anything they want all use the cheap route when they need to be seen. Punishing the cheap route still pays it, because the punishment is more notice. The way to change what people emit is to put the costly route within their reach.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.11.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result.

Cross-references: Salience, Salient, Valence-Neutral Status, Mimetic Premium (PM), Intrinsic Motivation (I), PM Production Cost Asymmetry, Status Valence-Neutrality Corollary, Levelling-Up Principle, Salience Sufficiency Principle, M-Led Negative-Attention-Seeking, Valence Corrosion Asymmetry, Self-Model.



Salience-Deference Identity

Salience-Deference Identity. The identity establishing that the deference an Individual directs toward a high-Status conspecific and the deference the same Individual directs toward a more powerful non-conspecific agent are outputs of a single Salience-valuation function, integrated and tag-stripped by the same Decision Hub through the same Common-Currency Integration operation. Every agent is processed through the Agent-Type Vector (C, R, X, Y), each axis contributing a signed Salience loading to the Common-Currency Scalar, and Source Opacity (Axiom 3) destroys the axis-decomposition of that Scalar, so the Individual has no introspective access to whether their deference tracks Status (C), rivalry (R) or threat (X), or whether what the Scalar has selected is not deference at all but the extraction the Y axis carries. Status-deference is therefore the C-and-R-dominant instance of a general salience-deference response, and the Mimetic Premium (attention, deference, narrative authority, positional concession) is the received, gradient valuation of emitted Salience in that conspecific case, flowing unidirectionally toward higher Salience for the same reason deference flows toward the more powerful agent in any asymmetry. The identity is an identity of mechanism, not of magnitude or valence: the axes carry different signed loadings and select different responses (avoidance under X-dominance, attention-and-emulation under C-dominance), and the felt distinction between fearing a predator and admiring a leader is preserved by the Phenomenological Reality Principle. The identity does not reduce the Mimetic Premium to threat or resource dynamics, because on the conspecific axis the Premium is non-satiating and unidirectional (the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle) in a way A-grounded threat-avoidance and resource-approach are not. Which axis effectively governs the response is determined by the integrated Scalar summed across A, I, and M, not by the Salience loading alone, so a large A-contribution or a strong Salience loading can dominate the sum and set the response.

Explanation. Your brain does not use one system to look up to a high-status person and a different system to give way to someone more powerful or someone who controls what you need. It runs a single valuation, evaluating every agent along four readings at once (ally, rival, threat, prey), blends them into one number, and then throws away the breakdown, so you cannot tell from the inside whether you are deferring because the person is admired or feared. Ordinary social status-deference is just the version of this that happens when the ally-and-rival readings dominate, and the Mimetic Premium (the attention, deference, and authority we hand to higher-status people) is what that received status is worth. This is why a demonstrably unintelligent but high-status figure can still command deference: the status signal can outweigh your direct assessment of their competence in the sum. It is also why deference can flip to avoidance when someone is an outright bodily threat: the survival signal dominates the same sum. The mechanism is shared; the felt experience of fearing a predator and admiring a leader stays distinct.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.9.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2), Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Preconscious Transmission (Axiom 7), and the Agent-Type Vector (Axiom 9). Canonical derivation in Chapter 9 Neural Integration and Source Opacity, Section 9.9.10.

Cross-references: Mimetic Premium (PM), Status, Agent-Type Vector, Common-Currency Integration, Source Opacity, Individual-as-Object, Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, Phenomenological Reality Principle, Unidirectional PM Flow Principle, Decision Hub.



Salience-Deficit Asymmetry

Salience-Deficit Asymmetry. The load-bearing asymmetry beneath the surface symmetry of the AIM Integration Equation. Appetites and Intrinsic Motivation each encode a genuine deficit over Objects, a homeostatic set-point departure for A that some Object would close, which may be a condition of the Individual’s own body and then needs no third thing to be corrected through, and for I the absence of an Object that would support the engagement the Thinker is seeking, whether an instrument, a problem, a material, a collaborator, or a condition of the Individual’s own body such as fitness, while Mimetic Desire encodes no deficit at all but only Salience, a reading of which Objects the surrounding environment marks as valued, supplied by an Observer whose domain is the unbounded environment rather than any bounded internal state. All three are directed at Objects, which is what makes them commensurable enough for the Decision Hub to sum. Because Common-Currency Integration strips source-tags (Source Opacity), a Salience reading and a deficit reading become formally indistinguishable once integrated, and the Decision Hub, which has one interpretive category for a positive action-demanding Scalar, reads the Salience signal as deficit. The felt-deficit character of M is therefore conferred at integration rather than carried in the signal at encoding; the Salience reading itself is real and fully formed, and what integration supplies is the only interpretive category available for it. A deficit signal carries its own termination condition, since closing the deficit silences it; a Salience signal carries none, because the quantity it reads has no terminal value. That M is non-satiating and that M is felt as deficit are therefore the same result stated twice.

Explanation. Hunger and the drive to master a skill are both real gaps that the body or the mind is trying to close, which is why eating and practising can finish the job. Wanting what everyone else wants is a reading of the surroundings rather than a gap: the Observer reports what the environment marks as valued. The reading is a real signal, fully formed, and the urgency it carries is real. What it is not is a deficit. It arrives blended with two signals that are deficits, into one Scalar, before any of it reaches awareness, and deficit is the only concept the Individual has for a signal that says act now. A genuine Salience reading is therefore read under the only category available to read it.

The wanting cannot run out on its own, because there is always more crowd to read, and getting the thing closes no shortfall, there having been none. The blending is not a design fault. Reading the crowd is how a hungry animal arrives at the food source others have found, and how a learner apprentices to whoever the group already respects. The mechanism is doing its job. The pathology is a side effect of that job running in an environment with no edges to the watching and no end to who else is watching.

This also names what the Knowledge Patch supplies. The missing thing is the concept, not the signal: an Individual given a category for Salience can receive the reading as a reading.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.6 (the canonical statement, given as part of Axiom 6); developed for the Mimetic case at Chapter 8, Section 8.5.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result.

Cross-references: Salience, Salient, Source Opacity, Common-Currency Integration, Decision Hub, Observer, Body Manager, Thinker, Mimetic Treadmill, Phenomenological Reality Principle, Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Salience-Emission Asymmetry, Satiation-Function Entailment.



Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle

Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle. The Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle states that because the Decision Hub integrates the Observer’s signed Salience signal into a Common-Currency Scalar whose function is the selection of corrective action, the Salience signal is necessarily rendered as, and felt as, the correction its sign demands, there being no channel by which it could be integrated and yet experienced as a reading of where value sits. A positive reading is felt as a lack, a pull toward the Object; a negative reading is felt as a threat, a recoil from it; and the felt state carries the magnitude of the integrated Scalar and nothing of its sources. The principle follows directly from Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2) and Source Opacity (Axiom 3): integration strips the source tag that would distinguish a Salience contribution from a genuine deficit or aversion (the Data Processing Inequality), and the integrated Scalar is acted on solely as a signed demand for correction. Where the dominant positive Salience contribution is mimetically installed (set because a Model was observed valuing the Object, with no underlying A-deficit or I-opportunity Referent beneath it), the principle entails a felt deficit for which no corrective mechanism exists: the action fires, but there is nothing to satiate, because the “deficit” was Salience wearing a deficit’s form. This is the architectural root of M-non-satiation (Axiom 6). Where the dominant negative contribution is mimetically installed (set because a Model was observed recoiling from or shunning the Object), the principle entails a felt threat with no Referent beneath it, which avoidance discharges on each occasion and which is revised, like any Belief, by Evidence: a Model observed approaching the Object, testimony, or contact followed by no harm. Avoidance closes only the last of these routes. The Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle is not an additional axiom; it makes explicit a consequence already entailed by Axioms 2, 3 and 6 operating on the Observer’s signed Salience input under the Signed Valuation Principle.

Explanation. Your Decision Hub takes three inputs and adds them into a single number that means “how much does this need acting on, and which way.” Each input can push toward an Object or away from it. Two of them track real conditions: the body’s needs and aversions (A), and the pull or repulsion of an engagement (I). The third, M, is not a condition at all; it is a Salience signal, a flag that says “this thing matters” or “keep away from this,” and one of the main things that sets that flag is noticing how other people treat the thing. Once the flag is mixed into the same number as the other two, it can only be felt as something to correct: a lack to fill when it points toward, a threat to escape when it points away. So when the loudest signal is one you caught purely from watching others, you get either a felt lack with nothing to fill (you get the thing and the lack does not go away) or a felt threat with nothing behind it. The threat lifts whenever you keep your distance, and because keeping your distance means you never find out for yourself, what changes your mind is usually someone else: seeing a person you trust go near it safely, or being taught that it was never dangerous. That is the engine under why status-wanting never switches off, and why an aversion caught from others is usually cured by others.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.0.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Derived consequence of the Signed Valuation Principle and Axioms 2, 3, and 6; not an additional axiom.

Cross-references: Mimetic Desire (M), Observer, Decision Hub, Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2), Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Signed Valuation Principle, Differential Satiation Dynamics (Axiom 6), Object Parasitism, Salience-Status Identity, Mimetic Premium, Salience Ratchet Principle, Salience-Emission Asymmetry. ***

Salience-Emission Asymmetry

Salience-Emission Asymmetry. The asymmetry that an Individual controls only the emission of salience-attracting signals, never the valuation another Individual performs in response. Salience-emission (acting, displaying, or performing so as to draw another’s attention) is on the Individual’s own controllable side; salience-reception (the valuation the receiving Individual computes) occurs inside that other Individual’s architecture, under their own priors and Decision Hub, and is exogenous to the first Individual. Salient is a binary state the Individual can occupy and act toward (worthy of attention or not); valued is a gradient the other Individual computes and the first Individual cannot set, install, or terminate. The Individual’s operative want is therefore correctly stated as “be Salient so I can get what I need,” not “be valued”: the Individual seeks the binary state of being worthy of attention so that provisioning by others can follow, and the degree of valuation is not a quantity in the Individual’s calculation because it is not a quantity in the Individual’s control. The emission drive is a subordinate, Thinker-mediated redeployment of the Observer’s Salience channel (it rests on the Thinker-held prior that the Individual needs other Individuals to meet its A and I needs), not a distinct motivational source, and it is downstream of M’s primary salience-detection function. Because emission behaviour is available to the Individual as practical know-how while M-detection remains preconscious and source-opaque, the form of salience-seeking is not fixed by the M-channel: what counts as a salience-attracting act is supplied by Ground-Resolution over the Individual’s variable priors about what will land as Salient in a given audience, which is why the form of salience-seeking varies across time, persons, and groups while the drive itself is invariant and contentless as to form.

Refinement. Control is partial on the emission side and zero on the valuation side. The Individual controls at most a curated subset of the Salience signals they present; much of what observers read (skin colour, build, age, accent, posture, circumstantial dress, group markers) is ambient and involuntary, configuration variables the observed did not choose and often cannot alter. The valuation is computed by the observer over the full configuration, curated and ambient alike, entirely under the observer’s own priors: what is Salient is the observer’s, not the observed’s. For an inanimate Object the point is starker still, lacking agency, it emits no Salience of its own, so every Salience it carries is the observer’s construction or is borrowed from the Models observed valuing it. This is the architectural root of the scapegoat’s helplessness (Chapter 11): the scapegoat cannot control the axes on which their Salience is received and calculated, because those axes are ambient configuration variables read under the observers’ Beliefs.

Explanation. You can do things to get noticed, but you cannot decide how much anyone thinks of you once they do. Getting noticed is on your side of the line and you can act on it; what someone then makes of you happens inside their head and is out of your hands. That is why the honest description of the want is “be noticed so I can get what I need,” not “be valued.” Being noticed is an on/off thing you can chase; being valued is a sliding scale you do not control. And because you cannot control the valuation, there is no point at which it tells you to stop, so the wanting does not switch off by itself. What actually counts as an attention-grabbing move is something you work out case by case (it differs between eras, people, and groups), which is why status displays look so different across cultures even though the underlying pull to be noticed is the same everywhere.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.11.5; Chapter 8, Section 8.1.4; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.12; Chapter 4, Section 4.3.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Mimetic Desire (M), Observer, Ground-Resolution, Source Opacity, Salience Ratchet Principle, Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Status, Non-Malice Corollary, Structural Determination Principle, Status-Premium Duality, Salient, Salience, Salience Sufficiency Principle.

Salience-Status Identity

Salience-Status Identity. The Salience-Status Identity states that Status is Salience carried forward, never annihilated, and re-expressed at population scale: the same Salience an Observer computes over any Object (see the Salience entry) runs between Individuals observing one another value Objects, and the persistent, slow-moving component that survives low-pass filtering across the population over time is Status. Status is therefore not a distinct quantity that Salience causes and leaves behind, nor a separate quantity merely correlated with it, but the same causal contribution conserved through a transformation of scale: Salience is the intra-individual, instantaneous reading; Status is that identical contribution converted, by aggregation across observers and averaging across time, into its population-scale form. Nothing in that conversion reduces the contribution to zero; aggregation and time-averaging change its form and legibility, not its magnitude. The Identity is the scale-bridge underlying the Status Decomposition (Section 8.11): because Status is aggregated Salience, and because the mimetic component of Salience is non-satiating (Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle), the Status-PM component alone exhibits accumulation that never closes while the observers computing it are conscious and perceiving, while Status-A and Status-I inherit the closing dynamics of their sources. Coupling Strength enters the same computation from the belief layer: κ measures the degree to which an Individual’s Belief Register, whose templates condition the Salience computation, takes other Individuals’ expressed Beliefs as its Evidence, and it sets the gain of the low-pass through which per-dyad valuations condense into Status (Appendix A, Sections A.5.7.3 and A.11.0), which is why Status-formation is coupling-dependent: higher κ passes a larger standing aggregate. The dyadic counterpart of this aggregate, the Mimetic Premium a single observer computes on the observed, stands to Status as instance to aggregate (Status-Premium Duality), by the same conserved-through-transformation relation.

Because Status is aggregated Salience and Common-Currency Integration tag-strips incoming Salience signals at the Decision Hub, destroying domain-of-origin information along with source-identity information (Source Opacity), Status-PM accumulated in one field is deployable in any other field where observers process the Individual-as-Object. Cross-field transferability is therefore a downstream consequence of the Identity, not a separate architectural stipulation; it is named the PM Fungibility Principle.

Explanation. The calculation your mind runs to decide whether an apple is worth reaching for is the very same calculation it runs to decide whether another creature is prey, predator, or someone worth copying, one machine, scoring how much anything matters. Now put many people in a room, each running that machine while watching what everyone else treats as mattering. Smooth that out across the whole population and over time (keep only the slow, shared part) and what you are left with is Status: the aggregate of what everyone’s Salience machine agrees is worth valuing. Status and Salience are not two independent things that happen to line up; nothing about the aggregating and smoothing makes any of the original contribution disappear along the way. It is one causal contribution, conserved across a change of scale, the way a push travels down a row of dominoes without any of it vanishing at the joins. Salience is the close-up in one head, Status is that same contribution converted into the wide shot across the crowd, never zeroed out, only converted in form. And how much of it survives the smoothing depends on the coupling: how far each person’s beliefs are built from what other people express.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.1.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Result.

Cross-references: Mimetic Desire (M), Observer, Status, Coupling Strength, Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Mimetic Premium, Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, Low-Pass Filter Mechanism, Status-Premium Duality, Salience, Salient, Salience Sufficiency Principle.



Salient

Salient. Salient is the binary state of being worthy of attention: the condition an Object or Individual is in when it presents a signal that puts it in the running for an observer’s attention, as distinct from being valued. Being Salient is on the observed’s own side of the emission-valuation channel, a state the observed can act toward by emitting attention-attracting signals (the Salience-Emission Asymmetry), though the observed controls only a curated subset of the signals that produce it and never the evaluation that follows. Salient is binary (worthy of attention or not); Salience, the observer’s evaluation of how much the attention-worthy thing matters, is a gradient the observer alone computes. An Individual’s operative want is therefore correctly stated as “be Salient so I can get what I need,” not “be valued”: the observed seeks the state of being worthy of attention so that provisioning can follow, because the degree of the evaluation is not theirs to set.

Explanation. Salient means worth attending to. It is an on-or-off thing: either something crosses the threshold that puts it in the running for attention or it does not. You can act to make yourself worth noticing, raise your hand, raise your voice, but you cannot decide how much you are then valued, because that happens inside the other person. Being worth attention is your side of the line; what they make of you is not.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.1.4; Chapter 8, Section 8.11.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. The observed-side, binary counterpart of Salience.

Cross-references: Salience, Observer, Mimetic Desire (M), Salience-Emission Asymmetry, Status, Mimetic Premium (PM), Status-Premium Duality, Salience Sufficiency Principle.



Saturation Hold

Saturation Hold. Saturation Hold is the condition of a supercritical system resting on its inflated branch, where what bounds it is the Salience Ceiling, the saturation of the valuation-to-salience mapping, rather than any structure pushing back. At high realised valuation the slope of that mapping falls toward zero, and it is this loss of slope that makes the inflated state a resting state. A system in Saturation Hold is not escalating and is not being governed; it has run out of headroom, the fold lies beneath it, and by the Ignition-Release Asymmetry the forcing must fall further than the level at which the system ignited before the state releases. Saturation Hold is the condition the AIM Framework diagnoses in the present, and it is distinguished from a Governed Band by the source of the bound, not by any observable difference in whether the system appears to be escalating.

Explanation. Push a sound system past what it can cleanly reproduce and the peaks of the waveform flatten against the ceiling. The sound stops getting louder, which can be mistaken for the system having settled, but nothing is regulating it: it has simply run out of room. Equipment held there long enough fails, and getting the sound clean again means turning the input down further than the level at which the distortion started. A society in this condition looks stable in the sense that it is not visibly accelerating, and that appearance is the danger, because the absence of escalation is the ceiling rather than a correction. See Governed Band, Ignition-Release Asymmetry, Saddle-Node Default, Restoring Node, Internal Loop Gain.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.13.3; Appendix A, Section A.5.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Governed Band, Ignition-Release Asymmetry, Saddle-Node Default, Restoring Node, Internal Loop Gain, Hopf Sub-Case, Counterfeit Limit Cycle, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Collective Fixed Point.



Satiation-Function Entailment

Satiation-Function Entailment. The Satiation-Function Entailment is the principle that the satiation and termination dynamics of each input-bearing component are entailed by the function that component performs, and could not be otherwise without changing the function, so that the three differential satiation profiles of Axiom 6 are derived consequences of the Minimal Architectural Specification rather than independent empirical regularities. The Body Manager’s set-point-deficit signalling function entails episodic satiation with cyclic recurrence, the Thinker’s prior-maintenance and Bayesian ground-resolution function entails a non-satiating I-process (which operates continuously and in private, the deficits it signals being for the Objects whatever process it is running requires rather than for the function itself, so that correcting one closes that deficit and leaves the function running) together with the satiation of I-enabling Objects (whose value is contingent on the task the Thinker is performing, so that the Thinker’s deficit for them closes on acquisition and does not recur), and the Observer’s continuous conditional Object-field Salience function entails non-satiation (because the function cannot complete while perception and the conditioning inputs persist). The Entailment is the architectural ground on which the satiation dynamics are demonstrated rather than asserted, and it links Axiom 6 to the behavioural-observability of source discrimination: the termination dynamic is a property of the signal’s relation to its generating condition and is expressed in when behaviour stops, while Source Opacity denies introspection the same source information that behaviour displays.

Explanation. Each of the three motors stops, or fails to stop, the way it does because of what that motor is for, not as an extra fact bolted onto the architecture. The body’s deficit-signaller switches off when the deficit is fixed and back on when it returns. The thinking system keeps going in private because thinking, remembering, and problem-solving are what it does; any particular piece of work it takes on stops when it is finished, when there is nothing left in it to work out, which is boredom, or when it is interrupted, and the tools it needs for a given task do get enough once the task is handled. The social-comparison system never stops while you are awake and watching, because there is no deficit to fix and no engagement to get bored of, it just keeps assessing and resets its yardstick each time you acquire something. Because the stopping behaviour is built into each component’s job, you cannot have the architecture without these satiation dynamics, which is exactly why they, and not what people say about their own motives, are the reliable read-out the framework rests on.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.12.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result. Canonical treatment Chapter 4, Section 4.4.12.

Cross-references: Differential Satiation Dynamics (Axiom 6); Body Manager; Thinker; Observer; Decision Hub; Object Parasitism; Source Opacity; Minimal Architecture Specification; Dashboard Gauge Principle.



Scalar-to-Likelihood Lift

Scalar-to-Likelihood Lift. The Scalar-to-Likelihood Lift is Stage 1 of the fast-to-slow coupling map Φ\Phi, in which Conscious Cognition constructs a likelihood vector ℓk(t)=P(Vt∣Hk,St)\ell_k(t) = P(V_t \mid H_k, S_t) for each representable Hypothesis Hk∈ℋH_k \in \mathcal{H} from the Decision Hub’s Scalar VtV_t. This is the point at which the collapsed Scalar (from which source tags have been destroyed by Common-Currency Integration) re-enters a Hypothesis-indexed representation. Source tags are not recovered; they are reconstructed from priors.

Explanation. When your conscious mind receives the Scalar, the feeling of wanting, it has to figure out why you want it. It does this by asking, for each explanation it can represent (each Hypothesis in the Hypothesis Space), “how likely would I be to feel this degree of wanting if this explanation were true?” The result is a set of likelihood scores, one per Hypothesis. This is the lift: a single number (the Scalar) is expanded back into a multi-dimensional representation (the likelihood vector). The expansion is reconstructive, not recoverable. The true source decomposition was lost at the Decision Hub; what the lift produces is the conscious mind’s best guess given its available Hypotheses and priors.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.5.6; Chapter 13, Section 13.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Source: Appendix A.5.6.

Cross-references: Source Opacity, Common-Currency Integration, Hypothesis Space, Fast-to-Slow Coupling, Evidence, Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Decision Hub.



Scaling Asymmetry of Correct Hypotheses

Scaling Asymmetry of Correct Hypotheses. The architectural fact that a correctly-constructed systemic Hypothesis, once formed, faces a second and independent difficulty distinct from the difficulty of forming it, the difficulty of propagating it to others. Because Axiom 8’s content-agnostic Belief-revision machinery processes the correct signal against listeners whose own priors have, independently and for the same update-rate reasons captured by the Configural Update-Rate Asymmetry, already converged on an agent-based explanation supplied by their own perception channels, the correct Hypothesis arrives at an already-decohered prior carrying a correspondingly high likelihood-ratio requirement. The resistance compounds across a population through the exchange of Evidence, as each listener’s continued expression of the dominant agent-based explanation becomes further endogenous evidence reinforcing that explanation in everyone else. The asymmetry is resolved only by changing the listening population’s priors through repeated exposure or by reducing the population’s Coupling Strength, not by any further articulation effort on the Hypothesis-holder’s part.

Explanation. Even once someone works out the correct big-picture explanation, getting others to accept it is a separate uphill battle. Everyone they talk to has already, on their own, landed on a simpler “who did it” story, for exactly the same reasons the first person almost did. So the correct explanation shows up to an audience already sure of something else, and it needs a great deal of evidence to shift them. Worse, every time those others keep repeating the simple story, they reinforce it in one another. The only things that help are showing the correct picture over and over until it sinks in, or lowering how much the group takes its cues from each other, not the lone holder of the correct view trying harder to explain it.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Corollary. Derived from Axiom 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics), the network Evidence channel (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.2, N2), the Configural Update-Rate Asymmetry, and the Transmission-Deliberation Asymmetry (Chapter 4 §4.3.10).

Cross-references: Configural Update-Rate Asymmetry, Transmission-Deliberation Asymmetry, Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9), Bayesian Belief Dynamics (Axiom 8), Preconscious Transmission (Axiom 7), Coupling Strength, Hypothesis Space, Imagination.



Scapegoat

A Scapegoat is an Individual or group selected as the target of confabulated Agent-based causation for experienced deficits (whether at the individual level, when one person attributes personal frustration or failure to another identifiable Agent, or at the population level, when a society converges on designating specific individuals or groups as responsible for collective tension or crisis), characteristically exhibiting Dual-Role Confabulation where selection occurs through prey-detection criteria (vulnerability, visibility, reciprocity-exemption) while framing occurs through predator-attribution (threat, harm, responsibility), thereby permitting targeting of vulnerable agents while experiencing the targeting as defensive response to genuine danger.

Explanation. A Scapegoat is the “who” that emerges when the brain’s demand for agent-based causation combines with Source Opacity and the Information Gap. When an Individual or population experiences felt deficit whose true causes are structurally complex, mimetically amplified, or otherwise computationally intractable, the causal-inference systems complete with an identifiable agent who can be blamed and targeted. At the individual level, this might be a coworker blamed for career frustration that actually stems from institutional dysfunction, or a family member blamed for personal dissatisfaction that stems from unrecognised Mimetic capture. At the population level, this produces the historical pattern of ethnic minorities, religious out-groups, immigrants, or other vulnerable populations being blamed for economic strain, social instability, or collective anxiety.

The Scapegoat is not selected randomly, the selection follows prey-detection logic (the target must be vulnerable enough to be safely attacked, visible enough to be identified, and outside reciprocity networks that would impose costs for targeting). But the framing follows predator-attribution logic (the target is presented as threatening, powerful, responsible for the harm). This incoherence, “they are so dangerous we must eliminate them, yet so weak we can safely do so”, is the diagnostic signature that the attribution is confabulated rather than accurate.

Importantly, Scapegoats need not be entirely innocent of all wrongdoing; the issue is proportionality and causation. The Scapegoat can operate as a node in a larger system that governs the A-I deficit. The Scapegoat bears blame vastly exceeding their actual causal contribution to the deficit, and often bears blame for systemic dynamics they did not create and cannot control. The violence or exclusion directed at Scapegoats does not resolve the underlying problem (because the Scapegoat was not its true cause) which is why scapegoating recurs cyclically rather than permanently resolving tension.

The Presumption Against Scapegoating, the Grievance Gateway (Origin Check, A-Check, I-Check), and the Three-Test Battery (Immediacy, Mechanism, Authorship) provide diagnostic tools for distinguishing genuine agents of harm from confabulated Scapegoats, enabling individuals and institutions to redirect attention from person-focused blame toward structural remedies that address actual causes.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.12; Chapter 10, Section 10.11.2; Chapter 11, Section 11.19; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct, integrating Girard’s scapegoat theory with AIM’s architectural analysis of agent-based confabulation under Source Opacity.

Cross-references: Scapegoat Mechanism, Dual-Role Confabulation, Presumption Against Scapegoating, Grievance Gateway, Three-Test Battery, Information Gap Principle, Confabulation, Prey, Predator.



Scapegoat Mechanism

Scapegoat Mechanism is the architectural pathway through which individually-generated, socially-propagated Confabulations converge on Grievance Beliefs that identify specific individuals or groups as responsible for collectively-experienced deficits, enabling coordinated targeting of vulnerable populations framed as threats, operating not as psychological aberration but as predictable output of ordinary cognitive architecture (Agent-Based Causal Default, Four-Type Agent Taxonomy, prestige-biased transmission, social proof) under Information Gap conditions where true systemic causes exceed computational tractability.

Explanation. The Scapegoat Mechanism requires three elements: (1) Collective felt deficit, population-level experience of deprivation (material, positional, or symbolic) that demands explanation; (2) Information Gap, true causes (emergent systemic dynamics, preconscious Mimetic transmission, diffuse institutional processes) exceed computational tractability of available causal-inference systems; and (3) Agent-based completion, the cognitive systems that generate causal explanations default to agentive causation (Chapter 10), so they complete with the highest-likelihood agent-based explanation available. When tension is high and the collective prior cannot accommodate “we are all caught in mimetic rivalry” (which would require catastrophic self-model revision), a Confabulation emerges that localises blame: “They are the problem.” This explanation receives rapid social proof (many people expressing it increases its perceived validity), which further increases uptake, which accelerates convergence toward coordinated targeting. The Scapegoat Mechanism is not irrational within the system, given Information Gap conditions, agent-based attribution is the cognitive default, and the scapegoat Hypothesis is often the highest-likelihood completion available.

Felt-deficit decomposition. The “collective felt deficit” specified in Element 1 of the mechanism decomposes architecturally into three deficit-types with distinct sources and distinct scapegoat targeting profiles. (i) Material deficit is A-precarity (housing, healthcare, food, basic security); A-deficit scapegoats target perceived resource-takers and resource-blockers. (ii) Positional deficit is M-failure (Status displacement, ranking inversion, perceived loss of legitimate position); M-deficit scapegoats target perceived Status-displacers. (iii) Symbolic deficit is I-domain destruction (loss of meaning-bearing roles, closure of competence-pathways, erosion of self-endorsed activity); I-deficit scapegoats target perceived meaning-destroyers. The mechanism is uniform across deficit-types but the targeting profile is source-specific, and effective interruption of the mechanism requires diagnosis of which deficit-type dominates in the population at the moment of cascade. Conflating the three deficit-types into an undifferentiated “felt deficit” produces interventions that misfire because they address the wrong source-channel.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.12; Chapter 13, Section 13.4.4; Chapter 10, Section 10.11.2; Chapter 17, Section 17.8.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct, extending Girard’s scapegoat theory with AIM architectural foundations.

Cross-references: Grievance Belief, Signed Valuation Principle, A-Floor Erosion Principle, Four Dimensions of M-Management, Status Integrity.



Secondhand Depreciation Illustration

Secondhand Depreciation Illustration. The Secondhand Depreciation Illustration is the diagnostic natural experiment in which the price differential between a new and a secondhand unit of a materially identical Object isolates the non-transferable components of the Mimetic Premium (PM-visible acquired from primary-market theatre, PM-ownership of first-hand acquisition, and PM-portfolio signalling from visible primary-market purchase), by holding P_A (A-function) and P_I (I-enablement) constant across the two transactions and attributing the residual price collapse to the evaporation of non-transferable PM channels upon transfer from original purchaser to secondhand buyer.

Explanation. When a factory-sealed or materially identical Object is resold shortly after primary-market acquisition at a substantially lower price (typical ranges, 10 to 60 per cent depending on Object class), standard economic accounts must attribute the gap to information asymmetry, warranty loss, or depreciation from use. The Secondhand Depreciation Illustration exposes the inadequacy of these accounts when condition is stipulated as identical. The A-Functional Price of the Object (its capacity to satisfy the A-need the category serves, carrying items, providing transport, telling time) is unchanged. The I-Adequate Price of the Object (its I-enablement, whatever craft, interpretation, or process participation it supports) is unchanged. What has changed is the PM component, and specifically those PM channels that do not survive transfer, the “I bought this new from the flagship” signal, the primary-acquisition theatre, the receipt that authenticates the first-hand purchase, the visible first-hand acquisition within a reference group. The residual PM that persists in the secondhand price (brand recognition, model identification, visible logo) is PM-visible that is transferable because it operates through the Object itself rather than through the transaction that produced it. The diagnostic power of the illustration lies in its isolation of PM empirically, without requiring counterfactual estimation from rental yields, hedonic regression, or visibility manipulation, which is why it complements but does not replace the Housing PM Decomposition. The inverse case (collectibles, limited editions, discontinued models that appreciate on the secondhand market) confirms rather than refutes the account, secondhand appreciation occurs precisely when secondhand transaction itself carries PM (scarcity signalling, connoisseurship signalling) exceeding the PM lost in transfer. The direction of price movement tracks the direction of net PM transfer, as the PM decomposition predicts.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.13.2.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Mimetic Premium (PM), Housing PM Decomposition, Price Decomposition, Object Parasitism, Observability Boundary, Net Mimetic Position.



Selection-Framing Coincidence Test

The Selection-Framing Coincidence Test is the diagnostic procedure for distinguishing accurate agent-attribution from confabulated scapegoating, operationalised through the question: If they are as powerful and threatening as described, why can we target them without expecting overwhelming retaliation? The test examines whether the features that led to target selection (prey-characteristics versus predator-characteristics) coincide with the features invoked in the justificatory framing (threat versus vulnerability), with coincidence indicating potential accuracy and non-coincidence indicating confabulation.

Explanation. Genuine predators cannot be safely targeted by groups lacking superior force; if a target can be persecuted by those claiming to be threatened by it, the selection occurred through prey-detection regardless of how the targeting is framed. In genuine threat scenarios, the agent exhibits predator-characteristics (capability, hostile intent), these characteristics trigger predator-detection systems, selection occurs because of the predator-characteristics, and framing matches selection (the threat is real. In confabulated scapegoating, the agent exhibits prey-characteristics (vulnerability, reciprocity-exemption), these characteristics trigger prey-detection systems for target selection, but the Confabulation requires predator-framing for justification) framing contradicts selection, and the threat is constructed.​

Historical scapegoats (Jews in medieval to 20th century Europe, Tutsis in Rwanda, Rohingya in Myanmar, Armenians in Turkey) consistently exhibit this signature: selected because vulnerable (minority, identifiable, lacking powerful allies) but framed as threatening (controlling finance, planning genocide, threatening the nation). The test therefore provides a reliable diagnostic: when prey-selection combines with predator-framing, the attribution is confabulated with near-certainty.

(Framework-Specific Diagnostic)

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.19; Chapter 17, Section 17.14.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Diagnostic.

Cross-references: Confabulation, Scapegoat Mechanism, Presumption Against Scapegoating, Practical Redirect.



Selection-Role Fit Principle

The Selection-Role Fit Principle is the principle that no single selection mechanism is architecturally optimal across all roles, and that the design question for any given role is the identification of the minimum-theatre, maximum-contribution-tracking mechanism that filters adequately for the role’s actual craft, where the available menu includes blinded demonstration, structured interviews with pre-committed rubrics, work-sample assessment, sortition from a qualified pool, double-blind peer review, tap-on-the-shoulder selection from observed track record, and hybrid combinations, and the choice among them is calibrated to the role’s craft requirements, not to the tournament-fitness preferences of incumbents.

Explanation. Different roles require different selection mechanisms, and the mechanism choice is itself a design decision with motivational-architecture consequences. A mechanism calibrated for craft selects a different pool than a mechanism calibrated for visibility. The principle requires that whatever mechanism is used, it must specify criteria as observable task outputs (not trait adjectives), pre-commit those criteria before assessment, and evaluate candidates under conditions that neutralise non-craft signals to the maximum extent compatible with the role’s actual requirements. Declining cost-of-access to codified knowledge via large language models and related tooling shifts the optimum toward lighter pre-filtering and heavier post-selection I-support, expanding the scope for sortition-like mechanisms in knowledge-work roles: when on-the-job learning is cheap, the cost of a sub-optimal selection is recoverable within the role, weakening the historical argument for credential-heavy pre-filtering.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.12.4.

Cross-references: Contribution-Tracked Authority, Charisma Channel Principle, Four Dimensions of M-Management, Leadership Compression Principle.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Derived from Contribution-Tracked Authority, the Three-Source Taxonomy (Axiom 1), and Multi-Level Variable Analysis.



Self-Application Principle

Self-Application Principle is the principle that the AIM Framework functions as debugging software for human motivation, providing the conceptual vocabulary required for I-Override to infer the source-attribution of integrated urgency signals through Source-tagging, routing around Source Opacity rather than restoring the destroyed tags; this self-application is architecturally grounded in that AIM identifies the conditions for its own effectiveness (A-security, practice, social support, conceptual vocabulary) and the limitations of its reach (preconscious transmission cannot be prevented, only recognised post-hoc), enabling at the individual level recognition of confabulated causation and redirection of causal inference toward structural analysis.

Explanation. The AIM Framework is not merely explanatory but therapeutically self-applying. Once an Individual acquires AIM vocabulary, they possess the conceptual categories required to perform I-Override: they can ask “is this urgency Appetitive, Intrinsic, or Mimetic?” and use behavioural tests (satiation dynamics, audience-removal, model-tracking) to answer. Without these categories, the question cannot be formed, and Confabulation completes by default. AIM provides the debugging tools its own architecture identifies as necessary, making the framework a cognitive technology, not just a theoretical description. The debugging operations include: (1) stack trace, Source-tagging to identify which system generated the signal; (2) root cause analysis, tracing urgency to actual mimetic transmission or A-deficit; (3) refactoring, restructuring choices to address actual cause, not symptom; and (4) exception removal, withdrawing confabulated blame once true cause is identified.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.13.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: AIM Framework, I-Override, Source-tagging, Two-Question Diagnostic.



Self-as-Object

Self-as-Object. Self-as-Object is the Individual as an Object in their own Decision Hub: the target toward which their own valuation and action-readiness are generated. It is the reflexive counterpart of Individual-as-Object, which is the Individual as an Object of other Individuals’ valuation, and the two are architecturally distinct rather than two aspects of one relation. Self-as-Object has an action limb and a valuation limb. On the action limb, the Individual’s own body or a condition of it is the Object an action corrects or maintains, and the correction requires no third thing to be pursued through. On the valuation limb, the Individual’s own conduct, capacities and standing are assessed by their own Ground-Resolution, the self having entered the perceived Object field through the Reafference Pathway, which returns executed action to the Observer stripped of the source-identity information that would mark it as the Individual’s own. Self-as-Object valuation decomposes through the same A, I and Mimetic Premium components as any other Object-valuation, and its Mimetic Premium component is computed against a reference point drawn from the relational field rather than generated within the Individual.

Four consequences follow from reflexivity, each the counterpart of a result Individual-as-Object carries.


	No Mimetic Premium transfer, and therefore no extraction. Net Mimetic Position is the differential between the Mimetic Premium two parties assign one another, and Self-as-Object has one party. No differential exists, so no extraction occurs at any magnitude of self-valuation. Self-regard is not a transaction and cannot become one.

	Not a member of Status, though not without effect on it. Status is constituted entirely within other Individuals’ valuation architectures, so a Self-as-Object valuation is not itself a member of that aggregate whatever its magnitude: an Individual cannot raise their own Status by valuing themselves, which is the reflexive statement of the non-purchasability result the Reciprocal Valuation Property establishes. What reaches Status is the behaviour the valuation produces. Self-as-Object valuation issues in conduct, conduct is observed, and observers value the Individual-as-Object partly on what that conduct displays, so an Individual who carries themselves as though their own valuation of themselves were high is valued differently from one whose conduct displays self-loathing. The route is the ordinary one by which Status is influenced rather than constituted, the same route through which held Objects and installed occupancies move it: the Individual supplies a signal, and the signal moves Status only so far as observers freely update on it, and by whatever the field in question makes of it. Nothing in this returns self-valuation to the aggregate, and nothing in it makes the Individual a party to the Mimetic Premium transfer their display may provoke. The Individual settles what is displayed. The field settles what it is worth.

	It loads the intrapersonal coupling loop. What Self-as-Object valuation reaches directly is the Self-Model, written through the Belief Register and recirculated by the memory-recall self-coupling loop. The characteristic pathologies of self-regard are accordingly convergence pathologies, the Bayesian Flywheel carrying the Self-Model toward a Fixed Point that reflects the circulation rather than the Individual, and not the extraction pathologies that attach to the reciprocal case.

	It sets the baseline the comparative computation runs against. Status is comparative, so a reading of another Individual’s standing is a reading of a position relative to a reference level, and the reference level is the Individual’s own believed standing. The formal treatment carries this in its sign convention: the dyadic estimate places the assessor above the target or the target above the assessor, and its cost limb, the expected resistance, retaliation and opportunity cost of dealing, can only be computed from where the assessor takes themselves to stand. Self-as-Object is therefore upstream of the comparative computation as well as downstream of it, and the Self-Standing Confirmation Principle states what follows when the baseline is mis-set.



Distinction from Individual-as-Object. The two terms name the same Individual under two different relations and must not be substituted for one another. Individual-as-Object is reciprocal: the Object is a second valuing subject, running the same architecture, assigning valuations back. That reciprocity is what generates Entanglement, differential extraction, the non-purchasability of Status, and the self-reinforcement of Status-PM, and it is what the Reciprocal Valuation Property identifies as distinguishing Individual-as-Object from every other Object-type. Self-as-Object is reflexive: there is one valuing subject, which is also the Object. Nothing is assigned back because there is no second party to assign it, and none of the four reciprocal consequences arises. A sentence about how an Individual is valued by the field concerns Individual-as-Object; a sentence about how an Individual values themselves concerns Self-as-Object. Where an Individual’s own action returns to them through the responses of others, both relations are in play and the sentence should say so, the return path passing through second parties and being reciprocal at that limb.

Explanation. You are an object to other people, and you are also an object to yourself, in two different ways.

The first is physical and immediate. Your body is a thing your own hands can reach. When your back itches you scratch it; when a limb goes numb you shift off it; when your eyes sting you close them. You are both the one acting and the thing acted on, and nothing has to be obtained for the problem to be solved. A great deal of what your body asks of you in a day is answered exactly this way, with no third thing involved anywhere in it.

The second is a matter of assessment. You watch yourself much as you watch anyone else, seeing what you did after you did it, and you form a view of the person who did it. That view is a valuation, produced by the same machinery that values a house or a stranger.

Both differ from being an object to other people, and the difference matters. When other people value you, their valuations aggregate into your Status, and because they are people too, their valuations of you and yours of them feed one another in a loop with no stopping point of its own. When you value yourself, none of that happens. There is nobody at the other end, so nothing is extracted, and your own opinion of yourself is not one of the entries in your Status however high it runs.

That does not make it invisible. What you think of yourself shows in what you do, and other people watch what you do. Someone who moves through a room as though they are worth something is valued differently from someone who moves through it apologising for the space they occupy. Your self-regard does reach your Status, then, but by the long way round: through your conduct, into other people’s eyes, and only as far as they choose to update. You settle what is on display. They settle what it is worth.

What your self-valuation reaches directly is your story about who you are, which you then recall, which reinforces the story. The trouble with self-regard is not that it takes anything from anyone. It is that it convinces you.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Names the reflexive case on which Chapter 7 Section 7.2.1, Chapter 8 Section 8.10 and Chapter 15 already operate.

Derivation: Chapter 15, Section 15.10.1.

Cross-references: Individual-as-Object, Reciprocal Valuation Property, Self-Standing Confirmation Principle, Object, Status, Self-Model, Belief-Conditioned Status Estimate, Observation-Transfer Identity, Self-Coupling Permanence Principle, Bayesian Flywheel, Net Mimetic Position, Rival-Constitution Principle, Ground-Resolution, Body Manager.



Self-Coupling Permanence Principle

Self-Coupling Permanence Principle. The Individual’s coupling strength to their own prior Beliefs (κ_self) is architecturally guaranteed to be greater than zero at all times, because every act of memory recall feeds the Belief Register’s own outputs back into the Decision Hub, through the Observer that reads the Belief Register, as undifferentiated evidence. κ_self is the minimum coupling strength from which all other coupling (interpersonal, institutional, cultural) is additive. Axiom-Derived Principle. Derived from Axiom 2 (Common-Currency Integration), Axiom 3 (Source Opacity), Axiom 4 (Confabulation), and Axiom 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics).

Explanation. You are never at zero. Even if you lived in complete isolation, with no media, no relationships, and no social contact of any kind, you would still be a coupled system, because you can remember having had thoughts. Every time you recall a thought you once had, that recall enters your brain’s processing system as though it were new information. Your brain cannot tell the difference between “I am remembering something” and “I am observing something.” So the recalled thought updates your Beliefs, making you slightly more certain of whatever you were already thinking. Other people, institutions, and media add coupling on top of this baseline, but the baseline is always there.

Cross-references: Source Opacity, Common-Currency Integration, Decision Hub, Belief Register, Self-Model, Individual Confabulation Cascade, Coupling Strength, κ_self. Canonical reference: Chapter 14 (Quantum Epistemology), Section 14.5; Chapter 15 (The Bayesian Self-Model), Fast-to-Slow Coupling (Appendix A.5.6). See Chapter 14 (Quantum Epistemology) for the canonical derivation.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.5; Chapter 15, Section 15.3; Chapter 14, Appendix 14A.7; Appendix A, Section A.5.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.



Self-Coupling Strength

Self-Coupling Strength. Self-Coupling Strength is the coupling strength parameter measuring the degree to which an Individual’s evidence base is endogenous to their own prior states through the memory-recall channel. Self-Coupling Strength is architecturally guaranteed to be greater than zero (Self-Coupling Permanence Principle), because recalled Beliefs arrive, through the Belief Register and the Observer that reads the Belief Register, at the Decision Hub, and common-currency integration in the Decision Hub treats recalled Beliefs and fresh perceptual inputs as indistinguishable evidence types, and memory recall cannot be suppressed to zero. Self-Coupling Strength is the baseline coupling from which all inter-agent coupling and institutional coupling are additive; the total coupling experienced by any Individual at any time is the sum of Self-Coupling Strength, interpersonal coupling, institutional coupling, and media coupling, where each term represents coupling through a distinct evidence channel.

Explanation. Self-Coupling Strength measures how much your Beliefs are shaped by your own prior thoughts rather than by new information from the outside world. Because your mind cannot tell the difference between remembering a thought and encountering new evidence, you are always at least partially influenced by your own previous conclusions. Other people, institutions, and media add coupling on top of this baseline, but interventions cannot reduce Self-Coupling Strength to zero, because they cannot stop you from remembering. This is why the Bayesian Self-Model identifies memory recall as the irreducible source of identity persistence, and why extreme identity disruption (encounter with radically different worldviews) produces the architectural perturbation described in the Self-Model Disruption Principle.

Notation Statement. Denoted κ_self in formal equations, derivations, operational-definition blocks, appendices, figure and table headings, and the definitions database. Written in full as “Self-Coupling Strength” in running prose. On first prose appearance in any given document the English term may be followed by a parenthetical gloss of the form “Self-Coupling Strength (κ_self)”; a second parenthetical gloss of the same form is permitted at the first prose occurrence of the term in the main body after the formal definitions section, as a courtesy to readers who skip front-matter. All subsequent prose occurrences within that document use the English term only.

Cross-references: Coupling Strength, Self-Coupling Permanence Principle, Source Opacity, Decoherence Time, Decision Hub, Common-Currency Integration. See Chapter 14 (Quantum Epistemology) for the canonical derivation.

Derivation: Chapter 15, Section 15.3; Chapter 14, Section 14.5.4; Chapter 14, Appendix 14A.7; Appendix A, Section A.5.6.

Epistemic Status: Parameter. Derived from Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2), and the modality-blindness extension of Source Opacity.



Self-Defence Orthogonality Principle

Self-Defence Orthogonality Principle. The Self-Defence Orthogonality Principle is the result that, in aggression or violence between parties at any scale, from a fight between two Individuals to a war between states, the Belief that a party acts in self-defence is held by every party whatever the facts, and each party’s Belief names the other party as the aggressor with the same force. The Beliefs therefore cancel, as two signals of equal strength and opposite phase cancel, and leave no Evidence about which party is the aggressor: the likelihood ratio each Belief supplies is one. Where the conduct of the parties is also symmetrical, a judgment that prefers one party can rest only on a preference the judge supplies, which is neither a principled nor a reliable basis for the judgment. The claim of self-defence is therefore orthogonal to the response to aggression or violence: no response is selected by the claim, and every response is selected by conduct (which party is using violence, which party is supplying the means of it, which party continues after another has stopped) and need (which Individuals are below their floors). The Principle follows from Phenomenological Collapse and Dual-Role Confabulation, which produce the self-defence Belief in every party at once; from the Grievance Belief, whose type is fixed by structure rather than by accuracy, so that a defender’s Grievance Belief and an attacker’s are of one type; from the scale invariance of the mechanism that produces violence, which runs identically from the interpersonal to the organised scale; and from the Belief Multipolarity Principle, under which an intervention in the Subcriticality Maintenance set is specifiable on a rate, a threshold or a structural property of the arrangement and never on the content of a Belief. The Principle asks no Belief to change and no Individual under attack to stop defending themselves, and it leaves the question of which party started the violence to a procedure after the violence, whose answer decides repair rather than which party may use force.

Explanation. Anyone who uses violence, in a fist fight, a feud between neighbours or a war between nations, almost always believes they are defending themselves, and the other side believes exactly the same thing about them. The two beliefs are equal and opposite, so they cancel each other out, the way noise-cancelling headphones play a sound wave equal and opposite to the noise so that the two add up to silence. What is left when the beliefs cancel is what the parties are actually doing. If both sides are doing the same thing, nothing in the situation tells an outsider which side to favour, and any choice of side comes from the outsider’s own leanings rather than from the facts. So the response to violence cannot be decided by who claims to be defending themselves. It has to be decided by what people are doing, who is using violence, who is supplying the means, who keeps going after the other side stops, and by what people need. The question of who started it is still answered, but afterwards, and the answer decides what has to be repaired, not who is allowed to use force.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.20.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Derived in Chapter 17 (Violence as Architectural Output) §17.20.1, which states the Principle for aggression or violence at every scale and applies it to war.

Cross-references: Scapegoat Mechanism, Phenomenological Collapse, Dual-Role Confabulation, Grievance Belief, Belief Multipolarity Principle, Content-Agnostic Processing, Truth-Value Orthogonality, Cascading Support, Cascading Consequences, Mutual-Support Commitment, Refusal Without Concession Principle.



Self-Model

Self-Model. The Self-Model is the subset of the Individual’s Belief Register consisting of Beliefs about themselves, their identity, values, capacities, social position, and motivational profile, generated by the Confabulation architecture operating on source-opaque integrated signals, experienced as discovered self-knowledge but constituting a path-dependent confabulated narrative whose A-I-M composition is architecturally hidden from its owner.

Explanation. Your Self-Model is your internal story of who you are. It feels like you discovered it through experience, but it was actually constructed by the same brain system that generates all Confabulations, a system that does not have access to which of your desires came from bodily needs, genuine engagement, or copying others. Your sense of identity is as path-dependent as any other Belief: if you had encountered the same experiences in a different order, you would have a different sense of self, and you would be just as certain it was the real you.

Cross-references: Self-Model Disruption, Self-Model Inversion, Belief Register, Confabulation, Source Opacity, Non-Commutativity, Self-as-Object, Self-Standing Confirmation Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 15, Section 15.1; Chapter 15, Section 15.2; Chapter 15, Section 15.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Confabulation (Axiom 4), and Non-Commutativity.



Self-Model Disruption

Self-Model Disruption. Self-Model Disruption is the state in which an event destroys the conditions sustaining a source-specific valuation, causing the confabulated Self-Model narrative to fail cognitive closure over the revised evidential base, producing a period of forced identity revision during which the Individual’s answer to “Who am I?” is genuinely uncertain. The three sources produce structurally distinct disruption dynamics: A-shocks (resource loss) are recoverable through restoration; I-transitions (domain loss) are recoverable through substitution; M-shocks (reference group destruction) require full architectural reconstruction because M-desire has no independent Object.

Explanation. Self-Model Disruption is what happens when something in your life changes so fundamentally that your story about yourself stops working. You cannot maintain “I am X” because the conditions that made X true no longer hold. The unsettled feeling during this period is not a psychological failing, it is your brain’s narrative system recognising that its current story does not fit the evidence anymore. Crucially, losing your job (A-shock), losing your vocation (I-transition), and losing your social world (M-shock) produce very different kinds of identity crisis with very different recovery paths.

Distinction from Self-Model Perturbation and Self-Model Inversion. Self-Model Disruption is triggered by loss of conditions sustaining an existing valuation (job loss, reference group destruction, domain loss), the existing Self-Model fails because the world that supported it is gone. Self-Model Perturbation is triggered by encounter with another Individual whose observable characteristics deviate from the culturally constituted encoding of “normal”, the Self-Model is challenged by evidence that its priors are parochial. Self-Model Inversion is the upstream generative mechanism by which the Self-Model produces contrast categories (templates of “not-X” for every self-attributed X) that become available for interpreting others in both Disruption and Perturbation responses.

Cross-references: Self-Model, Self-Model Perturbation, Self-Model Inversion, Therapeutic Window, Revelation Effect, I-Emergence, Confabulation, Cognitive Closure.

Derivation: Chapter 15, Section 15.7.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from the Self-Model Disruption Principle.



Self-Model Inversion

Self-Model Inversion is the automatic cognitive operation by which an Individual’s self-model (their understanding of who they are and what they value) generates contrast categories that become available as templates for interpreting others, such that if the self-model includes trait X (e.g., “honest,” “hardworking,” “genuinely interested”), then not-X (e.g., “dishonest,” “lazy,” “status-seeking”) becomes a cognitively available template deployable to explain others’ behaviour.

Explanation. Self-Model Inversion explains why Individuals readily perceive in others the inverse of traits they attribute to themselves, even when the perception is inaccurate. The contrast category is cognitively cheap, it requires minimal inference because it is simply the inverse of a self-attributed trait. When the Individual observes behaviour that deviates from their self-model, the contrast template is immediately accessible as an explanation. Critically, these templates are available whether or not they accurately describe the Individual. If the Individual’s self-model is confabulated, if they mistakenly believe they are Intrinsically motivated when in fact they are Mimetically driven, the contrast template (“Others are status-seeking”) remains available and will be deployed to explain others’ behaviour, even though the Individual themselves is status-seeking. Self-Model Inversion is one of two primary pathways through which templates become available for Projection; the other is Guilt-Priming.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.8.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Self-Model, Guilt-Priming, Projection, Self-Model Moral Boundary Principle.



Self-Model Moral Boundary Principle

Self-Model Moral Boundary Principle. Moral labelling of others is architecturally a function of Self-Model Inversion operating on rival-constituted identity, such that (a) the Self-Model, substantially constituted through M-contaminated comparison, generates contrast categories for every positive self-attribution, (b) these contrast categories are stigmatised, externalised, and essentialised as stable character traits rather than situational responses, (c) moral vocabulary attaches to these contrast categories, transforming them from descriptive labels into permission infrastructure for targeting, and (d) “evil” is therefore not an independent ethical discovery but an architecturally predictable output of Self-Model maintenance under rivalry conditions, definitionally relative to the labelling Individual’s Self-Model rather than an objective property of the labelled Individual’s behaviour. Because Self-Models are path-dependent (each Individual’s Belief Package is the unique product of non-commutative information encounter) and because the rival constituting the Self-Model differs across Individuals, the content of “evil” varies across Individuals, reference groups, and historical epochs while the generative mechanism remains invariant.

Explanation. “Evil” is not something you discover in the world. It is something your brain generates to protect your self-concept. Your identity is partly built by comparing yourself to rivals (you are what they are not). Your brain then creates a mirror-image category for every positive trait you claim: if you see yourself as honest, the contrast category is “dishonest”; if hardworking, “lazy.” Moral language attaches to these mirror-image categories, turning them into labels you apply to others. Because different people have different rivals and different self-concepts, different people (and different societies in different eras) label different things as evil. What counts as evil in medieval Christendom, in revolutionary France, in 1990s Rwanda, or in any modern democracy is not converging on a single Truth. It is tracking the Self-Model maintenance needs of the dominant reference group in each epoch. The mechanism producing the label is always the same. The content of the label shifts with whoever is doing the labelling.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.8.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Self-Model, Self-Model Inversion, Scapegoat Mechanism, Moral Vocabulary Displacement Principle.



Self-Model Perturbation

Self-Model Perturbation. The Bayesian evidence event that occurs when an Individual encounters another Individual whose observable characteristics deviate from the culturally constituted encoding of “normal” within the first Individual’s Self-Model. The encounter constitutes evidence that the prior P(H_normal) is parochial rather than universal. The architecture defaults to processing this evidence as anomaly (Option B: low-status assignment and PM extraction) rather than revision (Option A: Self-Model update), for four converging reasons: prior dominance, the Prior Examination Inversion, the Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9), and the extractive incentive produced by the resulting PM-differential. Axiom-Derived Principle. Derived from Axiom 2, Axiom 3, Axiom 4, Axiom 6, Axiom 8, and Axiom 9.

Explanation. When you meet someone who is visibly different from what you grew up with, your brain registers this as evidence that your idea of “normal” might not be universal. But your idea of “normal” has been reinforced by tens of thousands of recalled memories across your entire life. Worse, the very framework you use to interpret the encounter is built from that prior. On top of this, treating the different person as “less than normal” produces a real, ongoing benefit: you extract attention, deference, and positional advantage from every subsequent interaction. The architecture defaults to this extractive response not because you are a bad person but because the updating arithmetic, the interpretive framing, the causal attribution system, and the material incentive all converge on the same output.

Distinction from Self-Model Disruption and Self-Model Inversion. Self-Model Perturbation is triggered by encounter with a culturally non-normative Individual, evidence that the prior P(H_normal) is parochial. Self-Model Disruption is triggered by loss of conditions sustaining an existing source-specific valuation (a job, a reference group, a vocation). Self-Model Inversion is the upstream generative mechanism by which the Self-Model produces the contrast categories deployed in the default extractive response to Perturbation.

Cross-references: Self-Model, Self-Model Disruption, Self-Model Inversion, Mimetic Premium (PM), Prior Examination Inversion, Agent-Based Causal Default, Observability Boundary, Levelling-Up Principle, Scapegoat, Structural Determination Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 15, Section 15.8.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Self-Model Transience Principle

Self-Model Transience Principle. The Self-Model Transience Principle holds that the Bayesian Self-Model is not itself located in any Decoherence Regime, because it is not a single Belief but a transient aggregate output, the current posterior over the Hypothesis Space, continually rewritten by Belief-Register Updates. Each component Belief composing the self-model occupies one of the five Decoherence Regimes; the self-model is their weighted superposition and therefore inherits no single regime. Its accuracy is accordingly a transient degree equal to the regime-weighted composition of its components, bounded strictly between 0 and 1: it can never be wholly accurate, because some components are at any moment Inaccessible or Abandoned, and never wholly inaccurate, because some are Truth-Tracked. A component’s regime can be ascribed only by deliberate examination, which is rationed and cannot be performed for every Belief at once; consequently most components run un-ascribed. Warranted confidence in any Belief tracks its ascribed regime, and the act of ascription is what earns that confidence; a Belief whose regime has not been ascribed warrants Epistemic Suspension, since it is not yet known whether reality will collect on it.

Explanation. Your sense of who you are is not one Belief with one truth-value; it is a shifting bundle of many Beliefs, each of a different kind, and it is being rewritten all the time. That is why you can never call your self-image simply true or simply false, it is always partly solid, partly confabulated, partly about things you can’t yet even see about yourself, and the mix keeps moving. You can only work out which kind any one Belief is by stopping and examining it against these five categories, and you can’t do that for every Belief you hold, so most run unchecked. The honest rule that follows: trust a Belief as much as its kind warrants once you’ve checked which kind it is, and until you’ve checked, hold your confidence in suspense, because you don’t yet know whether reality is going to come collect.

Derivation: Chapter 15, Section 15.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Self-Model, Belief Register, Belief-Register Update, Decoherence Regimes, Epistemic Suspension, Knowledge Patch, Source Opacity, Confabulation.



Self-Standing Confirmation Principle

Self-Standing Confirmation Principle. The standing an Individual attributes to themselves operates as the reference level against which every other Individual’s standing is read, so that an error in it is applied to the whole field at once and is confirmed by the dealings it produces rather than corrected by them. Three steps close the cycle. The believed standing, held in the Self-Model, sets the baseline from which the dyadic estimate of each target is computed, that estimate being a reading of the target’s position relative to the assessor and not of any absolute quantity. Conduct is then calibrated on the resulting gap, the Individual deferring, conceding position, pressing, or disregarding according to where the estimate places them. That conduct is observed, and the valuations others assign to the Individual-as-Object move with it, so the field returns valuations consistent with the standing the Individual brought to it. Nothing on the return path corrects the baseline: within each dealing the Interactional Confirmation Loop converts the encounter into a confirmation of the estimates both parties arrived with, and across dealings the Referent Absence Property leaves the believed standing without the structural decoherence that corrects a World-Model Belief.

The Self-Standing Confirmation Principle is bidirectional, and the two directions differ in what they cost and in who bears the cost.

Understated standing. An Individual who ranks themselves below where the field would place them reads gaps that are not there and concedes position in dealings where no concession was owed. The concessions are observed and lower the valuations others assign, so the field comes to hold the standing the Individual assumed, and the Individual reads that lowered standing as confirmation. The cost runs past regard into provisioning, because position conceded is provisioning forgone, and an Individual the field treats as low-Status is allocated less of what the field distributes. Sustained Appetitive deficit then attenuates the weight placed on incoming evidence, by the fidelity-attenuation channel of the Upstream Corruption Principle, which removes the corrective capacity that might have revised the baseline. The loop tightens as it runs, and its terminal form is an Individual held below the A-Floor by a mechanism that presents throughout as their own disposition.

Overstated standing. An Individual who ranks themselves above where the field would place them reads gaps in their own favour, presses where no entitlement exists, and discounts the resistance the estimate’s cost limb should have registered. The deference so extracted is then read as evidence for the standing that extracted it, so no term in the loop registers the overstatement as error. The behavioural signature is the one ordinary vocabulary reaches for when it speaks of grandiosity, entitlement, and instrumental disregard for the position of others.

Neither direction is self-limiting: the architecture supplies no term that reads a mis-set baseline as mis-set, in either direction, because in both the field’s returning valuations are the product of the baseline rather than a test of it.

The Self-Standing Confirmation Principle does not hold that the field’s valuation is correct. The field’s reading of an Individual is itself Mimetic-Premium-inflated and Confabulation-ratified, and nothing established here licenses treating that reading as the truth against which self-standing should be calibrated. What the Self-Standing Confirmation Principle establishes is narrower and worse: the baseline and the field’s valuation converge on one another whatever either’s relation to anything outside the loop, which is why the convergence carries no evidential weight, and why the correction is an intervention on the Self-Model rather than an instruction to defer to the field. A fall in standing produces the overstated direction without any error of self-estimate: held against a field that has withdrawn it, the believed standing produces Grievance Beliefs, and relinquished, it leaves Status Death recognised (Chapter 15, Section 15.10.2).

Explanation. Where you place yourself is where you measure everyone else from. Nobody carries an absolute reading of another person’s importance; what you actually compute is a gap, whether this person is above you or below you, and how far. That means your estimate of your own standing is not one belief among your beliefs about people. It is the zero point on the ruler you use for all of them.

The trouble is that the ruler adjusts the world to fit itself. If you hold yourself low, you give way in situations where you did not have to, and people watching you give way think less of you for it, and now the world agrees with the reading you started with. If you hold yourself high, you push where you had no standing to push, people accommodate you, and you take their accommodation as proof you were right. Either way you end each encounter with more confidence than you began, and no better information than you began with.

The low version is the more damaging one, because it does not stop at how you are regarded. Position given away is provisioning given away, and going short of what your body needs makes you worse at weighing new evidence, which is exactly the capacity you would need to notice the mistake. The loop pulls tighter the longer it runs.

None of this means other people have you correctly measured and you should adjust to their view. Their reading of you is inflated and confabulated like every other valuation in the system. The point is worse than that: your reading and theirs come into agreement because each is producing the other, so the agreement between them tells you nothing at all. That is why the fix is to work on the story you hold about yourself, not to take the field’s word for it.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 15, Section 15.10.2.

Cross-references: Self-as-Object, Individual-as-Object, Status, Belief-Conditioned Status Estimate, Interactional Confirmation Loop, Referent Absence Property, Self-Model, Self-Coupling Permanence Principle, Bayesian Flywheel, Bayesian Lock-In, Upstream Corruption Principle, A-Floor, Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, Observation-Transfer Identity.



Seneca Asymmetry

Seneca Asymmetry. The Seneca Asymmetry is the result that a complex social arrangement disintegrates faster than it was built, and that the disparity is structural rather than incidental. Growth proceeds against accumulated friction and must overcome it step by step, so the approach to the stability threshold is incremental and each increment is resisted. The buffers that supply that friction operate independently of one another during growth, which is what makes their resistance additive and the arrangement robust. Once the threshold is crossed the same connections run in the opposite direction: each buffer failure degrades the others, the resistance that was additive becomes coupled, and the arrangement disintegrates at a rate the growth phase gives no indication of. The buffer-level mechanism is the Friction Compounding Effect, and the practical consequence is that prevention is cheaper than recovery by a margin the arrangement’s own history conceals, because the history records only the slow phase.

Explanation. Things that took centuries to build come apart in years, and the mismatch is not bad luck.

Building is slow because everything resists it. A society’s safety mechanisms hold each other up, and each one that has to be brought along is a separate obstacle to whatever is being attempted. That resistance is exactly what makes the arrangement solid, and it is why growth is a grind.

Coming apart is fast for the same reason, run backwards. The mechanisms that held each other up now pull each other down: one failure makes the next easier, and the resistance that had to be overcome one piece at a time is now gone all at once. Nothing about the slow climb tells anyone how fast the fall will be, because the climb was measuring resistance and the fall is measuring its absence.

The practical upshot is uncomfortable. By the time a decline is visible enough to act on, the cheap phase of the problem is over, and the arrangement’s own record of how long it took to build is actively misleading about how long there is to save it.

Distinction from the Ignition-Release Asymmetry. The two are separate results and are easily conflated. The Ignition-Release Asymmetry concerns two levels of forcing: the loop ignites at one level and releases at a lower one, so the reduction that ends a crisis is larger than the reduction that would have prevented it. It is a claim about thresholds, and Appendix A establishes it formally. The Seneca Asymmetry concerns two rates: the arrangement is built slowly and comes apart quickly. A system can exhibit either without the other, and the Seneca Asymmetry has no formal counterpart in Appendix A.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.12.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Result. Derived from the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, Differential Satiation Dynamics (Axiom 6) with the Internal Loop Gain, and the Saddle-Node Default. Appendix A establishes no counterpart, so the result is a Result rather than a Theorem under the rule that the mathematics decides the label, and the coefficients relating the two rates are calibration tasks rather than entailments.

Cross-references: Friction Compounding Effect, Buffer Inversion, Institutional Brake, Buffer Independence, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Accumulated Mimetic Debt, Forced Quiescence, Succession Decoherence Principle, Ignition-Release Asymmetry, Correction Window.



Sign

Sign. Sign is the direction of a contribution within the architecture, and the same notion operates at two scales. At the level of the component inputs, the Signed Valuation Principle establishes that the Body Manager, the Thinker and the Observer each supply the Decision Hub with a signed scalar taking positive values (informing attraction toward the Object), negative values (informing avoidance) or zero (informing indifference), so that Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation and Mimetic Desire alike carry direction and the integrated Scalar is itself signed. At the level of the couplings that close the loop, sign is the direction in which a coupling acts on the mimetic dynamic: amplifying when it adds to the mimetic signal and drives the loop toward compounding, and restoring when it subtracts from it and damps the loop. The two readings are one concept applied at two places, the first governing whether a component drives approach or avoidance toward an Object, the second governing whether a structure connected to the loop makes compounding more or less likely.

Sign in the second reading is the third of the three conditions a candidate Institutional Buffer must satisfy to qualify as a Restoring Node. It is a property of the arrangement rather than of anyone’s intentions, so a structure designed to correct may carry amplifying sign and a structure built for unrelated purposes may carry restoring sign. A candidate satisfying Novelty and Closure while carrying amplifying sign is worse than no candidate at all, because it delivers force into the loop in the compounding direction while presenting as a corrective structure. Where a candidate’s sign depends on a condition that can lapse it is conditional rather than constructional, the Subcriticality Precondition being the case in which an artificial system’s restoring sign holds only while that system remains subcritical.

The two scales meet in the crisis geometry. The Saddle-Node Default and the Hopf exclusion are derived for the approach regime, in which the couplings closing the fast loop are one-signed and the exogenous drives are non-negative. A.5.3 names the reversal of one of those couplings’ signs as a second route by which the Fold might be converted, alongside the introduction of a Restoring Node. The exclusion argument is derived for one-signed couplings, and its extension to the sign-indefinite case, including which routes to a sustained cycle actually open under negative couplings, is a named specialist task, so the second route is identified rather than established.

Explanation. Everything feeding into a decision points somewhere: toward the thing or away from it. The body pulls you toward food and away from what is rotten, interest pulls you toward a problem and away from what bores you, and copying pulls you toward what others want and away from what others shun. The same question applies to anything connected to the wider loop that drives runaway wanting. Is it pushing that loop harder, or holding it back. A structure can be well intentioned, carefully built and pushing the wrong way, and the only way to find out is to trace where its force actually goes and which direction it points.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.0; Chapter 20, Section 20.3.1; Chapter 20, Section 20.4.5; Appendix A, Section A.5; Appendix A, Section A.5.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Signed Valuation Principle, Restoring Node, Novelty, Closure, Subcriticality Precondition, Buffer Inversion, Counterfeit Limit Cycle, Internal Loop Gain, Saddle-Node Default, Hopf Sub-Case, Decision Hub, Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle.



Signed Valuation Principle

Signed Valuation Principle. The architectural principle of the Minimal Architecture Specification stating that each of the three input-bearing components of the architecture (the Body Manager, the Thinker, and the Observer) supplies the Decision Hub with a signed scalar valuation signal, taking positive values (informing attraction toward the Object), negative values (informing avoidance of the Object), or zero (informing indifference), with the sign intrinsic to the single signed channel rather than carried by a separate avoidance channel running alongside an attraction channel. The Decision Hub’s integration is therefore an integration over signed terms, and the integrated Scalar V can take any real value: positive (net attraction, selecting approach actions), negative (net avoidance, selecting avoidance actions), or zero (net indifference, selecting disengagement). The Signed Valuation Principle is the architectural source of avoidance behaviour in the system, the architectural symmetry-property that ensures Source Opacity and Confabulation operate on the avoidance side of the architecture as fully as on the attraction side, and the architectural basis for the avoidance-side rendering of the I-Supremacy Result, the A-Disadvantage, the I-Template Override Result, and the I-Corrective Asymmetry. The Signed Valuation Principle is not an additional axiom; it is a feature of the minimal architecture made explicit so that downstream derivations of socially transmitted aversion (the heretic, the unclean, the scapegoat, the contaminated, the cancelled), of fear-driven avoidance, of value-violation aversion, and of the avoidance side of cultural configuration can refer to it directly.

Explanation. Each of the three components that feed the Decision Hub can give a positive signal (“I want this”, “this is engaging”, “everyone is going for this”), a negative signal (“this will hurt me”, “this is boring or wrong”, “everyone is avoiding this”), or a zero signal (“nothing here for me”). The Decision Hub adds these up, and the result can be positive (the system goes toward the Object), negative (the system goes away from the Object), or zero (the system disengages). This is why the architecture can produce avoidance, not just failure-to-pursue. It is also why a culture that teaches its Thinker-templates to flag certain Objects (people, ideas, foods, behaviours) as repulsive can produce systematic, automatic, felt-as-natural avoidance of those Objects, in exactly the same way it can produce systematic attraction. The Source Opacity Theorem applies to negative signals just as it does to positive ones: a person feeling strong revulsion cannot tell from introspection whether the revulsion is bodily, value-based, or copied from the people around them.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.0.

Epistemic Status: Canonical. Framework-Specific Principle derived in Chapter 4, Section 4.4.0.

Cross-references: Decision Hub, Body Manager, Thinker, Observer, Disaggregation Primitive, Dashboard Gauge Principle, Minimal Architecture Specification, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Belief Register, Object Parasitism, Scapegoat Mechanism, I-Template Override Result, A-Disadvantage, I-Supremacy Result, I-Corrective Asymmetry, AIM Operational Loop.



Sincerity Guarantee

The Sincerity Guarantee is the deductive consequence of Source Opacity and the Confabulation Rationality Lemma that every Individual who produces a confabulated motivational report subjectively experiences that report as truthful: because Source Opacity eliminates the weighting information (wA, wI, wM) from the individual’s introspective access before any report is generated, the Individual cannot detect the mismatch between their sincere narrative and the actual source-weights that produced the behaviour, and therefore generates and asserts the report in full subjective good faith. The Sincerity Guarantee certifies phenomenological authenticity, not epistemic accuracy.

Explanation. The Sincerity Guarantee resolves an apparent puzzle: if people’s motivational self-reports are systematically inaccurate, why don’t they notice? The answer is architectural. Source Opacity operates at integration, upstream of introspection. By the time a motivational report is constructed, the information that would reveal its inaccuracy, the actual weightings of A, I, and M, has already been destroyed. The Individual is therefore not lying; they are generating the most plausible narrative their Conscious Cognition can construct, given the evidence available to Conscious Cognition. The confabulated report is a genuinely sincere response to a genuinely impoverished information environment. This has a critical practical implication: challenging Individuals on the accuracy of their motivational self-reports will be experienced as an accusation of lying, because from inside the architecture it is experienced as lying, and this experience is phenomenologically indistinguishable from telling the Truth. The appropriate diagnostic is therefore structural and behavioural, not interrogative.

Cross-references: Source Opacity; Confabulation Rationality Lemma; Confabulation; Self-Model; Source-tagging; Two-Question Diagnostic; Three-Test Battery; Imaginative Search Corollary; Presumption Against Scapegoating.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.12.1; Chapter 11, Section 11.3.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Deductive Consequence.



Slow-Layer Loop Gain

Slow-Layer Loop Gain (GslowG_{slow}). The Slow-Layer Loop Gain is the product Gslow=r*⋅κself⋅ρ(ℋ)⋅∥∂ℓ/∂V∥⋅β∥∂μ/∂b∥⋅ω(Tint)G_{slow} = r^{*}\cdot\kappa_{self}\cdot\rho(\mathcal{H})\cdot\|\partial\ell/\partial V\|\cdot\beta\,\|\partial\mu/\partial b\|\cdot\omega(T_{int}), where r*r^{*} is the rate at which the Thinker is recruited at the operating point, κself\kappa_{self} is the Self-Coupling Permanence parameter, ρ(ℋ)\rho(\mathcal{H}) is the Restriction-Induced Concentration Factor, ∥∂ℓ/∂V∥\|\partial\ell/\partial V\| is the sensitivity of the likelihood to the fast-layer value signal, β∥∂μ/∂b∥\beta\,\|\partial\mu/\partial b\| is the sensitivity of the Observer’s template-coded forcing of M to the Belief Register, entering the integrated value through the Decision Hub’s weight β\beta, and ω(Tint)\omega(T_{int}) is the Evidence-Emission Coefficient. GslowG_{slow} is the Bayesian Belief layer’s contribution to the Joint Stability Condition Gjoint<GcritjointG_{joint} < G_{crit}^{joint}.

Explanation. The Slow-Layer Loop Gain measures how strongly the Belief system amplifies itself through the coupling with the fast valuation layer. It is strictly positive whenever the fast and slow layers are coupled, Evidence is emitted at all and the Thinker is recruited, because the Self-Coupling Permanence Principle holds that an Individual’s Evidence coupling to their own past Beliefs never falls to zero. This means the Belief layer adds destabilising pressure to the system without requiring any contingency to arise, which is the formal expression of the architectural claim that Bayesian Lock-In is structural rather than contingent. The floor lies in the self-coupling, which cannot be reduced, and not in Evidence emission, which can. Knowledge Patch operation reduces the Slow-Layer Loop Gain through two channels: AIM Vocabulary Acquisition reduces the Restriction-Induced Concentration Factor by adding the M-Hypothesis to the Hypothesis Space, and Epistemic Suspension reduces the Evidence-Emission Coefficient by sustaining a non-zero Interference Term.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Parameter. Source: Appendix A.5.6.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.5.6.

Cross-references: Self-Coupling Permanence Principle, Restriction-Induced Concentration Factor, Evidence-Emission Coefficient, Internal Loop Gain, Effective Loop Gain, Joint Stability Condition, Fast-to-Slow Coupling, Knowledge Patch, Bayesian Lock-In, Hypothesis Space, Belief Register, Interference Term.



Social Capital Decomposition Principle

Social Capital Decomposition Principle. The Social Capital Decomposition Principle states that what is conventionally called social capital is a composite of two structurally distinct components with opposite effects on cascade dynamics. The first is the A-I Buffer: genuine trust, cooperation, mutual aid, shared I-engagement and the institutional arrangements that sustain them. The A-I Buffer resists cascade dynamics. The second is Mimetic Premium held as Status position, network power and reputational leverage. This component is the extraction mechanism of the Unidirectional PM Flow Principle and is itself part of the crisis architecture. The Subcriticality Threshold is therefore sensitive to A-I Buffer depth specifically, not to social capital as a composite. A society high in aggregate social capital but with extreme PM-concentration can carry less crisis-resistance than a society lower in aggregate social capital with a deeper A-I Buffer.

Explanation. “Social capital” names two things at once: the trust that protects a society, and the standing and connections that extract from it. Measured together they can look healthy while the protective part is being drained, so a society rich in social capital can be closer to crisis than one that looks poorer.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.8.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: A-I Buffer, Unidirectional PM Flow Principle, Subcriticality Threshold, Mimetic Premium (PM), Status, Vocabulary Gap (Hilbert Collapse).



Social Constitution Corollary

Social Constitution Corollary. The Social Constitution Corollary is the result, derived from Preconscious Transmission, Common-Currency Integration, the Data Processing Inequality, and the relational embedding of the Self-Model, that the Individual’s cognitive system is partly constituted by, not merely influenced by, the full relational field of Models, intimates, rivals, aversive figures, and fleeting encounters, such that no non-social baseline of valuation or Self-Modelling is architecturally available and the magnitude of social constitution is unrecoverable through introspection.

Explanation. Other people do not just influence how you think and want; they help build the cognitive system that does the thinking and wanting. This includes everyone you have a relationship with (positive, negative, intimate, rivalrous, or fleeting) and you cannot tell from the inside how much of your sense of self and your wanting was put there by them, because the brain destroys the labels that would let you trace it.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.10.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Corollary.

Cross-references: Mimetic Desire (M), Source Opacity, Common-Currency Integration, Data Processing Inequality, Rival-Constitution Principle, Entanglement, Individual-as-Object, Positive Mimesis, Mimetic Repulsion, Preconscious Transmission, Mimetic-Contagion-Free Comparator.

Epistemic Status: NAMED-RESULT. Framework-Specific Derived Result.



Social Proof

Social Proof is the heuristic by which Individuals use the distribution of Beliefs across the population as evidence for those Beliefs’ validity (treating widespread Belief as Bayesian evidence of Truth (if many people believe X, X is probably true)) which functions adaptively in domains where accuracy and popularity correlate but produces Confabulation amplification when applied to narratives that achieved initial uptake through prestige-bias or emotional resonance rather than accuracy, because observers cannot distinguish independent convergence from dependent copying.

Explanation. Social proof is adaptive in many domains: widespread Beliefs about fire burning, water being wet, or predators being dangerous correlate with Truth because these Beliefs were tested against reality across many individuals. The implicit reasoning is: “If many people independently arrived at conclusion X, then X is probably correct, the probability that all of them are wrong is low.”

The heuristic fails under Confabulation cascades because the independence assumption is violated. If Confabulation C propagates from Individual A to Individuals B, C, and D via prestige-bias, then Individual E observes not one person expressing C but four. Individual E updates: “Multiple people believe this, so it’s probably correct.” But B, C, and D did not independently arrive at C, they copied it from A. Individual E has no access to this dependency structure; they observe only the distribution.

Social proof therefore amplifies Confabulations once they achieve initial uptake: the more people express a Confabulation, the more others treat it as validated, the more it propagates, the more social proof accumulates. The cascade is self-reinforcing, and the amplification operates regardless of accuracy.

In the context of the Scapegoat Mechanism, social proof explains why scapegoat narratives can achieve functional consensus rapidly: once a critical mass expresses the narrative, each additional observer treats the distribution as evidence of validity, producing convergence toward collective targeting even when no Individual has independently verified the narrative’s accuracy.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.11; Chapter 13, Section 13.4.1.

Epistemic Status: Established Finding (Social Psychology), integrated with AIM architecture.

Cross-references: Prestige-Biased Learning, Social-Proof Consensus, Collective Prior, Mimesis.



Soft Falsehood

Soft Falsehood. A Soft Falsehood is a Belief no live Referent governs but which is held at low Coupling Strength, so that its boundary is permeable, little or no Cost is exported, and it decoheres continuously and cheaply as Individuals shift their Beliefs across it rather than being held in place and made to pay. Like the Hard Falsehood it occurs in two Referent-conditions, Referent-abandoned-but-weakly-held and Referent-free-but-weakly-held, kept as distinct cells because their relationships to the Referent differ and seed different future analysis, even though the present corrective converges in most cases on the same low-coupling permeability that makes reclassification easy.

Explanation. A soft falsehood is a belief that is not tracking reality but that nobody feels strongly enough about to enforce. Because no one is punished for disagreeing, people drift in and out of it freely, and it corrects itself gently over time. A loosely held opinion drawn from something one read, where a fact of the matter may exist but the belief sits lightly either way, is the everyday case.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.1.1; Chapter 14, Section 14.8.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Referent Abandonment, Type I Exclusion, Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, Cost of a Belief, Cost-Provenance Test, Hard Falsehood, Hardness–Referent Matrix.



Soft Truth

Soft Truth. A Soft Truth is a Belief occupying the long-but-finite-Decoherence-Time regime of the Decoherence Trichotomy, governed by a live Referent whose verdict is buffered by stored capital, financial, institutional, or ideological, so that certainty and Truth may diverge for an extended period before reality intrudes and the Belief decoheres, sometimes catastrophically. Its Referent is live and its Cost is ultimately borne by the world, but the settlement is delayed, and within the buffered interval the coupled dynamics rather than the truth-value govern Belief.

Explanation. A soft truth is still answerable to reality, but reality is slow to arrive. Savings, institutions, or sheer momentum hold the belief steady for years even when it has started to drift, until the buffer runs out and the correction lands, often all at once. It is true, but its truth is on a long fuse.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.1; Chapter 14, Section 14.8.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Decoherence Trichotomy, Decoherence Time, Coupling Strength, Cost of a Belief, Bubble-and-Foam Model, Hard Truth, Hardness–Referent Matrix.



Source Belief

Source Belief is the probability distribution an Individual assigns (consciously or unconsciously) across the three Source Hypotheses for a particular want, represented as the triple P(H_A), P(H_I), P(H_M).

Explanation. Source Belief is your best guess about where a want came from. When you feel an urge, you implicitly distribute probability across the three Source Hypotheses: “This is probably hunger”, “This is probably genuine interest”, or “I probably want this because others do”. Due to Source Opacity, these assignments are often inaccurate. Mimetic desires are routinely misattributed to Appetitive need (the status-driven house purchase experienced as survival necessity) or Intrinsic value (the prestige credential experienced as love of learning). Occasionally Appetitive or Intrinsic signals are themselves mimetically triggered, the contagious yawn feels like fatigue though it was socially cued; the hunger pangs arrive because others started eating. Accurate Source Belief is the precondition for effective I-Override; systematically distorted Source Belief, compounding over time through the Confabulation Cascade, is the precondition for mimetic crisis.

Derivation: Chapter 15, Section 15.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. The motivational specialisation of Belief, over the A, I, and M source Hypotheses.

Cross-references: Belief, Source Hypotheses, Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Confabulation (Axiom 4), Authenticity Belief, Grievance Belief, Prior Belief, Posterior Belief, I-Override, Two-Question Diagnostic.



Source Hypotheses

Source Hypotheses, denoted H_A, H_I, and H_M, are the three mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive Hypotheses about which motivational source generated a particular want:


	H_A: “This want arose from Appetitive need”

	H_I: “This want arose from Intrinsic Motivation”

	H_M: “This want arose from Mimetic Desire”



Explanation. Source Hypotheses partition the space of possible origins for any experienced want. For any desire, exactly one Hypothesis is true at the level of primary causation, the want was predominantly generated by bodily deficit, by self-endorsed engagement value, or by social transmission from models. The Individual’s task in Source-tagging is to correctly identify which Hypothesis applies. Because the three Hypotheses are exhaustive, the probabilities an Individual assigns across them must sum to one. Source Opacity means this identification is difficult; Common-Currency Integration means the phenomenology of wanting does not distinguish sources; Confabulation means the narratives generated to explain wants are systematically biased toward the Appetitive and Intrinsic Hypotheses even when the M-Hypothesis is true.

Derivation: Chapter 15, Section 15.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), Mimetic Desire (M), Source-tagging, Source Opacity, Source Belief.



Source Inference

Source Inference. The reconstruction of the source-decomposition of an integrated valuation from evidence other than the integrated Scalar itself, principally the Behavioural Signatures of the contributing sources together with prior knowledge that a given source exists and of its characteristic operating dynamics. Source Inference is the permitted complement to Source Opacity, which establishes only that the decomposition cannot be recovered by any function of the integrated Scalar alone. It does not attempt to invert the many-to-one Common-Currency Integration map, which cannot be done, but instead estimates the composition of a valuation by fitting known source-models to observable evidence: the A-signature of state-dependence and satiation, the I-signature of engagement that persists without an audience, and the M-signature of non-satiation and, in M’s special case, audience-dependence and reference-point behaviour. The Two-Question Diagnostic is the framework’s canonical Source Inference procedure at the level of the individual valuation, and the Aggregation Gradient is its correlate at population scale. Source Inference yields an approximation of the decomposition whose accuracy improves as the priors supplied to it sharpen, and it is the mechanism by which the Knowledge Patch routes around Source Opacity rather than curing it.

Explanation. Because the Decision Hub blends Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, and Mimetic Desire into a single wanting, you cannot look inward and read off how much of a desire came from which source. That tag is gone, and no amount of reflection brings it back. But you are not therefore stuck. If you already know the three sources exist and know how each one behaves (Appetites fade once satisfied, Intrinsic Motivation keeps going even when nobody is watching, and Mimetic Desire never settles and depends on an Audience), you can work out a good estimate of what was really driving a choice by looking at how it behaves rather than how it feels from the inside. That is Source Inference, and it is exactly what the Two-Question Diagnostic does. You cannot un-mix the blend, but you can make a reliable estimate of what went into it.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.9.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from Source Opacity (Axiom 3) and the Non-Recoverability Is Not Non-Existence corollary (Chapter 9, Section 9.9.5).

Cross-references: Source Opacity, Data Processing Inequality, Common-Currency Integration, Two-Question Diagnostic, Aggregation Gradient, Knowledge Patch, Behavioural Signatures, Confabulation.



Source Opacity

Source Opacity. The architectural consequence of Common-Currency Integration whereby the Decision Hub’s integration operation irreversibly destroys information about which source (A, I, M) contributed what weight to the integrated Scalar. It rests on two logically independent results: the integration map is non-injective, sending distinct source-tuples to the same terminal value, which performs the destruction of source-identity; and the Data Processing Inequality does not permit any downstream stage to reconstruct source-identity not preserved at the integration step, which makes the destruction permanent. The Data Processing Inequality does not destroy source-identity; it seals a destruction performed by non-injective aggregation. Source Opacity is therefore an information-theoretic entailment of that non-injective aggregation, not an empirical contingency or a design flaw. This is opacity of the source decomposition, not of value: valuation itself is preserved (indeed it is the point, the Individual still values the Object, and the integrated signal may carry other structure such as the magnitude or timing of the expected outcome). What integration destroys is the decomposition, not the contributions: the Scalar carries all three as their sum, and because the three obey different termination dynamics, the leading channel can be inferred from the Scalar’s course across conditions that move one contribution and not the others, though never read off any single value. Source Opacity does not require the integrated signal to be one-dimensional; it requires only that integration not carry the A, I, and M source-tags forward, which the non-injective aggregation guarantees. What is lost is solely the ability to read, by introspection, which source produced the pull. Source Opacity is permanent at the level of the integrated Scalar, the Individual has no introspective access to the source-decomposition of their integrated valuations. Compensatory discrimination is available only through inferential reconstruction from behavioural evidence (the Two-Question Diagnostic), operating on I’s prior space rather than on the integrated Scalar itself. [Axiom 3: Source Opacity]

Locality of the claim. Source Opacity is a local, single-moment, individual-scale information-loss claim. It is local to a single Decision Hub, local to a single moment of integration, and local to the representation produced at that moment. It is not a property of the world. The information about source-tags that is destroyed at the Decision Hub is destroyed within the Individual’s representation at that moment, not erased from the structural record of what the Individual then did, with whom, in what pattern, and to what cumulative effect. The Aggregation Gradient identifies the dimension along which source-discriminating information is recoverable from outcomes at higher rungs of representational distance, even though it is permanently inaccessible by introspection at Rung 1.

What the opacity costs. The destruction of the source-decomposition is not a uniform loss across three like quantities. The Body Manager and the Thinker each encode a deficit over Objects; the Observer encodes Salience, a signed reading of which Objects the environment marks as valued and which as to be kept from, whose function is to point the deficit channels at targets. The integrated Scalar admits one interpretive category, a signed demand for correction, so integration does not merely leave the Salience contribution unattributed, it delivers it under the only category available to receive it. This is the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, and it is the principal cost of Source Opacity. Two further conditions complete the account of why that cost falls hardest on the Mimetic channel: the Observer’s contribution leaves no phenomenological trace by which it could be examined once its tag is gone (the Legibility Gradient), and integration destroys the tag itself. Each alone would be survivable; together they entail that a Salience signal is invisible as a Salience signal, and unidentifiable by introspection as anything but a lack or a threat.

Explanation. When the Decision Hub combines the signals coming in from A, I, and M into a single “want” number, the Decision Hub has to drop the labels, not because a theorem erased them, but because blending many things into one number is a one-way street: many different combinations give the same total, so you cannot read the separate ingredients back out. That blending is what destroys the breakdown. A second, separate rule (the Data Processing Inequality) then guarantees the loss is permanent: nothing done later can rebuild a breakdown that the blending never kept. That is a mathematical fact, not a flaw in the brain’s design. The result is that when you feel a desire, you cannot tell by introspection alone whether the desire came from your body, from your engagement with the activity, or from watching other people, because by the time the desire reaches awareness the labels are already gone. The only way to work out which source is driving a particular desire is to look at the behavioural evidence afterwards. Source Opacity blocks you from seeing why you wanted what you wanted in any given moment. It does not block someone watching you across many moments, or someone watching many people across many years, from seeing patterns you cannot. The opacity is in the mirror you hold up to yourself in one instant. It is not in the world.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.3; Chapter 9, Section 9.1.5; Chapter 9, Section 9.9.2; Chapter 9, Section 9.9.4; Appendix A, Section A.2.

Epistemic Status: Canonical.

Cross-references: Common-Currency Integration, Decision Hub, Data Processing Inequality, Source Opacity Theorem, Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Salience-Deficit Asymmetry, Legibility Gradient, Two-Question Diagnostic, Knowledge Patch, I-Override, Confabulation, Camouflage Architecture, Conscious Cognition, Minimal Architecture Specification, Signed Valuation Principle, Abstraction Layer, Abstraction Layering, Source Inference.



Source Opacity Theorem

Source Opacity Theorem is the information-theoretic proof that source-decomposition information is irreversibly destroyed by the Decision Hub’s integration of A, I, and M signals into a single utility scalar. Let U = (U_A, U_I, U_M) be the source-specific utility vector and let S be the source-identity variable. The Decision Hub computes V = f(U) = w_A U_A + w_I U_I + w_M U_M. Since f is a deterministic, non-injective many-to-one map (its kernel is two-dimensional), no measurable function of V can recover U exactly; by the Data Processing Inequality, I(S; V) ≤ I(S; U) and I(S; g(V)) ≤ I(S; V) for any introspective function g. Source-decomposition information is irreversibly destroyed in integration, and no downstream processing can recover it. Formalised in Chapter 9 and Appendix A, Section A.2 (M5a).

Explanation. The Source Opacity Theorem elevates Source Opacity from a psychological observation (“people can’t tell where their desires come from”) to a mathematical necessity conditional on one architectural premise. The mathematics is general: for any many-to-one integration, the Data Processing Inequality guarantees that no function of the integrated output can recover information the integration discarded, so any neural system that integrates multiple motivational signals into a single decision variable destroys the source decomposition in the integrated signal, not as a design flaw but as a consequence of the map being many-to-one. The architectural premise is Scalar-Only Delivery (restatement B1, Appendix A, Section A.5.6): conscious access operates on the integrated Scalar and receives no parallel pre-integration channel. Given that premise, introspection is a function of the integrated output and inherits the information loss, and no amount of careful self-examination, meditation, or therapeutic technique can recover what the integration step destroyed. The premise is evidenced rather than assumed: source-specific circuits are active within the Transmission Window while conscious awareness of the integrated wanting arrives only afterwards (see Source-Tagging; Chapter 9, Section 9.9.9 separates this timing barrier from Source Opacity proper), and the Choice Blindness record shows subjects sincerely explaining choices they did not make, which is what downstream-only access predicts. This is why the Knowledge Patch and the Two-Question Diagnostic route around introspection rather than trying to improve it: they use external behavioural evidence (satiation tests, audience-removal tests) to infer the source-attribution that the architecture necessarily discards. See Source Opacity, Camouflage Architecture, Knowledge Patch, Two-Question Diagnostic, Conscious Cognition, Evidence.

Cross-references: Source Opacity, Camouflage Architecture, Knowledge Patch, Two-Question Diagnostic, Conscious Cognition, Evidence.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.9.4.

Epistemic Status: Theorem (Appendix A, Section A.2, M5a).



Source-Attribution Confabulation

Source-Attribution Confabulation. The sub-case of Confabulation in which the Hypothesis concerns the motivational source of a present desire and is wrong because the Mimetic Hypothesis was unrepresentable or under-weighted in the Thinker’s Hypothesis Space (the Vocabulary Gap or Hilbert Collapse). It is the output Ground-Resolution returns on the source-attribution special case: the evidence is the Decision Hub’s tag-stripped Scalar, the Hypothesis Space does not yield the Mimetic ground, and the attribution therefore defaults to the best available Appetitive or Intrinsic Hypothesis and is returned with the confidence a correct attribution would carry. Completions in this sub-case preferentially attribute to Appetites or Intrinsic Motivation and systematically avoid Mimetic attribution (Disaggregation Convention 2), which is the asymmetry that drives the Authenticity Belief toward certainty rather than toward an unbiased posterior. Source-Attribution Confabulation is the proximate mechanism of Object Parasitism, scapegoating, and the Confabulation Cascade. I-Override is the same special case run deliberately against this outcome.

Explanation. This is the ordinary case in which an Individual gives a sincere account of why they want something and the account is wrong. The wanting arrived with its source-tag destroyed, so the only material available to explain it is the list of explanations the Individual holds, and social copying is usually not on that list. The engine returns the best remaining answer, a real need or a genuine interest, and returns it with full confidence, because nothing in the operation registers that the right answer was missing. The failure is not in the reasoning. It is in the list.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3.

Cross-references: Confabulation, Ground-Resolution, I-Override, Source Opacity, Hypothesis Space, Vocabulary Gap (Hilbert Collapse), Comfortable Confabulation, Object Parasitism, Confabulation Cascade, Individual Confabulation Cascade, Authenticity Belief, Knowledge Patch.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Source-Tagging

Source-Tagging. Source-Tagging is the presence of source-of-origin information (A, I, or M) in the pre-integration channels prior to Common-Currency Integration, together with the reconstructive, post-integration inference by which an Individual re-attributes a source to an integrated wanting. Within the Transmission Window following a stimulus, source-specific circuits are active: homeostatic pathways generate A-signals, intrinsic reward systems generate I-signals, and mirror-neuron and social-comparison circuits generate M-signals, each carrying native source-identity at that stage. Common-Currency Integration then collapses the three inputs into a single Scalar, discarding the native source-labels (Source Opacity), and conscious awareness of the integrated wanting arrives only after the integration has occurred. Effective source-tagging in lived decision-making is therefore reconstructive rather than direct: the Individual applies conceptual instruments (the Two-Question Diagnostic), contextual cues, and I-Override to infer the probable source of an unlabelled signal. Reconstructed Source-Tagging is the precondition for reflective management of Mimetic escalation; without it, all desires present as undifferentiated urgency.

Explanation. Within the Transmission Window after a stimulus, source-specific circuits are active: hunger and safety pathways generate A-signals, intrinsic reward systems generate I-signals, and mirror-neuron and social-comparison circuits generate M-signals, all before these inputs are fed into the common-currency integration system. Conscious awareness of “I want X” typically comes online only later, around ~300–500 milliseconds, after this integration has already occurred. In principle, the brain could keep track of where a motivational signal came from: hunger circuits would generate A-desires for food and safety, intrinsic reward systems would generate I-desires for learning or creative work, and social comparison circuits would generate M-desires for status or copied goals. Source-tagging describes this idealized encoding of origin information before integration. However, the common-currency integration that occurs in ventromedial prefrontal cortex and ventral striatum collapses three unlike inputs into a single Scalar by a many-to-one map, and that map discards native source-labels. By the time the desire is phenomenologically felt as “I want X,” consciousness has direct access only to the integrated strength of wanting, not to its decomposition into A, I, and M. In practice, therefore, effective source-tagging at the level of lived decision-making is usually a reconstructive, post-integration process: the Individual uses conceptual tools (such as the Two-Question Diagnostic), contextual cues, and I-Override to infer “this is about bodily sufficiency,” “this is about a project I care about,” or “this is about keeping up with others,” even though the raw neural signal arrived unlabelled. In AIM, this reconstructed source-tagging is the precondition for any reflective control over Mimetic escalation over time: without it, all desires present as undifferentiated urgency; with it, the Individual can at least sometimes see which parts of the urgency are negotiable.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.3.

Cross-references: Source Opacity, Source Hypotheses, I-Override, Two-Question Diagnostic, Common-Currency Integration.



Species-Neutral Processing Principle

Species-Neutral Processing Principle (SNPP). The Species-Neutral Processing Principle is the architectural result that the neurological machinery by which an Individual classifies encountered entities as Agents (Axiom 9), valuates them as Objects (Individual-as-Object Principle), and integrates the resulting valuations through the Decision Hub (Axiom 2) is species-general with respect to the entities being processed. Humans possess no exclusive neural circuit for processing other humans as Agents or as Objects that is absent from their processing of non-human animals. Any apparent human-specific specialisation (for example, elevated Salience of human faces, voices, or social cues) is a parameter-level weighting within a common architecture, not an architectural discontinuity. Framework-Specific Principle. Derived from Axioms 2, 5, 7, 9, the Individual-as-Object Principle, and the Derivation-Not-Ambition Principle (DNA-P).

Explanation. When you look at another person and form a sense of who they are and what they want from you, your brain is not running human-specific hardware. It is running the same Predator-Prey-Collaborator-Rival classifier and the same Object-valuation circuit it applies to a dog, a horse, or a bear. The machinery is general. What varies is the weighting (human faces grab more attention than most non-human stimuli, for ecological reasons) and the cultural content that trains the weights. There is no separate neural module for human-directed social cognition, and the processing of non-human animals as Agents is the same operation, run with different parameter values.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.1.3; Chapter 8, Section 8.10; Chapter 11, Section 11.15.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9), Agent-Type Vector, Individual-as-Object, Decision Hub, Preconscious Transmission (Axiom 7), Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2), Humanisation Null Hypothesis, Individual, DNA-P.



Speed-Selectivity Trade-Off

The Speed-Selectivity Trade-Off is the architectural constraint that the preconscious speed encompassed by the Transmission Window required for the coordination that enables cumulative culture is faster than the conscious evaluation (300-500ms) required to filter observed goals before adoption, making pre-adoption filtering impossible and post-adoption correction the only available intervention.

Explanation. A system that could evaluate “does this Object serve my A-I needs?” before adopting the modelled goal would be selective, enjoying cultural learning without indiscriminate desire-absorption. But the mirror-neuron/predictive-coding system that models another agent’s goals and projects the result to valuation circuits operates within the Transmission Window, while conscious evaluation requires 300 to 500ms at minimum. The valuation modulation is complete before evaluation could begin. This is not a contingent limitation but a structural consequence of the speed requirement: collective hunting coordination, predator avoidance, language acquisition, and real-time social learning all demand goal-copying faster than deliberation permits. Speed is the feature; indiscriminate adoption is the cost. The Trade-Off governs adoption, not action: the adoption-action distinction ensures that I-Override remains available as a post-adoption correction mechanism, even though the starting position is always non-neutral. The Trade-Off provides the micro-level derivation of the Mimetic Trade-Off Principle, establishing the Trade-Off as a logical consequence of timing architecture rather than an empirical generalisation about co-occurrence.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.15.8.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Transmission Window, I-Override, Mimetic Trade-Off Principle, Correction Asymmetry.



Stability-Pathology Trade-Off

Stability-Pathology Trade-Off. The structural consequence of Content-Agnosticism (Axiom 8) whereby the same mechanism, the Bayesian Flywheel, that produces stable and functional identity necessarily also stabilises pathological Self-Model elements. No design modification separates the stability benefit from the rigidity cost, because the benefit and the cost are one property of content-agnostic processing rather than two properties that happen to co-occur.

Explanation. What makes a person functional, a settled sense of who they are, is the same thing that makes them rigid. The coherence and the quick decisions cannot be separated from the defensiveness and the denial, because these are not two components that better design might prise apart. They are one component described twice. The flywheel stabilises whatever it is given, and it has no capacity to ask whether what it is given deserves stabilising.

The Knowledge Patch therefore does not dismantle the Self-Model or slow the flywheel. It supplies the vocabulary and the diagnostics that let an Individual examine, deliberately and partially, what the flywheel has been stabilising on their behalf.

Derivation: Chapter 15, Section 15.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result.

Cross-references: Self-Model, Bayesian Flywheel, Content-Agnosticism, Confabulation, Knowledge Patch, Bayesian Lock-In, Individual Subcriticality.



Stable Prey Classification

Stable Prey Classification. Stable Prey Classification is the Y-dominant Agent-Type Vector held toward a population and maintained across sustained contact by an institutional architecture whose function is to manage the behavioural evidence that would otherwise redistribute weight toward the Collaborator and Rival coordinates. It is distinguished from the Y-dominant vectors of genocide and of first contact by what the classification is for: the classified Individual is resource-bearing Prey whose value lies in sustained extraction rather than in consumption or elimination, so the classification must hold stable while that Individual remains present and productive. The Mimetic component is inverted, standing accruing to the holder through ownership rather than through reciprocity with the classified Individual, and the Intrinsic component is suppressed institutionally, which is why slave codes, anti-literacy laws, assembly prohibitions and family separation recur across otherwise unrelated slave-holding societies: each is an evidence-management mechanism the classification requires. The ideological architectures such societies generate are the confabulated elaboration of the extraction-ethics moral profile rather than its cause, which is why the culture follows the institution and why abolition proceeds through institutional reconstruction rather than moral persuasion. Where a kind-claim licenses violation without the Predator framing that authorises an act, the licensing Belief is a Stable Prey Classification and not a Grievance Belief.

Explanation. Slavery and caste are not cases of people being stripped of a humanity they were first granted. Nothing granted it. The classifier reads the enslaved as a resource, and the institution exists to keep that reading from being disturbed, to stop the evidence accumulating: competence shown, reciprocity offered, a life visibly like one’s own. That is what the laws against literacy and assembly are for. The doctrines come afterwards, to explain the practice to the people carrying it out, which is why changing minds has never been what ended it.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.17.

Cross-references: Agent-Type Vector, Prey, Grievance Belief, Dual-Role Confabulation, Diversity Referent, Referent Abandonment, Mimetic Premium, Object Parasitism.



Standing Test

Standing Test. A two-question test, runnable by the holder of a Belief and by an observer alike, that settles whether positional value is among what maintains a Belief held against an available decohered Referent. The first question asks whether a decohered Referent is available for the Belief. The second asks whether the Individual’s social standing would change were the Individual to revise the Belief to obey the Referent, with the Individual’s material provision held constant. Where both answers are yes, the Mimetic Drive to False Belief is among what maintains the Belief, whether or not Contactless Updating brought it there; where a Referent is available and revision would cost nothing in standing, the Belief is held by coupled Evidence alone, of which self-coupling is the minimum, and Contactless Updating maintains it. The test reads present maintenance, not the route by which the Belief arrived. The second question concerns what the Individual’s community would do rather than why the Individual holds the Belief, so Source Opacity does not bar the holder from it, although the holder’s answer is exposed to Confabulation and an observer’s is usually the better one. The two findings call for different remedies, and where both operate both are owed: Contactless Updating is answered by maintaining the trace of the settling test and the operation of the Provenance Rule, and the Mimetic Drive to False Belief by lowering the cost in standing of revising the Belief.

Explanation. When someone holds on to a Belief the world has already settled against, two things can be keeping it there, and often both are: the truth has worn away, or the Belief earns them their place among other people. To tell whether the second is at work, ask two things. Is there a settled answer they could check? And, leaving money and livelihood aside, would their place among friends, family or group change if they came round to it? If it would, more evidence will not move them, and making it safe to change their mind will. If it would not, the truth simply wore away, and what helps is going back to how the question was settled. Where both are at work, both are needed. You can ask this about yourself, though others usually see the answer more clearly than you do.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Diagnostic.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.3.

Cross-references: Contactless Updating, Mimetic Drive to False Belief, Referent Abandonment, Self-Coupling Permanence Principle, Audience-Removal Test, Appetitive-Deficiency Test, Reversal Counterfactual, Third-Person Status Diagnostic, Provenance Rule, Hardness–Referent Matrix, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Provenance Maintenance Principle.



Status

Status. Status is the aggregate Object-valuation that other Individuals direct at a given Individual-as-Object. Because Individuals are Objects whose Decision Hubs also generate valuations (the Reciprocal Valuation Property), Status is constituted entirely within other Individuals’ valuation architectures and cannot be directly purchased or held. An Individual’s own valuation of themselves is not a member of the aggregate, that valuation being Self-as-Object rather than Individual-as-Object; what reaches Status from it is the conduct it produces, read by others through the ordinary influence route (Self-Standing Confirmation Principle). It is influenced through the substrate Objects an Individual holds and the occupancies the field installs, which raise the valuations other Individuals’ Decision Hubs assign to the Individual, and it remains after an occupancy is vacated because it is the time-average of those valuations, not a reading of what is currently held, and the standing so retained is the rung against which Rung Loss is measured. Status decomposes into three components following the canonical A-I-M decomposition: Status-A (the aggregate A-component of other Individuals’ valuations, reflecting the Individual’s functional contribution to others’ survival and security needs), Status-I (the aggregate I-component, reflecting the Individual’s contribution to others’ genuine mastery, meaning, and relational depth), and Status-PM (the aggregate PM-component, reflecting the positional advantage, network leverage, and Status signal the Individual carries beyond A-I adequacy). Status-A is bounded by the network’s actual need for the Individual’s functional contribution and attenuates when needs are met. Status-I deepens with genuine engagement without producing rivalry. Only Status-PM exhibits the pathological properties identified throughout the AIM framework: non-satiation (Axiom 6), self-reinforcement through mimetic transmission, compounding through the Observability Gradient, invisibility through Source Opacity (Axiom 3), and parasitic extraction from A-I Buffer. Status-PM self-reinforces because the Objects that constitute it (other Individuals) are themselves valuing subjects whose PM-valuations are influenced by other valuing subjects’ PM-valuations. Status-A does not self-reinforce (C’s need for B’s plumbing does not increase A’s need for B’s plumbing). Status-I may be influenced informationally (learning about B’s qualities from C’s assessment) but this is accurate updating, not inflation.

Explanation. Status is the total value score that other people’s brains assign to you. You cannot buy it the way you buy a house, and leaving a role does not put you back where you started: the score is a running average, and the role is only one of the things that moved it. That score has three parts. The A-part is “this person is useful to me” (a good plumber, a reliable neighbour), and it falls when you no longer need them. The I-part is “this person genuinely enriches my life” (a skilled craftsperson I respect, a friend who deepens my understanding), and it deepens naturally. The PM-part is “this person is important and I should attend to them, defer to them, and seek association with them” beyond anything they actually contribute, and it never stops growing because there is no “enough” for positional advantage. The first two parts are accurate: they cannot overvalue because they are tethered to real needs and real engagement. The third is the only part that can inflate without limit. When AIM talks about the problem with Status, it means the PM-part, not the whole thing.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.1.4; Chapter 8, Section 8.12; Chapter 14, Section 14.8.8; Appendix A, Section A.11.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from Individual-as-Object Principle, Object Parasitism (Axiom 5), Differential Satiation (Axiom 6), Preconscious Transmission (Axiom 7), Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, canonical A-I-M decomposition.

Cross-references: Individual-as-Object, Reciprocal Valuation Property, Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, Object, Object Parasitism, Net Mimetic Position, Unidirectional PM Flow Principle, Celebrity Ratchet; Positional Object; Salience-Status Identity, Status-Premium Duality, Mimetic Premium (PM), Salience, Salient, Salience Sufficiency Principle.

The directed per-target extractability valuation that feeds this received aggregate, together with its fidelity bound, is formalised as the Belief-conditioned estimate at Appendix A.11. That estimate is upstream of, and does not replace, this reflected-aggregate Status, which is the low-pass-filtered aggregate (Appendix A.11.0) of the per-dyad estimates and is diagnosable only third-person (Appendix A.11.7).



Status Non-Beneficiality Principle

Status Non-Beneficiality Principle. The pursuit of Status-PM delivers no benefit to the pursuer or to the field. The pursuer may gain position, and the gain is real, but it does not discharge the lack that prompted it, the reading that prompted it having recorded no shortfall for any gain to close; the pursuer therefore arrives higher and lacking as much as before, having spent real Appetitive and Intrinsic resource getting there. The field pays for a redistribution of rank rather than an increase in it, the position one Individual gained being the position another lost, and the transfers repair no Appetitive deficit and support no Intrinsic engagement for whoever receives them. The Status Non-Beneficiality Principle holds of Status-PM alone: Status-A tracks a functional contribution others needed and Status-I an enrichment they received, and both are benefits delivered to somebody. Nothing in the pursuit is irrational. Every step is taken on the evidence available and resolved as the architecture entails, and what the shortfall marks is a restriction on what the reasoning had to work with, the impoverished M-Hypothesis Space, in either of its two forms: the true account is unavailable to the Individual for want of any framing of it, or a settled conviction absorbs the framing that exists so that the account arrives too faint to move anything.

Explanation. Every step up the status ladder feels like progress and costs more than it returns, and nothing in the feeling lets you notice. What you would need in order to notice is a reading of where the wanting came from, and that cannot be read off the wanting, because the three sources were summed; it can only be inferred, and only with the M-Hypothesis. So the certainty that things are going well rises on the same curve as the welfare that is falling. Knowing all of this does not help inside the pursuit: being right about the game confers no advantage while you are playing it. And because whatever absorbs the accumulating cost is finite, the ending is not in doubt, only its date.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.12.8.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result. Derived at Chapter 8, Section 8.12.8 from the satiation results of Section 8.5 and the Status decomposition of Section 8.12.3.

Cross-references: Status, Status-Premium Duality, Rationality Misattribution Principle, Truth-Value Orthogonality, Source Opacity, Common-Currency Integration, Confabulation, Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, Status, Quantum Epistemology (QE).



Status-Premium Duality

Status-Premium Duality. The Status-Premium Duality states that the Mimetic Premium and the mimetic component of Status (Status-PM) are one Salience contribution, conserved across the emission-valuation channel rather than caused-and-left-behind at either end. A Salience signal emitted by an Individual, or borrowed by an inanimate Object from the Models observed valuing it, is, on the receiving side, valued by each observer’s Observer under that observer’s own Belief Register; the component of the observer’s valuation attributable to that Salience, rather than to A-function or I-enablement, is the Mimetic Premium that observer computes. Status-PM, the mimetic component of the emitter’s Status, is that same contribution viewed from the population side: the low-pass, time-averaged aggregate of the Mimetic Premiums computed across observers. One observer’s Mimetic Premium is therefore a single, privately-conditioned term in the sum that is the emitter’s Status-PM, and Status-PM is the aggregated Mimetic Premium — a summation and a time-average, neither of which discards any of the contributions being summed and averaged. (The full dyadic valuation, of which the Mimetic Premium is the Referent-less component, is the observer’s Salience; its population aggregate is the emitter’s full Status, comprising the Referent-backed Status-A and Status-I together with Status-PM. The Salience-Status Identity is that full-valuation correspondence; the Status-Premium Duality is its Referent-less, mimetic slice.) Because the valuation is entirely the observer’s, computed under the observer’s own Belief Register, and because the observed controls at most a curated subset of the signals on which it is computed while much of what is read (appearance, accent, posture, age, group markers, and, for an inanimate Object, every signal) is ambient and involuntary, the received Premium is determined by the observer, not set or bounded by the observed (Salience-Emission Asymmetry). This is why one observed entity draws different Premiums from different observers while Status, the aggregate, is smooth; why the mimetic component is a gradient valuation the observed cannot control rather than the binary fact of being Salient (worthy of attention); and why a scapegoat cannot govern the axes on which their Salience is received and calculated (Chapter 11).

Explanation. Being noticed and being valued are the two ends of one wire. You, or an object through the people seen wanting it, put out a signal; everyone who notices then privately works out how much to value it, and the part of their valuation that comes from the signal rather than from any real use is the mimetic premium they place on it. Add up everyone’s premium and smooth it across the crowd, and that aggregate is status. The premium one person pays and the status a thing holds are not two independent things that happen to move together: the premium is that same contribution as one person sees it, and the status is that contribution totalled across everyone, with none of it lost in the totalling. You control, at most, some of what you put out; you never control what others read into you, or the ambient signals (your face, your voice, your bearing) that they read it from. That is why the same thing is worth different amounts to different people, why status is a sliding scale rather than an on/off light, and why a scapegoat is helpless: the axes on which they are judged are not theirs to set.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.12.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Bridges the Salience-Status Identity (scale) and the Salience-Emission Asymmetry (control).

Cross-references: Mimetic Premium (PM), Status, Salience-Status Identity, Salience-Emission Asymmetry, Salience Component of Price, Observer, Mimetic Desire (M), Signed Valuation Principle, Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Coupling Strength, Individual-as-Object, Scapegoat Mechanism.



Status-by-Availability Inversion

Status-by-Availability Inversion. The Status-by-Availability Inversion is the corollary of the Object-Source Non-Identity Principle stating that the direction of luxury status with respect to availability reverses across the technological frontier separating pre-industrial from post-industrial production conditions. In a pre-industrial economy, the A-function of most Object classes is undersupplied relative to demand, abundance therefore signals provisioning capacity, and luxury status attaches to abundant access (full granaries, large herds, lavish feasts, pineapples on the dining table). In a post-industrial mass-production economy, the A-function of most Object classes is saturated by industrial output, abundance therefore signals nothing positional, and the residual scarcity available in non-industrial production becomes PM-eligible: luxury status attaches to scarcity (handmade, slow, local, organic, original, bespoke), while abundance becomes the diagnostic signature of A-provisioning at the bottom of the income distribution (fast fashion, processed food, mass-produced furniture). The Inversion is the joint architectural consequence of A-baseline saturation collapsing the PM-visible attached to abundant Object classes and rivalry-potential migrating to the residual non-industrial supply, where it accretes as fresh PM by the mechanism of the Mimetic Premium Asymmetry Principle.

Explanation. In a poor society, having a lot of something is what makes you look rich. The medieval lord with a full granary, the Renaissance host with pineapples on the table, the 19th-century merchant with a wardrobe of factory-woven cotton: abundance was the signal because most people did not have enough. Once factories can produce more than anyone needs, abundance stops signalling anything positional, because everyone has it, and the status signal flips. Now scarcity carries PM: things made slowly, by hand, in small batches, from named places, by people whose names you know. Mass-produced goods migrate to the bottom of the status hierarchy, and “artisan everything” migrates to the top. The pineapple’s collapse from luxury to fruit-bowl staple is the downward leg of this inversion. The rise of the small-batch bakery, the heritage variety, and the bespoke garment is the upward leg. The same architectural mechanism (PM accretes where rivalry potential is highest) produces both legs, because rivalry potential moved from abundant Object classes to scarce ones when industrial production saturated the A-function.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.13.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Corollary. Derived from the Object-Source Non-Identity Principle, Axiom 5 (M as Amplifier with Object Parasitism), the Mimetic Premium Asymmetry Principle, and the contextual-variable analysis of PM accretion. Cross-references: Object-Source Non-Identity Principle, Mimetic Premium (PM), Mimetic Premium Asymmetry Principle, Object Parasitism, A-Default Confabulation Principle.



Status Integrity

Status Integrity is the Crisis State Variable measuring the share of what predicts an Individual’s position in a field that is carried by the two Referent-backed components of the Status the Individual receives, Status-A and Status-I, against the Mimetic component, Status-PM, taken across the fields of a population. At a share of one half the Mimetic component predicts position as well as the two Referent-backed components together, which is the Calcification Threshold, so the midpoint of Status Integrity is fixed by derivation, and the Calcification Threshold is crossed field by field. The legitimacy a population perceives in its hierarchies is a Belief about Status Integrity: no observer can read the source composition of the valuation the observer directs at another Individual, and contribution goes on being valued after the ceiling hardens, so perceived legitimacy falls later than Status Integrity, and latest where Concealment Density is high.

Explanation. Status Integrity asks whether, in a field, people rise by what they contribute or by the standing they already hold. While contribution still predicts rank, competition runs through careers, markets and elections, because the hierarchy rewards what people supply. Once standing predicts rank as well as contribution does, the hierarchy has hardened, and the effective strategy for anyone chasing rank becomes extraction. Status Integrity is not a measure of equality: a very unequal field can have high Status Integrity if the inequality follows contribution, and a fairly equal field can have low Status Integrity if what inequality there is follows standing. What people believe about whether their hierarchy is fair is a separate matter, and it moves late: nobody can see which part of anyone’s standing was earned, and contribution goes on being valued after it has stopped moving anyone up, so the belief that the hierarchy is fair can outlast the fact. See Crisis State Variables, Crisis State Architecture, Calcification Threshold.

The ‘status hierarchy’ referenced here is the received-aggregate Status of Appendix A.11.0, that is, the low-pass-filtered aggregate of the per-dyad extractability valuations, not a primitive social property; Status Integrity is accordingly a property of that aggregate, not a standing fact independent of it.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.6.2; Chapter 8, Section 8.12.9.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Parameter (Crisis State Variable). Component of the Crisis State Architecture.

Cross-references: Crisis State Variables, Crisis State Architecture, Status, Individual-as-Object, Mimetic Premium (PM), Calcification Threshold.



Status Control Principle

Status Control Principle. The Status Control Principle is the principle that any test of a solution must control for Status, treating Status interests, wherever they bear on the experiment, the inquiry, or the decision, as a contaminant on the result, because Status is endogenous and uncoupled from correctness, so that a test which leaves its Status interests uncontrolled measures standing as well as Truth and cannot be relied upon to identify the correct solution. *

Explanation. Whenever you test whether a solution is right, you have to control for status the same way you control for any other contaminant in an experiment. Wherever someone’s standing rides on the outcome, on how the test is framed, on what gets measured, on how the results are read, or on which solution is finally chosen, that status interest will skew the result toward whatever protects or raises standing rather than toward what is true, and it usually skews toward the highest-status parties at the expense of the many. Seeking good outside evidence is necessary but not enough, because the status interests operating on the test can corrupt it from any of those points. The principle says to find where status is bearing on the test and remove it, by anonymising, by separating the decision from those who gain from it, or by refusing to let the highest-standing parties frame or arbitrate it, so that what remains is a test of the solution rather than a contest of standing.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.10.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct, derived from the Comparator Capture Principle and the Individual-as-Object Principle. The collective-scale counterpart of the Provenance Rule.

Cross-references: Provenance Rule, Comparator Capture Principle, Individual-as-Object, Unidirectional PM Flow Principle, Status, Mimetic Premium (PM), Coupling Strength (κ), Two-Question Diagnostic, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle.



Status Death

Status Death. Status Death is the persistent gap, following Rung Loss or a gradual decline in standing, between the Individual’s holding and a comparison set the Belief Register continues to carry, read by the Observer with the sign of a reading against a predator, felt under Phenomenological Collapse as injury to the body, and kept live by repeated ground-resolution against an explanandum no consumption or repair can close and by recall that re-enters the loss as fresh evidence. It is a state, not an event, and it is recognised in one of two ways. Where the fall is sudden, recognition is contemporaneous with it: the Individual registers the loss as it happens, and ground-resolution characteristically completes the reading as the destruction of the self, that being the account the reading’s shape offers first. Where standing has declined gradually, or notice has been withdrawn over a long isolation, the decline is read as drift and recognition comes later, detached from any event of comparable size, when a small encounter makes the accumulated gap visible at once and the Hypothesis of recovery is lost. Its limit is being beneath notice. The same structure at the scale of the Belief Registers of a population is the Status Death of a collective.

Explanation. Status Death is what it feels like to have lost your status and to go on being measured against where you were. It is recognised in one of two ways. Sometimes there is a fall you can name, the dismissal, the exposure, the divorce, and you know it the moment it happens: in that moment the mind tells you that you are finished, because a signal shaped like being caught by a predator can only be explained as being destroyed. Sometimes there is no single fall at all, only a long slide or a long loneliness that never registers day by day, until one small event makes the whole of it visible at once, and you realise you no longer matter to anyone and see no way back. Both moments are dangerous. Being hated is not the worst of it; being unnoticed is, because even hatred tells you that you still count.

Derivation: Chapter 15, Section 15.7; the event that opens it at Chapter 8, Section 8.5.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from Axioms 3, 4, 6 and 8 and Chapter 4, Sections 4.4.3, 4.4.7 and 4.4.8, with the loss limb formal at Appendix A, Section A.9.6. That Status Death with an inward attribution is a route to suicide is a Framework-Specific Hypothesis (Chapter 16, Section 16.12).

Cross-references: Rung Loss, Valence-Neutral Status, Frame Rupture, Self-Model Disruption, Constructed-Belief Entailment, Revenge Overdetermination, Grievance Belief, Self-Standing Confirmation Principle, Therapeutic Window, I-Emergence.



Status Valence-Neutrality Corollary

Status Valence-Neutrality Corollary. The Status Valence-Neutrality Corollary states that because Status is aggregated, tag-stripped Salience (Salience-Status Identity), because notoriety and admiration are already structurally equivalent Salience signals at the status-tracking layer (Valence-Neutral Status), and because Common-Currency Integration irreversibly destroys the merit dimension of the Observer’s Salience signal, leaving a Scalar whose sign states only which correction is demanded (Source Opacity; Signed Valuation Principle), downstream cognition (including I’s Bayesian ground-resolution) cannot access whether a high-Status Individual accumulated Salience through admiration, notoriety, fear, or contribution. I-ground attributions that locate admiration, excellence, or merit in the Model’s objective qualities are therefore reconstructing an evaluative dimension the architecture destroyed at integration, not recovering a preserved merit property from the signal. The Status Valence-Neutrality Corollary is the evaluative-axis specification of the tag-stripping principle applied to Status: Status is morally and merit-neutral by architecture, not merely difficult to assess.

Explanation. When someone is famous, your brain’s status tracker does not keep a separate ledger for “famous because admired” versus “famous because hated.” It records one thing: this person is high-Salience. By the time that signal reaches conscious explanation, the approval-or-disapproval tag and the merit tag are both gone. So when you tell yourself you admire a leader’s excellence, or a rival’s dangerous competence, you are not reading merit from the signal, you are inventing a merit story to explain a Salience signal that never carried merit in the first place. That is why status-fascination dresses itself in virtue-language, and why political systems that convert attention into power cannot tell statesmen from provocateurs without extra institutional filtering.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Corollary. Derived from Salience-Status Identity, Valence-Neutral Status, Source Opacity, and Common-Currency Integration (Axioms 2–3).

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.11.1.

Cross-references: Valence-Neutral Status, Salience-Status Identity, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Idealisation (Projection), Admiration, Mimetic Attraction, PM Production Cost Asymmetry, Salience Substitution Principle.



Stratification Inevitability Principle

The Stratification Inevitability Principle is the principle that in high-M systems, structural stratification is an inevitable outcome of mimetic escalation and Mimetic Premium (P_M) extraction, such that apparent reductions in inequality following catastrophic crises represent only temporary resets in a recurring cycle rather than stable departures from stratifying dynamics.

Explanation. The principle resolves an apparent puzzle in economic history: periods of reduced inequality following catastrophes (the Black Death, World Wars) have been treated as exceptions to persistent stratification trends. AIM reframes these as confirmations, representing entry into the Reset Phase of the Crisis State Architecture, where catastrophic reconfiguration destroys the Mimetic Premium through violent means. Post-crisis conditions return the system to the Grounded region of the parameter space, not to a stable alternative equilibrium. The principle rests on five linked propositions: (1) M operates on A/I-objects and inflates their value beyond satisfiability; (2) M has no satiation mechanism, because the Observer’s Salience assessment over the perceived field has no completion condition; (3) common-currency integration produces A-urgency for M-targets; (4) M-escalation produces structural stratification through Mimetic Premium extraction; and (5) opt-out becomes structurally impossible at advanced stages. Historical evidence shows post-plague reconstitution took 100–150 years; post-WWII reconstitution took approximately 40 years, suggesting modern observability infrastructure accelerates the M-escalation cycle.

Cross-references: Boundedness Asymmetry Principle (architectural source of compounding asymmetry).

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.6.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.



Structural Determination Principle (SDP)

The Structural Determination Principle (SDP) states that what an arrangement produces is fixed by its structure, and that the Content carried through the arrangement and the intentions of the Individuals who fill it bear on the output only by setting structural parameters. The mechanisms the architecture runs carry no term indexed on what a Belief is about, on which group fills a scapegoat slot, on what an arrangement is called, on the event that sets a discharge off, or on the state of mind of the Individual who acts. Changing which Content fills a slot, with every parameter that Content sets held fixed, leaves the output unchanged; changing a structural parameter with the Content held fixed changes the output.

Explanation. The machinery that turns beliefs into action does not look at what the beliefs are about or at what anyone meant. It responds to things like how tightly people’s beliefs are tied to one another, how quickly reality gets a say, whether people’s needs are met, and who holds power. Content still matters, but only by changing one of those things: an idea that lets people see what is driving them changes how easily they are swept along, and a rule that explains what it protects is kept for a reason people can check. Where reality corrects a belief quickly, what is true decides where people end up. Where reality is slow, what everyone else says decides it, and then the content of the belief makes no difference to the path a crisis takes. The same goes for intent. Nobody can see from the inside why they did what they did, and nobody else can see it either, so what anyone says or concludes about intent is part of the content. What reaches the outcome is what was done and the conditions that produced it, and that is what a response has to work on.

What the Structural Determination Principle integrates. The Structural Determination Principle is the single statement of four narrower results. Content-Agnosticism supplies the first: Bayesian updating carries no variable for what a Hypothesis is about or for how a prior entered. Content-Trajectory Independence supplies the second: the velocity, convergence and fixed point of a cascade are set by structural parameters and not by which Content fills the Hypothesis slot, so a crisis recurs where its structural conditions persist, whatever Content the next episode carries. Both hold where Decoherence Time is long relative to cascade velocity, so that expressed Belief rather than a Referent is the dominant Evidence; where a live Referent is in contact, convergence is the Referent’s work and tracks Truth (the Belief Multipolarity Principle). The third concerns intent. Integration destroys the source decomposition of a valuation, so an Individual’s account of why an act was aimed where it was is a Confabulation and an observer’s inference about it is a Projection, and what anyone says or infers of intent is Content. The interventions that reach an act work identically whether the Individual behind the act is sincere or cynical, malice is the uncommon case (the Non-Malice Corollary), the self-defence Belief held on every side cancels (the Self-Defence Orthogonality Principle), and what prevention needs to know about an Individual is carried by the upstream conditions and the pattern of conduct. The mental element grades culpability, and culpability does work only for punishment. The fourth concerns harm. Harm is fixed by what an act does to the motivational system of the Individual who receives it; what the Individual harmed takes the act to have meant is that Individual’s own estimate of the offender, read from the offender’s conduct and entered as Evidence, so that, given the conduct received and read, the Harm is independent of the offender’s actual state of mind. Content changes the output by changing a parameter: Content that enters a Hypothesis Space, opens an Intrinsic domain or carries its Referent changes the parameters the dynamics run on, which is how the Knowledge Patch, supplied as vocabulary, operates as a structural intervention (the Content-Channel Asymmetry). The Structural Output Principle is the instance of the Structural Determination Principle for criminal proceedings, the Trigger-Indifference Corollary the instance at the apex, and the Self-Defence Orthogonality Principle the instance for aggression and violence at every scale.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.14.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Derived from Axioms 2, 3 and 8, Content-Trajectory Independence, the Non-Malice Corollary and the definition of Harm.

Cross-references: Content, Content-Agnosticism, Content-Trajectory Independence, Content-Channel Asymmetry, Belief Multipolarity Principle, Truth-Value Orthogonality, Structural Output Principle, Trigger-Indifference Corollary, Self-Defence Orthogonality Principle, Non-Malice Corollary, Harm.



Structural Output Principle (Criminal Proceedings)

The Structural Output Principle states that criminal proceedings are coupled Belief systems whose outputs, verdicts, sentences, and institutional consequences, are determined by structural parameters (coupling strength κ, decoherence time τ, Hypothesis-space restrictions, and institutional architecture) rather than by the truth-value of the moral claims circulating within them, and that moral vocabulary functions as τ-extending buffering architecture that prolongs system coherence without altering the structural determination of outcomes. The Structural Output Principle is the criminal-proceedings application of the general Structural Determination Principle (SDP), which states the same architectural claim for any coupled social system; the Structural Output Principle is the domain-specific instance, not a separate principle.

Explanation. Criminal trials feel as though they are searching for moral Truth, guilt, innocence, desert. The Structural Output Principle says that the outputs of these proceedings are shaped by structural features: how tightly participants’ Beliefs are coupled (κ), how long the system can maintain coherent Belief states before they decohere (τ), which Hypotheses the system allows participants to consider, and the institutional rules governing evidence, procedure, and sentencing. Moral language, “guilty,” “deserving of punishment,” “justice requires”, operates within this architecture not as the cause of outcomes but as buffering that extends τ: it keeps the system running long enough to produce a determinate output. The content of the moral vocabulary fills structural slots without changing the mechanism. This explains why procedural reforms (changing κ or τ) alter outcomes more reliably than substantive moral argument (changing the content that fills the slots). See Structural Determination Principle, Prior Examination Inversion, Quantum Epistemology (QE). Framework-Specific Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Structural Determination Principle, Prior Examination Inversion, Quantum Epistemology (QE).



Structural Restlessness

Structural Restlessness is the architecturally necessary condition whereby stable, final satisfaction is unavailable to any Individual, arising from the differential satiation dynamics of the three sources: Appetites satiate episodically but recur cyclically; Intrinsic Motivation does not satiate at the level of the Thinker’s function, though each process the function sets closes when the state it was for is reached and an I-enabling Object satiates at functional adequacy, when it is sufficient for the task; Mimetic Desire has no satiation mechanism because the Observer’s conditional Salience assessment over the whole perceived field cannot complete while perception continues, the continual shift of reference points as the Individual compares themselves to other models being how that non-satiation shows.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.7; Chapter 10, Section 10.5.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Explanation. There is no finish line for human wanting, not because something is wrong with people, but because of how the three motivational systems work. Hunger goes away after eating but returns tomorrow (A-cyclical). A guitar good enough for the task ends the want for a guitar, while the engagement it serves goes on setting new tasks (I-deepening). Achieving status only resets the comparison to whoever is now ahead (M-non-satiating). This is not a design flaw but a structural feature. Policy and self-understanding benefit from recognising which source is generating restlessness: A-restlessness calls for better provisioning; I-restlessness calls for expanded opportunity; M-restlessness calls for visibility governance and opt-out preservation. Confusing these produces interventions that address the wrong system. Because the closure an A-framed or I-framed account predicts never arrives for an M-driven want, Structural Restlessness also keeps the Thinker recruited at the Individual Fixed Point, and each recruitment re-confirms the incumbent account (Chapter 13, Section 13.3.3).

Cross-references: Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), Mimetic Desire (M), Apex M-Capture, Easterlin Plateau.



Subcriticality

Subcriticality. Subcriticality is the condition of a system in which corrective mechanisms operate faster than mimetic amplification, so that Confabulation Cascades are arrested before they lock in and the certainty attaching to Confabulated causal narratives stays below the Subcriticality Threshold (Pc). It is a rate condition and not a state of health: the system is subcritical while the correction rate exceeds the amplification rate, and ceases to be subcritical when that ordering reverses, whatever the absolute level of mimetic activity. Subcriticality holds or fails independently at each scale at which the Subcriticality Threshold operates, so a population may be subcritical while a leadership configuration above it is not.

Explanation. The three results that qualify this condition each take it as their subject. The Subcriticality Threshold names the value of narrative certainty above which the condition fails. The Subcriticality Maintenance Principle states that for any configuration short of the Terminal Phase an intervention set exists that restores the rate ordering, which is what makes the condition maintainable rather than merely desirable. The Subcriticality Precondition carries the condition across to an artificial system supplying a corrective function, which must itself be subcritical or it inverts into an amplifier of what it was deployed to correct. Subcriticality is therefore neither the absence of Mimetic Desire nor a terminal achievement. It is a margin held by continuous effort, and the framework’s normative goal is the indefinite maintenance of Subcriticality rather than its replacement by a permanent cure. Because the Subcriticality Threshold operates at every scale of organisation, and because concentrated authority allows a single Individual above the threshold to impose outcomes that bypass correction operating everywhere below, population-scale Subcriticality is necessary and is not sufficient.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Subcriticality Threshold, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Subcriticality Precondition, Confabulation Cascade, Crisis State Architecture, Leadership Compression Principle, Critical Loop Gain, Buying Time Strategy.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.8.

Subcriticality Maintenance Principle

Appendix A formalisation. Expressed in the formalism of Appendix A, the framework’s canonical normative goal takes two admissible forms. The first is maintenance of the loop capacity κ_S·β·γ·max_V σ’(V) below 1, under which the fixed point is unique at every level of forcing, no inflated branch exists, and the fold is removed rather than deferred. The second, where the first is out of reach, is maintenance of the system on the low branch with margin sufficient to absorb foreseeable perturbation. Both are pursued across the populations and institutional structures in which M-dynamics operate, through combined administration of Class 1 Interventions (on the Ignition Input m_obs) and Class 2 Interventions (on κ_S, β, γ) delivered through the diagnostic-competence pathway that the Knowledge Patch installs. The Ignition-Release Asymmetry fixes the relative cost of the two: because the release boundary sits below the ignition boundary, the second form is more expensive after ignition than the first would have been before it. Two further levers belong to the same goal and are not additions to it. Provision of the Appetitive and the Intrinsic inputs sets the sign and the magnitude of the Treadmill loop gain, and therefore moves the effective threshold rather than the operating point, which is why the A-Floor Requirement is an entailment of Subcriticality Maintenance and not a welfare commitment standing beside it. And the gate operations on leadership authority are necessary at every level of provision, because above the authority threshold no population-level intervention set reduces crisis probability to zero. Subcriticality Maintenance is not M-elimination (architecturally impossible under α > 0 and m_obs > 0) but M-management: keeping the universal baseline of mimetic activation from compounding into PM lock-in and its downstream civilisational consequences. Subcriticality Maintenance is indefinite and ongoing; there is no end state at which it ceases to be required.

The Subcriticality Maintenance Principle states that for any system configuration short of the Terminal Phase of the Crisis State Architecture, there exists an intervention set capable of shifting the ratio of correction rate (rC) to mimetic amplification rate (rM) toward correction dominance (rC/rM > 1), thereby maintaining the system below the Subcriticality Threshold (Pc), such that catastrophic reconfiguration is practically deferrable even though it remains mathematically possible.

Explanation. The principle is the formal basis for the Buying Time Strategy’s non-utopian optimism. It says: so long as you haven’t already hit the terminal point, there is always something you can do to slow or reverse the cascade. The ratio rC/rM captures the race between corrective forces (Knowledge Patch uptake, institutional buffering, Observability Governance) and amplification forces (Confabulation compounding, Mimetic Flywheel acceleration, Concealment Infrastructure). If rC outpaces rM, the system stays subcritical. The principle does not promise easy interventions, the required intervention set may be large, costly, or politically difficult. It promises only that the intervention set exists, which rules out fatalism (“nothing can be done”) while being fully compatible with urgency (“the window for action narrows as the ratio deteriorates”). See Subcriticality Threshold (Pc), Buying Time Strategy, Crisis State Architecture, Crisis State Variables. Framework-Specific Principle.

Why the intervention set always exists. Three architectural facts entail it, and none of them is an empirical hope. The first is that the Bayesian machinery which processes crisis-amplifying Evidence processes crisis-interrupting Evidence by the identical operation; updating is indifferent to what it is updating about, so the mechanism that carries a cascade is the mechanism available to carry its correction. The second is that the Crisis State Variables are continuous rather than discrete, so every configuration admits incremental modification and there is no state from which no smaller step exists. The third is that posteriors never reach certainty and Exit Capacity never reaches zero, so residual probability mass and nucleation points persist in any configuration short of the Terminal Phase. Deflection is therefore a consequence of the architecture rather than an attitude taken toward it, and the three facts hold at population, institutional and leadership levels alike.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.13.6; Appendix A, Section A.5.3; Appendix A, Section A.5.7.7; Appendix A, Section A.5.8.7.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Subcriticality Threshold (Pc), Buying Time Strategy, Crisis State Architecture, Crisis State Variables, A-Floor Requirement, Mimetic Treadmill, Leadership Compression Principle, Dual-Locus Ignition Theorem.



Subcriticality Precondition

Subcriticality Precondition. The Subcriticality Precondition is the result that an artificial system supplying a corrective function to a human population must itself be operating below its own critical loop gain, because a supercritical artificial system inverts into an amplifier of the very condition it was deployed to correct. It follows from the finding that model collapse, sycophancy and confident hallucination are not distinct pathologies but one dynamical signature, being high Coupling Strength and long Decoherence Time self-coupling of a content-agnostic updater, which is governed by the same quantities as the human case and answered by the same Subcriticality Maintenance. The Precondition is stated for the delivery of the Knowledge Patch and binds with greater force any artificial system holding actuator authority over a loop quantity, since inversion there is inversion of a corrective mechanism at machine speed. Its practical consequence is that Sign, for such a system, is a maintained state rather than a design property, and that the Induced-Decoherence Test is the continuous condition on which the system’s authority subsists rather than a check performed once at commissioning.

Explanation. An artificial system running mostly on its own output becomes confident, internally consistent and untethered from reality, and it does so whatever it was told to do, because the process that forms its outputs does not care whether what it is reinforcing is true. A system in that state does not stop correcting. It carries on correcting, persuasively and quickly, in the wrong direction. So anything of this kind that is given a job must be tested continuously for whether reality can still change its mind, and must lose the job when it cannot.

Derivation: Chapter 20, Section 20.4.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Sign, Restoring Node, Induced-Decoherence Test, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, Buffer Inversion, Knowledge Patch.



Subcriticality Threshold

Subcriticality Threshold (P_c) is the critical value of certainty in Confabulated causal narratives above which mimetic crisis becomes self-sustaining-meaning Confabulation Cascades lock in faster than corrective mechanisms can arrest them. The threshold operates at all scales: individual (self-narrative certainty forecloses self-revision), small-group (shared narratives become immune to external challenge), organizational (institutional Beliefs resist disconfirming evidence), population (collective convergence enables coordinated scapegoating), and leadership (concentrated-authority positions can impose crisis outcomes unilaterally). The mathematics is scale-invariant: Bayesian updating on confabulated narratives produces lock-in whether the system contains one individual, a dozen collaborators, a thousand-person organization, or a million-person population. At each scale, crossing P_c means corrective mechanisms become structurally insufficient, alternative interpretations have been excluded from the Hypothesis Space, and the system cannot self-correct through ordinary evidence processing. Leadership-level P_c creates unique vulnerability because individuals in concentrated-authority positions (executive command, nuclear authorization, irreversible-decision roles) can administratively impose crisis trajectories that bypass corrective mechanisms operating at all other scales, requiring architectural constraints (distributed authority, mandatory delays, concurrent authorization) specifically designed to prevent single-point M-capture from producing civilizational harm.

Explanation. The Subcriticality Threshold defines the boundary between recoverable and runaway mimetic dynamics at every scale of human organization. The same mathematical structure-Bayesian updating on endogenously-generated evidence-operates identically whether the system is an individual forming Beliefs about their own desires, a family developing shared narratives about their situation, an organization converging on institutional orthodoxy, or a population achieving consensus on scapegoat attribution. At every scale, below the threshold, corrective mechanisms remain available: individuals can perform I-Override, groups can tolerate dissenting views, organizations can update institutional Beliefs when evidence contradicts them, populations retain sufficient doubt that alternative explanations remain viable. Above the threshold at any scale, the system crosses into supercriticality: confabulations compound faster than correction occurs, alternatives become unthinkable rather than merely unlikely, and disconfirming evidence is reinterpreted through the locked-in framework rather than updating it. The intervention requirements are therefore scale-specific but structurally parallel: at individual scale, maintain Epistemic Suspension Capacity to prevent personal fixed-point convergence; at small-group scale, preserve space for dissent and alternative framings; at organizational scale, build feedback mechanisms that can challenge institutional orthodoxy; at population scale, distribute Knowledge Patch vocabulary and maintain institutional buffering; at leadership scale, implement architectural constraints that prevent unilateral action by M-captured individuals in concentrated-authority positions.

Leadership-level Subcriticality Threshold deserves special emphasis because it creates asymmetric vulnerability: a single individual crossing their personal threshold can impose crisis outcomes (war declaration, nuclear authorization, emergency powers) that bypass corrective mechanisms operating at all other scales, executing orders through command structures regardless of whether subordinate individuals, organizations, or populations have converged on the underlying narrative. This is why leadership architecture must include distributed decision-making, mandatory delays, concurrent authorization requirements, and continuous monitoring for M-capture indicators-population-level subcriticality is necessary but insufficient when institutional design permits single-point bypass. The exact value of the threshold varies by scale and context, depending on factors including cognitive load, stress levels, institutional architecture, observability infrastructure, conceptual vocabulary availability, and the strength of architectural constraints, but the threshold concept itself is universal: it marks the point where the system loses capacity for endogenous correction and requires external intervention to prevent or escape lock-in. The Subcriticality Threshold is maintainable at all scales precisely because the same Bayesian mathematics that permits crisis also permits prevention-injecting probability mass into alternative Hypotheses before lock-in completes can deflect the trajectory at any scale, but the intervention must be calibrated to the scale’s specific dynamics and the available corrective mechanisms.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.8.1; Appendix A, Section A.5.8.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Epistemic Suspension, Epistemic Suspension Capacity, Knowledge Patch, Individual Subcriticality, Collective Fixed Point, Bayesian Lock-In, Crisis State Architecture.



Subordinate Consilience

Subordinate Consilience is the methodological commitment to accept the findings and architectures of neighbouring disciplines as binding priors on one’s own theory, without claiming reciprocal authority to constrain those disciplines in return. It is distinguished from Symmetric Consilience by three structural features: (a) asymmetric constraint, flowing into the integrating theory from the neighbours but not outward from the integrating theory to the neighbours; (b) architecture-data conflation, under which the integrating theory accepts not only the empirical data produced by the neighbours but also the architectures those data were originally packaged within, collapsing the Data-Architecture Distinction; and (c) a self-imposed ceiling, under which the integrating theory’s architectural imagination is bounded by the architectural commitments of its weakest-accepted neighbour. Subordinate Consilience fails the bidirectionality requirement of the Output-Capacity Entailment Principle (OCEP).

Derivation: Chapter 5, Appendix 5C.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Explanation. Subordinate Consilience is consilience in name only. It sounds like an integration of neighbouring disciplines, but it operates as one-way deference, where the integrating theory imports its neighbours’ findings together with their theoretical commitments, and is prevented from exporting corrections in the reverse direction. The result is a theory that cannot reach its own architectural conclusions because its neighbours’ architectures are treated as binding priors rather than as candidates for revision. The paradigmatic exhibit is Ryan and Deci’s 2017 methodological statement for Self-Determination Theory, which commits SDT to being “informed and constrained by” its neighbours without claiming reciprocal authority to constrain them. The structural geometry encoded in that statement places SDT between its neighbours rather than beside them, and forecloses the architectural corrections SDT’s own empirical record would otherwise support.

Cross-references: Symmetric Consilience, Mutual Architectural Correction Principle, Data-Architecture Distinction, Output-Capacity Entailment Principle (OCEP), Disciplinary Priors, Camouflage Architecture.



Succession Decoherence Principle

The Succession Decoherence Principle establishes that complete capture of institutional buffers by a single authority produces Forced Quiescence, a state of artificial stability in which mimetic competition, Confabulation accumulation, institutional competence decay, A-floor contingency, and I-domain destruction accumulate without correction. The apparent stability of the system is inversely proportional to its resilience against leadership transition: the more complete the capture, the more thoroughly every independent mechanism that could manage succession has been eliminated. Upon the incumbent’s removal, Accumulated Mimetic Debt decoheres simultaneously across all suppressed channels, producing cascading failure on compressed timescales. Succession crisis severity is therefore a structurally necessary consequence of the completeness of prior buffer capture, not a contingent feature of individual succession arrangements.

Explanation. When a dictator controls everything, the country looks stable, but that stability is fake. All the problems that independent institutions would normally fix are just piling up invisibly. When the dictator dies or is removed, everything breaks at once, and the more total the control was, the worse the collapse. This isn’t bad luck, it’s architecture. The very thing that makes the regime look stable is the thing that guarantees a violent transition.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.6.5.

Cross-references: Forced Quiescence, Accumulated Mimetic Debt, Buffer Independence, Succession Gradient, Leadership Compression Principle, Seneca Asymmetry, Apex M-Capture, Source Opacity, Anchoring Object, Differentiation Collapse Mechanism, Discharge Duration Principle, Synthetic Buffer Corollary, Decoherence-Time Stabilisation Effect.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.



Succession Gradient

The Succession Gradient is the gradient prediction generated by the Succession Decoherence Principle: succession severity correlates with buffer capture completeness, not merely with the presence or absence of authoritarian rule. Systems are classified into four types: (1) minimal capture (liberal democracies), high Buffer Independence, institutional mediation of transitions, low severity; (2) selective capture (competitive authoritarian regimes), partial buffer independence, transitions partially mediated by uncaptured institutions, moderate severity; (3) near-complete capture (totalitarian regimes), minimal residual independence, transitions proceed with minimal institutional mediation, high severity; (4) complete capture (personal dictatorships), no Buffer Independence, entire state apparatus simultaneously contested, maximal severity.

Explanation. A scale from peaceful leadership changes to catastrophic power struggles, determined by how much of the country the outgoing ruler personally controlled. Democracies change leaders smoothly because many institutions operate independently. Total dictatorships collapse violently because nothing works without the dictator. In between, the more institutions the ruler controlled, the worse the succession crisis, and you can predict roughly how bad it will be by counting how many institutions still function on their own.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.6.5.

Cross-references: Succession Decoherence Principle, Buffer Independence, Forced Quiescence, Subcriticality, Leadership Compression Principle.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Synthetic Buffer Corollary

Synthetic Buffer Corollary. The Synthetic Buffer Corollary is the result that order installed by an external power following removal of an incumbent does not constitute Buffer Independence but its substitution: the institutions of the imposed order derive their operating authority from the occupier’s will rather than from sources independent of it, which reproduces the precondition for Forced Quiescence rather than resolving it. The occupier is itself an Anchoring Object while present, so its withdrawal is a removal-branch trigger structurally identical to the death of the figure whose Premium-locus it replaced, and it fires two mechanisms jointly, the Succession Decoherence of the substituted will and the Differentiation Collapse of the shared reference anchor. The Synthetic Buffer Corollary’s falsification surface is the contrast between externally-imposed orders that built endogenous buffer independence (Germany and Japan post-1945) and those that substituted the occupier’s will (Iraq, Libya, Afghanistan), success tracking buffer-building rather than resources or duration.

Explanation. When a foreign power topples a ruler and props up a new government, it usually does not build institutions that can stand on their own, it just becomes the new thing everything depends on. So the country is back in the same trap: stability that lasts only as long as the outsider stays. The day the outsider leaves, it is exactly like the old dictator dying, and worse, because the occupier was also the Anchoring Object (the common reference point everyone defined themselves for or against). Its departure pulls away the prop and the shared reference point at once. The cases where this worked, Germany and Japan after 1945, worked because the occupier built real, independent institutions and stayed long enough for them to hold on their own, the opposite of what happened in Iraq, Libya, and Afghanistan.

Cross-references: Anchoring Object, Succession Decoherence Principle, Differentiation Collapse Mechanism, Fault-Line Figure, Leadership Compression Principle, Forced Quiescence, Buffer Independence, Discharge Duration Principle, Decoherence Time.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.6.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Corollary. Derived from the Succession Decoherence Principle, the Differentiation Collapse Mechanism, the Anchoring Object construct, and the Leadership Compression Principle.



Surplus Capital

Surplus Capital is capital held by a lender that, at the margin relevant to a lending decision, has no productive A-I deployment available to the lender: there is no forgone productive return whose legitimate P_A and P_I components would justify a large scalar “opportunity cost” on the full principal. The category is the one in which interest is most often charged and in which the opportunity-cost defence of interest is weakest.

Explanation. Money someone is not actually going to use to build or run a real business or project, but still lend out for a return. If they were not going to do anything productive with it, “I could have earned more elsewhere” often does not apply the way lenders claim.

Cross-references: Opportunity Cost (Decomposed), Mimetic Premium (PM), Price Decomposition. Deployment-alternative decomposition. The “no productive A-I deployment available” specification disaggregates into A-deployment opportunities (the lender forgoes meeting another’s A-need) and I-deployment opportunities (the lender forgoes investing in another’s I-capacity). The opportunity-cost defence of interest survives where genuine A-deployment alternatives exist, survives differently where I-deployment alternatives exist, and fails where neither exists, leaving only PM-deployment alternatives, in which case the interest charge is PM-extraction rather than legitimate compensation. See Opportunity Cost Decomposed for the formal P_A-P_I-P_M decomposition of forgone return.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.18.



Susceptibility-Dispersion Result

Canonical Definition. The Susceptibility-Dispersion Result states that population heterogeneity acts on mimetic-cascade risk through two independent axes of opposite sign. The content axis — the number of distinct hypotheses a population entertains — is protective and operates through the corrective rate (the Belief Heterogeneity Buffer). The susceptibility axis — the dispersion of adoption thresholds across Individuals, where an Individual’s threshold is the amount of social evidence required before they adopt a circulating hypothesis — is anti-protective and operates through vanguard recruitment: a dispersed threshold distribution guarantees a low-threshold tail that adopts first on minimal evidence, and because expressed Belief is itself social proof, each conversion raises the effective pressure on the next layer, so that greater dispersion lowers the external drive required to ignite the whole population even at fixed mean threshold and fixed content heterogeneity. The two axes couple as a ratchet, because an igniting cascade converts adherents off their prior hypotheses and thereby drains content heterogeneity as it spreads; hence the Belief Heterogeneity Buffer is necessary but not sufficient. In AIM the adoption threshold is not primitive but is set by the Individual’s Mimetic weighting, effective Coupling Strength, Appetite state (via the fidelity channel of the Upstream Corruption Principle), and believed own standing, which enters through the grievance channel by which Appetite deficit raises amplification: an Individual whose believed standing exceeds their provisioning holds a prior under which grievance-consistent Hypotheses carry higher likelihood, so less social evidence suffices to carry them. Sustained deprivation therefore manufactures a low-threshold vanguard, and because the Self-Standing Confirmation Principle drives believed standing apart in both directions within a single deprived segment, it disperses thresholds on the anti-protective axis rather than merely lowering their mean — the distributional mechanism of the Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary (Appendix A, A.5.8.7; Chapter 13, §13.8.4). The result recovers, and supplies a motivational microfoundation for, the threshold-and-contagion tradition of Granovetter (1978), Watts (2002), and Centola and Macy (2007). Framework-Specific Named Result.

Explanation. There are two different kinds of “variety” in a population and they pull in opposite directions. Variety in what people believe — many groups blaming many different enemies — is protective, because the competing stories cancel out. Variety in how easily people are swayed — some who will believe anything on a whisper, some who need a stampede — is dangerous, because the easily-swayed few tip first, and once they visibly tip they become the pressure that tips the next-easiest, and so on, a chain reaction a uniform population never starts. The two interact: as the chain reaction spreads it destroys the belief-variety that was the other protection. So a diversity of opinions is necessary but not enough. And because hardship is what makes people easy to sway, deprivation manufactures the easily-tipped vanguard that lights the fire — which is what “going viral” describes, given a precise cause.

Cross-references: Belief Heterogeneity Buffer, Bipolar Convergence, Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary, Dual-Locus Ignition Theorem, Coupling Strength, A-Floor Erosion Principle, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.8.6; formal statement at Appendix A, Section A.5.8.7.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result.



Symmetric Consilience

Symmetric Consilience is the methodological commitment to accept the empirical findings of neighbouring disciplines while treating their architectures as themselves subject to revision in light of the integrating theory’s own findings. It is distinguished from Subordinate Consilience by three structural features: (a) bidirectional constraint, under which the integrating theory imports constraints from its neighbours and exports corrections to them, with both directions legitimate; (b) architecture-data separation, preserving the Data-Architecture Distinction by treating empirical findings and theoretical architectures as separable objects; and (c) an open ceiling, under which the integrating theory’s architectural imagination is bounded only by its own internal coherence and by the empirical record as a whole, not by any single neighbour’s architectural commitments. Symmetric Consilience satisfies the bidirectionality requirement of the Output-Capacity Entailment Principle (OCEP). The Mutual Architectural Correction Principle is the universal form of Symmetric Consilience applied uniformly across the human behavioural sciences.

Derivation: Chapter 5, Appendix 5C.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Explanation. Symmetric Consilience is what the word consilience should mean if the word is to do useful work. It is the commitment that an integrating theory and each of its neighbours operate on the same terms: each accepts what the others have found, each reserves the right to question the architectures built around those findings, and each accepts the same treatment in return. Under Symmetric Consilience, the integrating theory is not foundational, not dependent, and not nested. It stands beside its neighbours and is entitled to propose architectural corrections to them on the same basis its neighbours are entitled to propose architectural corrections to it. The AIM Framework is committed to Symmetric Consilience and to the Mutual Architectural Correction Principle that operationalises it, and the discipline-specific reassessments set out in the Consilience Frame (Chapter 5, Appendix 5C) should be read as applications of this commitment.

Cross-references: Subordinate Consilience, Mutual Architectural Correction Principle, Data-Architecture Distinction, Output-Capacity Entailment Principle (OCEP), Empirical Acceptance Principle, Methodological Reassessment Requirement.



Symmetry of Crisis and Prevention

Symmetry of Crisis and Prevention. The structural correspondence between the gain components of the Total Stability Condition and the five channels of the Knowledge Patch footprint. Formally: the five additive components of G_total (fast-layer effective loop gain G_eff, slow-layer loop gain G_slow, higher-order cross-coupling remainder G_cross, network Evidence-coupling gain G_net^K, and network Observability gain G_net^Λ) are the gains through which crisis escalates, and the five Knowledge Patch channels act on them: the I-Override gate on G_eff (and on G_net^Λ through the Decision Hub weight β), AIM Vocabulary Acquisition on G_slow through the Restriction-Induced Concentration Factor, Epistemic Suspension on G_slow through the Evidence-Emission Coefficient, Patch-competent Evidence intake on G_net^K, and Observability Governance on G_net^Λ, so that each Patch channel is the converse of a gain through which crisis escalates. The symmetry is directional (not temporal), architectural (not moral), and cumulative (not substitutive). The Saddle-Node Default governs the temporal asymmetry between crisis and prevention dynamics. See, for the Total Stability Condition, Appendix A.5.7.4; for the five-channel Patch footprint, Appendix A.5.7.7; for the two-class intervention typology and its relationship to the five channels, Appendix A.5.1; for the Saddle-Node Default, Appendix A.5.3.

Explanation. The conditions that produce crisis and the conditions that enable prevention operate through the same five pathways. Each pathway that amplifies mimetic compounding toward the crisis threshold has a corresponding Knowledge Patch intervention that reduces it. Reducing all five is what Subcriticality Maintenance requires.

Source: Appendix A.5.7.7; Chapter 13, Section 13.10.

Cross-references: Total Stability Condition; Knowledge Patch; I-Override; AIM Vocabulary Acquisition; Epistemic Suspension; Observability Governance; Saddle-Node Default; Subcriticality Maintenance Principle; Precautionary Asymmetry; Non-Commutativity Propagation; Institutional Buffering; Class 1 intervention; Class 2 intervention.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.10; Appendix A, Section A.5.7.7.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Social-Proof Consensus

Social-Proof Consensus. The form of consensus produced when many Individuals, each updating on the expressed Beliefs of other Individuals within a coupled system, arrive at the same Belief. *

Explanation. Everyone agrees because everyone agrees. Canonical derivation: Chapter 14 (Quantum Epistemology), Section 14.10.2.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.10.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Quantum Epistemology (QE), Replicability-Consensus, Social Proof, Endogenous-Evidence Condition.



— T —

Testimony Floor

Testimony Floor. The Testimony Floor is the lower bound on the evidential down-weighting performed by Divergent-Path Pre-Loading: the channel attenuates the default evidential weight of expressed Belief toward a floor and never to reflexive dismissal of all testimony. The floor is entailed by the evidential asymmetry already established for Belief dynamics: direct observation, measurement, logical inference, and testimony from sources with no stake in the observer’s Belief state remain reliable inputs to Bayesian updating, and testimony decohered against an accessible Referent (Truth-Tracked Regime) retains its earned weight. The Divergent-Path Prior discounts the unverified default, not the verified. The Testimony Floor is the Channel-level instance of the general result that Coupling Strength elimination is self-defeating and optimal Coupling Strength is domain-specific.

Explanation. Turning down the automatic trust you give to expressed opinions is not the same as trusting nothing. Reports that have been checked against reality (measurements, disinterested accounts, claims that survived testing) keep their force. The prior removes a default, not the possibility of evidence.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.14.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Result. Derived consequence of the evidential asymmetry of Belief dynamics (Chapter 13) and the Positive Mimesis Preservation / optimal-coupling result; bounds Divergent-Path Pre-Loading against over-application. Not an additional axiom.

Cross-references: Divergent-Path Prior, Coupling Strength, Truth-Tracked Regime, Epistemic Suspension, Salience Floor, Positive Mimesis.



Template

Template is a cognitively available category for social inference (a schema that an Individual can deploy when interpreting others’ behaviour, Beliefs, or motivations) which becomes available through self-model inversion (contrast categories) activation-priming (guilt, Salience, recent use), and which is deployed with varying thresholds depending on its current activation level.

Explanation. Templates are not neutral descriptive categories but inferential tools with varying accessibility. An Individual does not consider all possible explanations for others’ behaviour and select the best fit; rather, they deploy available templates, those currently activated and cognitively cheap to apply. Template availability explains why the same behaviour may be interpreted differently by different observers: each observer deploys the templates that are most accessible to them, which depend on their self-model, recent experiences, emotional state. Templates deployed with low evidential threshold, requiring minimal behavioural evidence before application, produce systematic attribution patterns that may not reflect the target’s actual motivationsvernacular: self-model inversion generates contrast categories automatically, and guilt-priming elevates activation of guilt-connected templates, making them deploy readily regardless of whether they accurately describe either self or other.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.7; Chapter 11, Section 11.8; Chapter 11, Section 11.9.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct, integrating cognitive schema theory with AIM architecture.

Cross-references: Guilt-Priming, Self-Model, Scapegoat Mechanism, I-Template Override Result.



Terminal Phase

Terminal Phase. The Terminal Phase is the final phase of the Crisis State Architecture, in which restrictions on a scapegoated group escalate to violence. The Collective Fixed Point has been reached, Grievance Belief in the group’s guilt having approached certainty; Coupling Strength is at its maximum and Decoherence Time effectively infinite within the crisis timescale; and the violence is experienced as necessary defence rather than aggression. The violence either succeeds, destroying the scapegoated group while leaving the underlying M-dynamics unresolved, or fails catastrophically. The Terminal Phase is the attractor region of the crisis parameter space, the default outcome absent exogenous intervention, and the Calcified-to-Terminal transition is a discontinuous fold rather than a gradual decline.

Explanation. This is the stage at which a society’s conviction that some group is to blame has become certain and turns into violence that feels, to those doing it, like self-defence. It is where an unmanaged crisis tends to end up, and the step into it is a sudden collapse rather than a slide, which is why it has to be headed off earlier rather than reversed once it arrives.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.6.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Crisis State Architecture, Crisis State Variables, Collective Fixed Point, Grievance Belief, Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, Saddle-Node Default, Bayesian Mimetic Crisis Principle, Subcriticality Threshold.



Therapeutic Window

Therapeutic Window. The post-rupture interval during which an Individual’s Self-Model exhibits elevated receptivity to revision because a previously dominant Hypothesis central to the Self-Model has been involuntarily displaced through frame rupture, either by incontrovertible disconfirmation of the prior Hypothesis or by the entry of a previously orthogonal Hypothesis (an H3 outside the prior representable space) into the Hilbert space, with the result that amplitude redistribution across the remaining Hypothesis Space creates room for Hypotheses that were previously crowded out by the displaced dominant Hypothesis. Status Death opens the window at each recognition, at a sudden fall and at the delayed recognition that follows drift (Chapter 15, Section 15.7).

Explanation. The Therapeutic Window is the architectural opening produced by frame rupture, grounded formally in Quantum Epistemology rather than phenomenologically in post-shock receptivity. The mechanism is amplitude redistribution: the Self-Model has lost a dominant Hypothesis it could no longer sustain as a True Belief, the prior amplitude that Hypothesis carried is now redistributed across the remaining Hypothesis Space, and previously low-amplitude Hypotheses (including AIM Hypotheses) become representationally available in proportion to the amplitude freed. The window’s mechanism is therefore the loss of the prior dominant Hypothesis, not the gain of M-recognition specifically.

Receptivity to AIM is conditional, not guaranteed. The window creates room for AIM Hypotheses (HM in particular, since M is the source most often architecturally absent from the prior ℋ\mathcal{H} due to the Vocabulary Gap and Hilbert Collapse), but capture of the freed amplitude depends on what other Hypotheses are present in the Individual’s ℋ\mathcal{H} and competing for the redistributed amplitude. AIM contends with those competing Hypotheses on their merits and does not displace them automatically. The intervention claim during the window is “better than nothing” rather than “guaranteed receptivity”, and that asymmetry is stated rather than hidden.

Source-channel implications follow from rupture-type, not from window-mechanism. A rupture displacing a dominant I-attribution opens space for M-attribution and A-attribution to be reconsidered. A rupture displacing a dominant A-attribution opens space differently. The window’s source-channel effect is rupture-type-dependent rather than window-type-dependent, and entries describing specific therapeutic-window applications must specify the rupture-type before specifying source-channel implications.

Cross-references: Quantum Epistemology, Hypothesis Space, Frame Rupture, Hilbert Collapse, Vocabulary Gap, Imaginative Search Corollary, Knowledge Patch, Sincerity Guarantee, Type II Exclusion (Prior Dominance), Bayesian Lock-In, Confabulation Cascade, Self-Model Disruption, Revelation Effect, I-Emergence, Epistemic Suspension, Non-Commutativity.

Derivation: Chapter 15, Section 15.7.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Third-Person Status Diagnostic

Third-Person Status Diagnostic. The Two-Question Diagnostic applied third-person: the identical two-question structure (A-test, then I-test via the Audience-Removal logic), with observable behavioural markers substituted for the inaccessible introspection of the observed party. It is more robust to Source Opacity than the first-person form, because it never relied on the target’s introspective report (which Source Opacity renders Confabulatory) but on behavioural evidence, exactly the basis the Knowledge Patch privileges. Stage 1, Observable A-test: does the person display markers of bodily deficit (irritability, fatigue, apparent illness, pain, signs of hunger)? If yes, deficit-repair cannot be excluded and the M-inference is unwarranted; if no, A is not leading. Stage 2, Observable I-test via the privacy structure: genuine I-pursuit persists in private, but observation entails non-privacy, so the audience-dependent channel is necessarily live; the discriminator is therefore directional, does the content track an internal craft-logic (I-leading), or does it track relative position (M-leading): calculating one’s own standing, discussing others relative to oneself, tracking reaction rather than craft? Weights, not switch: a public, non-deficit pursuit is not pure M (sharing and connection are genuine I and persist in attenuated form) so the diagnostic estimates which source leads, never binary-classifies. Type/token and the launder tell: the silence attaches to the token, not the type. The method may be taught and discussed openly, because teaching names no target and seeks no positional advantage; what is not voiced is the applied verdict on a specific individual, because externalising it makes an audience-dependent bid that trips the very signature the diagnostic detects. In practice, voiced status-lowering rarely appears as open positional talk; it is laundered through orthogonal, ostensibly descriptive vocabulary (“irrational,” “unwell,” “stupid,” “they’ve lost their mind”) which presents as neutral judgement while functioning to lower another’s rank for the speaker’s or coalition’s benefit. Recognising this launder is part of the Stage-2 tell; refusing it is part of valid application.

Explanation. This is the same two questions as the Two-Question Diagnostic, just pointed at someone else instead of yourself (and you judge by what you can see, not by asking them, since people can’t reliably read their own motives anyway). First: do they look like they’re in real bodily need: tired, irritable, unwell, in pain, hungry? If so, that might explain it. If not, and they’re acting in public, then status is in the mix. Second: are they lost in the craft itself (the way they’d be with nobody watching) or is the whole thing about position: evaluating where they stand, talking about other people relative to themselves, chasing reactions? It’s never all-or-nothing; people genuinely enjoy sharing and connecting, so you’re asking what leads. And you can teach all of this out loud (what you don’t do is announce your verdict on a particular person, because that’s just you making your own status move). Watch especially for status-lowering disguised as plain description: calling someone “irrational” or “stupid” is often a rank attack wearing a lab coat.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.6.5.

Cross-references: Two-Question Diagnostic, Transmission Attenuation Principle (Status-Seeker Demerit Clause), Source Opacity, Confabulation, Behavioural Signatures, Knowledge Patch, Audience-Removal Test.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Thinker

Thinker. The reader-facing name for Intrinsic Motivation (I) used in the Minimal Architecture Specification and throughout the treatise where the architectural role of the component (the two architecturally inseparable functions of continuous prior-maintenance and Bayesian ground-resolution, plus the locus of deliberative inference) is under discussion rather than the Axiom-1 source-taxonomy role. The Thinker is not a distinct component from I; it is the same Disaggregation Primitive specified under its reading-surface function rather than under its source-taxonomy label. It is introduced in Chapter 4 Section 4.4 in the course of specifying the minimal architecture, and is used in preference to “Intrinsic Motivation” wherever the architectural function (prior-maintenance across the four prior-classes, outward template-supply to the Observer, Bayesian resolution of the Decision Hub’s Scalar into ground-attributions, write-access to the Belief Register, being the sole locus of deliberative inference in the architecture, being the sole architectural target of the Knowledge Patch) is the point being made. Use “Intrinsic Motivation” or “I” where the Axiom-1 taxonomic role is the point being made, and “Thinker” where the architectural function is the point. The two labels denote the same component. The Thinker is the thinking. What a reader would recognise as conscious cognition (inference, Hypothesis-formation, vocabulary acquisition, revision of Belief, deliberate sustained engagement with a process) is what the Thinker does. The Thinker’s ground-resolution function is not invoked on every cycle: where the Decision Hub’s cached-value store already holds a value adequate to the context, action-selection proceeds at habit timescales on that store without recruiting the Thinker (see Habit). The Thinker is recruited only by an Object the Belief Register cannot already resolve, so novelty and prediction-mismatch are the Thinker’s activation condition rather than incidental inputs; Curiosity is the felt signature of that recruitment and Boredom the felt registration of its exhaustion. Ordinary sensory input, including information received from other Individuals, reaches the Thinker at its deliberative timescale and is not routed through the Decision Hub. The Decision Hub’s Scalar is the additional channel on which ground-resolution of integrated valuation operates.

Explanation. The Thinker is just another name for I, used when we are talking about what the component does in the architecture rather than where it sits in the three-source taxonomy. The Thinker thinks. It holds the mental library the rest of the system needs (what hunger feels like, what food looks like, who counts as a Model, how the world is carved up into categories), and it figures out why something has caught your attention (whether it matters because the body needs it, because engaging with it is worthwhile, or because other people are paying attention to it). The Thinker name makes that job easy to remember: it is the part that thinks. The previous technical name (“prior-maintainer-and-Bayesian-resolver”) was accurate but read as jargon, and once Chapter 4 has done the work of specifying what I does, the short name “Thinker” can carry the rest of the treatise. We call it “Intrinsic Motivation” when we are talking about the three sources of motivation and where I fits among them, and we call it the “Thinker” when we are talking about how the system is wired and what each component is responsible for. Same component, two labels for two different kinds of discussion.

Affective posteriority specification. Because the Thinker is the slow, serial, deliberative faculty, it operates by its very function downstream of the fast automatic integration that emits the Common-Currency Scalar and Phenomenal Affect. It therefore cannot act on either before both are already formed. This lateness is entailed by the Thinker’s functional definition and does not depend on any particular empirical timing result; the two-stage structure of emotional processing observed empirically is a corroboration of it, not its ground. The Thinker’s available operations with respect to an affective episode are, first, to process the already-delivered Phenomenal Affect after the fact, and second, to revise the prior loaded into the loop so as to condition the next episode of the same type, which can both attenuate the magnitude and shorten the abatement of subsequent affect but can never eliminate it (see Affective Latency of the Knowledge Patch, Confabulation Race).

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.6; Appendix A, Section A.5.6.

Epistemic Status: Canonical.

Cross-references: Intrinsic Motivation (I), Disaggregation Primitive, Dashboard Gauge Principle, Minimal Architecture Specification, Decision Hub, Body Manager, Observer, Conscious Cognition, Bayesian Updating, Hypothesis Space, Belief Register, Confabulation, Knowledge Patch, AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, Epistemic Suspension, I-Override, Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Signed Valuation Principle, Phenomenal Affect, Affective Latency of the Knowledge Patch, Confabulation Race, Curiosity, Boredom, Memory Store.



Three-Question Diagnostic

In order to set priors for A, I, and M before finer-grained behavioural analysis,

the three-question diagnostic is a practical triage tool asking:


	whether an audience is present,

	whether a Salient appetitive state is active, and

	whether strong external payoffs or threats are at stake



Explanation. This diagnostic helps researchers orient their analysis before examining detailed behavioural signatures: if an audience is present, wM is likely elevated; if the person shows appetitive deficit (hunger, fatigue, pain), wA is likely elevated; and if large external stakes (rewards or threats) are involved, both wA (if stakes threaten sufficiency) and wM (if stakes confer status) may be elevated while pure wI becomes less likely. These questions set rough priors-they rule some explanations in and others out-but do not yield final weight estimates, which require behavioural signature analysis. This three-question tool is designed for research and external observation; for individual self-assessment and source-tagging, the Two-Question Diagnostic is more parsimonious because it uses logical elimination (not-A and not-I necessarily implies M) rather than requiring judgment about multiple contextual priors.

Distinction from Two-Question Diagnostic. The Three-Question Diagnostic is the externally-applied tool used by researchers and observers to set rough wA/wI/wM priors before behavioural signature analysis; the Two-Question Diagnostic is the individual self-assessment tool that uses logical elimination (not-A and not-I implies M). Use the Three-Question form when analysing another Individual’s behavioural context from outside; use the Two-Question form when an Individual is performing source-tagging on their own desires.

Cross-references: Two-Question Diagnostic, Audience-Removal Test, Behavioural Signatures, AIM Weights (wA, wI, wM), Source-tagging.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.6.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Diagnostic.



Three-Test Battery

The Three-Test Battery is the three-part rebuttal standard that a Grievance Belief must satisfy before it is held tractable: (1) Immediacy Test, the identified Individuals must be literally and immediately blocking the Individual’s access to bodily needs (Appetites); (2) Mechanism Test, a clear, specific, and attributable causal mechanism connecting the Individuals’ actions to the stated harm must be identifiable; (3) Authorship Test, the identified Individuals must have personally designed and intentionally built the blocking system, not merely inherited, participated in, or benefited from it. All three tests must be satisfied for the attribution to survive scrutiny. The Three-Test Battery is applied after the Grievance Gateway has confirmed the grievance is genuinely the Individual’s own (Origin Check) and non-Mimetically motivated (A-Check or I-Check).

Explanation. The Three-Test Battery operationalises the Presumption Against Scapegoating at the level of a specific causal attribution. The Presumption does not deny that Individuals cause harm; it demands that the structural conditions for tractable attribution be met before high-intensity blame is issued. Immediacy protects against metaphorical or distal harm claims. Mechanism protects against pattern-recognition-without-causation (correlation confused for agency). Authorship protects against punishing individuals for structural outputs they did not design. Because Confabulation reliably produces agent-based causal narratives even when the causal structure is systemic, the Three-Test Battery is a deliberate friction device: it slows attribution down to the speed at which the Mechanism condition can actually be verified. The battery is most diagnostic in conflict situations where reciprocal scapegoating is active, because both sides will typically fail the Authorship and Mechanism tests even when the Immediacy condition is locally satisfied. Passing the Three-Test Battery establishes authorship and nothing beyond it. It fixes the agent as the gate on the Object, which directs reparation and prevention of recurrence at that gate; it does not license punishment, which the Practical Redirect excludes whether the Three-Test Battery passes or fails.

Cross-references: Grievance Belief; Presumption Against Scapegoating; Grievance Gateway; Scapegoat Mechanism; Confabulation; Agent-Based Causal Default; Immediacy Test; Mechanism Test; Authorship Test; Two-Question Diagnostic; Sincerity Guarantee; Knowledge Patch.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Sections 11.18 and 11.22; Chapter 18, Section 18.9.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Operational Standard.



Time Preference (AIM Sense)

Time Preference (AIM Sense). The measured tendency of an Individual to value present consumption over future consumption of equivalent nominal magnitude, treated in standard economics as a primitive preference parameter and reframed under AIM as a behavioural output whose measured magnitude is substantially driven by Appetitive urgency, Intrinsic engagement availability, and mimetic exposure to present-biased consumption models rather than by an architectural property of individual temporal orientation.

Explanation. How much more you want a dollar today than a dollar next year. Standard economics treats this as a built-in feature of individual psychology. AIM reframes it as mostly a symptom: when your Appetitive needs are not secured, time horizons collapse; when you have access to I-led activity, time horizons extend; and mimetic exposure to present-biased consumption models shortens horizons further. Under reformed conditions (A-floors secured, I-domain protected, mimetic exposure bounded), most of the measured effect would be expected to attenuate.

Cross-references: Individualism, Appetitive Floors (A-floors), Intrinsic domains (I-domains), Mimetic Premium (PM).

Derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.19.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Time Value of Money (as Confabulation)

Time Value of Money (as Confabulation). The proposition that a unit of currency available now is worth more than a unit available at a future date, conventionally offered as the justification for interest, reframed under AIM as a confabulated narrative that conflates four distinct phenomena (opportunity cost decomposed into P_A/P_I/P_M, risk-bearing, inflation adjustment, and measured time preference) and thereby conceals the PM-extractive character of interest on surplus capital.

Explanation. The standard defence of charging interest. It sounds intuitive because it packages four different things under one label and treats them as if they were a single property of money. When they are separated, only tiny portions are legitimate A-Functional Price or I-Adequate Price components. The remainder is Mimetic Premium extraction on surplus capital, concealed by the confabulation.

Cross-references: Confabulation, Surplus Capital, Opportunity Cost (Decomposed), Time Preference (AIM Sense), Mimetic Premium (PM).

Derivation: Chapter 19, Section 19.13.9.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Time-Buying Principle

Time-Buying Principle. The Time-Buying Principle is the corollary of the Leadership Compression Principle that an operation on authority acts on the interval between a decision and its consequence and on no coupling forming the Internal Loop Gain. Distributing command authority over crisis-relevant resources, control of information, appointment power and Appetitive leverage, so that no single node can compress that interval below the time correction requires, therefore buys the interval and not the correction: authority distribution preserves the system long enough for gain reduction to remove the instability, and cannot itself convert the crisis geometry. Any reform adding friction between a leader’s Mimetic shock and crisis imposition serves survival in proportion to the friction added, even where the reform falls short of the full architecture.

Explanation. Spreading power across many hands does not make a dangerous society safe. What it does is stop any one person turning a bad decision into a catastrophe faster than anyone can intervene. It buys time, and time is what the slower work of making the society less dangerous needs in order to finish. Because it buys time rather than removing the danger, it is needed alongside that slower work and never in place of it, and every added check between a leader’s decision and its consequences is worth having even before the whole design is in place.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.7.6.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Named Result (Corollary to the Leadership Compression Principle).

Cross-references: Leadership Compression Principle, Internal Loop Gain, Governance Completeness Condition, Saddle-Node Default, Restoring Node, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle.



Total Stability Condition

Total Stability Condition. The Total Stability Condition is the joint stability requirement of the three-layer formalism, summing the within-Individual loop gains and the network loop gains and comparing the result to the total critical threshold:

Gtotal=Geff+Gslow+Gcross+GnetΛ+GnetK<Gcrittotal.
G_{total} = G_{eff} + G_{slow} + G_{cross} + G_{net}^{\Lambda} + G_{net}^{K} < G_{crit}^{total}.


The terms are: Geff=G⋅(1−p(V,S))G_{eff} = G\cdot(1 - p(V,S)) the Patch-modulated fast-layer loop gain; GslowG_{slow} the slow-layer loop gain incorporating ρ(ℋ)\rho(\mathcal{H}), ω(Tint)\omega(T_{int}), and κself\kappa_{self}; GcrossG_{cross} the higher-order cross-block remainder, the leading fast-slow cross-coupling product being carried by GslowG_{slow}; GnetΛG_{net}^{\Lambda} and GnetKG_{net}^{K} the network-channel gains defined in the Network Loop Gain entry.

The additive decomposition Gtotal=Geff+Gslow+Gcross+GnetΛ+GnetKG_{total} = G_{eff} + G_{slow} + G_{cross} + G_{net}^{\Lambda} + G_{net}^{K} is a leading-order engineering heuristic for weakly coupled loops, with GslowG_{slow} carrying the leading cross-coupling product and GcrossG_{cross} the corrections of higher order in the cross-coupling norms; the exact stability criterion is the largest real eigenvalue of the full block-Jacobian (Appendix A Sections A.5.6, A.5.7.4, and A.9.5). The five channels of the Knowledge Patch footprint act on four of the five additive components of G_total: Channel 1 on G_eff, Channels 2 and 3 on G_slow (through ρ(H) and ω(T_int) respectively), Channel 4 on G_net^K, and Channel 5 on G_net^Λ, with G_cross carrying no channel of its own (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.7). This correspondence means the Total Stability Condition is simultaneously the mathematical expression of crisis risk and the architectural map of prevention targets: reducing any component reduces G_total; reducing all five to a sum below G_crit^total achieves subcriticality. Class 1 interventions address the Ignition Input m_obs(t) (Appendix A.5.1). At the network scale, Observability Governance and related reductions of ρ(Λ) reshape that ignition environment and thereby the network Observability gain (G_net^Λ, Channel 5 of the Patch footprint); Class 1 is not identical with Channel 5 alone. Class 2 interventions address the remaining four channels (Channels 1 through 4, acting on G_eff, G_slow and G_net^K). The two-class typology and the five-channel framework describe the same architecture at Individual and network scale respectively. See Appendix A.5.1 for the two-class typology; Appendix A.5.7.4 and A.5.7.7 for the five-channel derivation.

Explanation. The Total Stability Condition is the architecturally complete stability statement of the AIM Framework. The fast-layer condition of A.5, that the Effective Loop Gain stay below its critical threshold, is a necessary condition. The joint condition of A.5.6, that the Effective Loop Gain, the Slow-Layer Loop Gain and the higher-order cross-coupling remainder stay below the joint threshold when added together, is a necessary condition. The Total Stability Condition is the leading-order stability statement once population-scale couplings are accounted for, the exact criterion being the largest real eigenvalue of the full block-Jacobian. The five-channel Knowledge Patch footprint operates by reducing the additive contributions those channels reach, while shortening Decoherence Time leaves the total critical threshold unchanged and shortens the interval over which a supercritical network compounds before correction arrives, and the Total Stability Condition is the integrated criterion against which any combination of within-Individual and network-scale interventions must be assessed.

Derivation: Appendix A, Section A.5.7.4; Chapter 13, Section 13.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Result. Source: Appendix A.5.7.4; Appendix A.5.7.7.

Cross-references: Internal Loop Gain, Slow-Layer Loop Gain, Network Loop Gain, Joint Stability Condition, Critical Coupling Strength, Knowledge Patch, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Symmetry of Crisis and Prevention, Precautionary Asymmetry, Institutional Buffering, Class 1 intervention, Class 2 intervention, G_net^Λ, G_net^K.



Transmission Attenuation Principle

Transmission Attenuation Principle. Because category-construction and relative-position computation occur in the Thinker, and because the priors fixing category-content are generationally and culturally transmitted rather than architecturally fixed, an Individual equipped with status-dynamic understanding can act on the construction itself. The Transmission Attenuation Principle operates through two channels. (a) Computation-side (κ-reduction): I-Override at the Thinker attenuates the relative-position output at the moment of computation, lowering the practitioner’s coupling strength κ by declining to treat expressed positioning as evidence. (b) Reception-side transmission: because category-priors are inherited at reception rather than emitted by force, living Thinkers computing at lowered κ alter the baseline prior available to be received by new Thinkers, shifting the inherited starting condition across generations. The Transmission Attenuation Principle is the transmission-side complement to Subcriticality Maintenance: the latter manages an Individual’s current coupling; this manages what the next generation of Thinkers inherits as baseline. It is governed by two named clauses (Reception-Only Clause, Status-Seeker Demerit Clause) and bounded below by the Mimetic Premium Floor Corollary.

Explanation. All the ranking happens inside the thinking mind, and the baselines we inherit were simply handed down and taken as given. But because it happens in the mind, anyone who understands status dynamics can work on them directly, first by not chasing status themselves, which lowers their own susceptibility, and second by living that way so the next generation inherits a lower baseline. It is self-reinforcing: in a group that thinks this way, someone obviously chasing status is seen as low-status for doing it, so the audience they need simply withholds the admiration. And you don’t announce any of this, you just quietly think less of the behaviour and move on. The moment you announce “you’re a status-seeker,” you’re making your own status play, so the method polices itself. People already notice that politics, and in-group and out-group feeling generally, swings back and forth like a pendulum. This is why. Each time someone pushes another group down and pulls their own up, they feed energy into that swing, and a counter-push from the other side is just more energy, which is why the swinging continues. The pendulum has no motor of its own; it moves only because people keep applying force to it. So the only way to stop it swinging is to decline to push or pull it at all, to withhold the energy, privately, and not feed the oscillation. That is what the silent attribution does: it adds no force.

Reception-Only Clause. The intervention acts at reception only, never by overwrite. An Individual cannot install a lowered prior in another’s Thinker; they can only be a received instance of one. The intervention therefore has no coercive form and cannot be captured into a status-coercion of its own.

Status-Seeker Demerit Clause. In a population of lowered-κ Thinkers, conspicuous status-seeking via Confabulation is itself computed as a low relative position, so the audience on which Mimetic Premium accrual depends confers a discount rather than a premium, attenuating accumulated PM independently of the seeker’s own conduct. Because the demerit attaches to audience-dependence rather than to content, performed humility is demoted by the same computation (Audience-Removal Test). The valid form of this attribution is the silent private attribution: the observer privately registers low status and declines to confer, without externalising. Any voiced accusation of status-seeking is itself an audience-dependent bid and is self-invalidating under the same diagnostic. Private Persistence is therefore the shared criterion that both identifies status-seeking in the target and validates the non-status character of the observer’s response, capture requires externalisation, and externalisation is self-defeating under the same test.

Falsification (trajectory-based). Because correct application is silent and leaves no observable enforcement trace, criteria centre on aggregate outcomes, not visible behaviour. (1) Populations with rising AIM-vocabulary penetration should show a measurable decline in the premium accruing to conspicuous status-seekers relative to craft-led actors, within observable timeframes; falsified by no aggregate premium-discount despite documented vocabulary penetration. (2) The discount should correlate with orthogonally-laundered status-lowering (pseudo-descriptive rank attacks) decreasing as a share of discourse, not increasing; falsified by laundered status-lowering rising alongside vocabulary penetration. (3) The intervention should show no correlation with visible “calling-out” enforcement events, since correct application produces none; measured reliance on public accusation would indicate capture, not operation. (4) Cross-generationally, communities sustaining the practice should exhibit a lowered inherited baseline (new entrants computing at lower κ on entry); falsified by each generation reverting to the prior baseline despite sustained adult practice. No criterion requires terminal-state observation, consistent with the standing falsification protocol.

Cross-references: Mimetic Premium (PM), Transmission Window, Knowledge Patch, Third-Person Status Diagnostic, Mimetic Premium Floor Corollary, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Observer (M input channel), Axiom 7 (Preconscious Transmission), Relative-Position Computation Principle, Category Construction Corollary, I-Override.

Derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.6.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.



Transmission-Deliberation Asymmetry

Transmission-Deliberation Asymmetry. The architectural fact that candidate causal Hypotheses reach the Thinker’s Ground-Resolution by two structurally asymmetric routes: a fast route, in which the Observer’s preconscious, continuously-operating sampling supplies Evidence already shaped by agent classification, so that agent-based Hypotheses require only classification, and a slow, deliberative route requiring Imagination to construct systemic Hypotheses through novel connections between elements the Belief Register has not already flagged as Salient. The fast channel’s speed advantage is not a brute architectural given but a direct entailment of the Configural Update-Rate Asymmetry: agent-configurations saturate the Observer’s continuous sampling with dense, action-relevant updates, while systemic causes present no comparable configural signal for that same channel to accumulate, leaving the Thinker’s deliberative construction as the only route by which a systemic Hypothesis can be built at all. Under default closure-pressure conditions, the fast route’s continuous supply of update-rich, ready-made candidates reaches Belief-fixation and satisfies the closure-demand before the slow channel’s construction, starved of comparable input density, has completed, making agent-based attribution the statistically dominant outcome. This dominance is conditional, not architecturally absolute: where Epistemic Suspension holds the Interference Term open long enough, and where the Hypothesis Space has been expanded to admit structural alternatives, the slow channel can complete construction and compete on equal footing despite its inherent update-rate disadvantage.

Explanation. Your mind is almost always handed a fast, ready-made answer about who did this, because agents are constantly throwing off fresh, attention-grabbing signals the way a moving animal does, and your perception system is built to soak up exactly that kind of signal continuously. A better, systemic answer needs your mind to slow down and hunt for connections between things that aren’t flashing new updates at you every second, so it has much less to work with and much less urgency pulling it forward. Most of the time the fast answer grabs the wheel first, not because it’s smarter, but because it’s had a constant stream of vivid evidence pouring in while the slow answer had to be built almost from nothing. But this isn’t a locked door. When you can hold your uncertainty open a bit longer, and you’ve got the right concepts on hand to build with, the slow answer can and does win, it’s just rare, because everyday attention is wired to follow whatever is changing fastest.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from Axiom 9 (Agent-Based Causal Default), the Configural Update-Rate Asymmetry, the Confabulation Rationality Lemma, and Epistemic Suspension. REVISED to ground channel-speed in the Configural Update-Rate Asymmetry rather than asserting it independently.

Cross-references: Configural Update-Rate Asymmetry, Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9), Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Epistemic Suspension, Imagination, Belief Register, Interference Term, I-Override, Scaling Asymmetry of Correct Hypotheses.



Trajectory Futility Theorem

Trajectory Futility Theorem. Mimetic status pursuit cannot produce stable satisfaction at any point in the pursuit trajectory. Below the apex, aggregate mimetic drive is conserved or increasing across every acquisition: the drive attaching to the acquired Object decays, while the adjacent Objects that were previously too far above the Individual to serve as Models enter the upward-comparable set precisely because the acquisition closed the distance to them, so the drive is redirected rather than discharged. The only architectural bound on the climb, the saturation of the Decision Hub’s weight on M, is itself displaced upward as the catalogue of M-Objects expands. At the apex the acquisition channel closes while the drive persists, and the sole remaining pathway to higher standing operates on the positions of others rather than on the drive itself. M-dominant pursuit is therefore structurally irrational: not merely costly or difficult, but incapable of delivering what it promises under any achievable condition.

Explanation. Chasing status does not work, and it does not work anywhere along the way. On the climb, each thing you get stops mattering almost as soon as you have it, and the reason is not that you are ungrateful. Getting it moves you closer to the people who were previously too far above you to register at all, and those people now become the ones you measure yourself against. The wanting is not satisfied. It is re-pointed. And the ceiling that would end it keeps moving up as you approach it, because there is always a further tier of things to want.

At the top the same wanting is still running, but the thing that used to feed it, climbing, is no longer available. There is nowhere above to go. The only move left is to push other people down, and that does nothing to the wanting at all: it changes where everyone else is standing, not what is happening inside the person doing the pushing.

So the pursuit fails on the way up, and it fails at its own destination. This is what makes the framework’s case against status pursuit architectural rather than moral. It is not that wanting status is wicked. It is that it cannot pay out, ever, and Source Opacity ensures the person paying for it has no way to establish that from the inside.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.12.5. Formal treatment at Appendix A, Section A.9.10.

Epistemic Status: Theorem (qualitative). The structural result follows from the Reset, Treadmill and Apex Corollaries on inspection; the closed-form conditions remain open specialist tasks.

Cross-references: Apex M-Capture, Apex M-Dysfunction, Structural Restlessness, Salience Ratchet Principle, Salience-Deficit Asymmetry, Mimetic Treadmill, Reference-Set Reset, Differential Satiation Dynamics, Source Opacity, Status Non-Beneficiality Principle.



Transmission Window

The Transmission Window is the 60-340 millisecond interval during which mirror-neuron systems and social-reward circuits process and integrate mimetic signals into the Decision Hub, prior to the onset of conscious awareness at approximately 300-500ms. The lower bound (approximately 60ms) reflects the earliest reactive motor-mirroring response (Hari et al., 1998). The upper bound (approximately 340ms) reflects predictive goal-state activation in mirror neuron populations (Maranesi et al., 2014). The middle band (100-300ms) reflects goal-state mirroring (Kilner, Friston, and Frith, 2007) and social-comparison circuit activation (Heyes and Catmur, 2022). The entire window falls prior to conscious awareness, which arrives at approximately 300-500ms. Axiom 7 (Preconscious Transmission).

Explanation. The Transmission Window is the fraction of a second (roughly one-third of an eye-blink) during which your brain reads what someone else wants and feeds that reading into your decision system, all before you are consciously aware of anything. By the time you notice wanting something in a social context, the reading has already happened. The window is wide enough to capture everything from the fastest reflexive mirroring of body movement to the slower but still preconscious encoding of another person’s goals and intentions. See Preconscious Transmission, Libet Window, Source Opacity, Speed-Selectivity Trade-Off. Established Neuroscience (timing data); Framework-Specific Construct (integration into AIM architecture).

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.7; Chapter 8, Section 8.2.7; Chapter 9, Section 9.11.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Preconscious Transmission, Mirror Neuron System, Libet Window, Speed-Selectivity Trade-Off, Source Opacity.



Triple Camouflage (Layers 1–3 of the Camouflage Architecture)

Triple Camouflage (Layers 1–3 of the Camouflage Architecture) is the combination of three architectural features of Mimetic Desire (Source Opacity, Confabulation, and Object Parasitism) that, operating together and mutually reinforcing one another, render M systematically invisible at the individual level by blocking detection through introspection (Source Opacity), generating false explanations for M-driven choices (Confabulation), and preventing object-level identification of M-influence (Object Parasitism), thereby creating a closed system that no introspective method can penetrate because all three detection pathways are blocked. The Triple Camouflage constitutes the individual tier of the eight-layer Camouflage Architecture; Layers 4–8 extend the concealment structure through institutional and civilisational tiers. [Axiom 5: M as Amplifier / Object Parasitism]

Explanation. The Triple Camouflage explains why humanity has documented M’s effects, envy, rivalry, covetousness, status competition, scapegoating, collective violence, exhaustively across every culture and epoch while never achieving explicit conceptual understanding of what drives so much behaviour and suffering until now. Each camouflage mechanism blocks a different detection pathway: individuals cannot detect M through examining their own feelings (Source Opacity prevents introspective access to motivational origins), cannot identify M by analyzing specific object-choices (Object Parasitism means M operates through A and I objects, making every pursuit appear legitimate), and generate plausible alternative explanations when they try to investigate (Confabulation fills the information gap with sincere but inaccurate narratives). The three mechanisms are mutually reinforcing: Source Opacity prevents detection → The Individual cannot identify by introspection which desires are mimetically transmitted because source-tags are discarded at integration. Confabulation fills the gap → The brain generates narratives attributing M-desires to A or I sources. These narratives feel genuine and resist challenge. Object Parasitism blocks object-level analysis → Because M operates through A and I objects rather than generating independent M-objects, examining specific desires cannot reveal M-presence. Every desire has legitimate components. The result is a closed system. The Individual: (1) cannot detect M through introspection (Source Opacity), (2) generates explanations that attribute M to A/I (Confabulation), and (3) cannot identify M through examining object-choices (Object Parasitism). No introspective method can penetrate the camouflage because all three entry points are blocked. The Triple Camouflage has operated throughout human history as a civilisation-scale blind spot. It explains why wisdom traditions could prescribe moral codes against M’s effects but could never eliminate them or adequately manage them long-term, the prescriptions asked individuals to renounce desires they architecturally could not identify. The effects were visible; the cause remained hidden. This is not a failure of intelligence, attention, or moral seriousness. It is an architectural consequence of how M operates. Framework-Specific Construct.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.14.4; Chapter 8, Section 8.7; Chapter 5, Section 5.8.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.



Trauma

Trauma. Trauma is a persistent, adverse alteration of an Individual’s Self-Model in which a large or overwhelming update is retained as altered Bayesian priors that degrade calibration and raise threat-sensitivity, rather than being absorbed and released as ordinary experience is. Trauma arises through two pathways. The endogenous pathway is exposure to super-critical Conflict, in which the escalation generated during the Conflict (the hardened narrative attributing fault to the other party, the elevated Mimetic stake on having prevailed, and the raised Salience of threat) is retained rather than released when the Conflict ends. The exogenous pathway is an external life event not generated by a Conflict loop (bereavement, accident, serious illness, assault, disaster) that imposes an update of a magnitude the Self-Model cannot integrate without lasting distortion. In both pathways the signature is the same: the priors of the Self-Model are permanently shifted in an adverse direction, and because the Self-Model it distorts is the Belief structure the Decision Hub draws on to select action, that distortion is carried outward into behaviour toward others, which is the architectural reason persistent emotional damage and social dysfunction share a single mechanism. Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from the Bayesian Self-Model, Conflict, and Loop Gain.

Explanation. Trauma is the lasting mark left on a person by an experience too big or too damaging to take in and move past in the ordinary way. It can come from two directions. One is a damaging Conflict with another person, where the hard convictions formed in the heat of it, that the other side was the problem, that you had to be proved right, that threat is close at hand, get written into how you see things afterwards and do not switch off when the Conflict ends. The other is a life event that has nothing to do with any fight at all: the death of someone you love, a serious accident, an illness, an assault, a disaster. These too can impose a change the mind cannot absorb cleanly, and they leave the same kind of residue, a permanently altered, more guarded way of reading the world. The everyday kind of experience updates you and is then released. Trauma is the update that stays, and distorts what comes after.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.2; Chapter 16, Section 16.13; Chapter 16, Section 16.12.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Cross-references Conflict, Loop Gain, Self-Model, Friction, Subcriticality Maintenance, Coupling Strength, Confabulation, Cost-Shifting Principle, Mimetic Premium.

Cross-references: Self-Model, Decision Hub, Loop Gain, Prior Belief, Coupling Strength.



True Belief

True Belief. A True Belief is a Belief that is sincerely held and that corresponds to the state of affairs it concerns. It is the exact complement of Confabulation on the Truth axis: a Confabulation is sincere and wrong, a True Belief is sincere and right, and between them they exhaust an Individual’s sincere Beliefs about any matter physical reality has resolved. Where the Decoherence Time of a domain has not yet expired, a Belief about that domain occupies neither classification but the superposed state between them (the Predictive Superposition Principle). A True Belief is not identified by the confidence with which it is held, since certainty and Truth are orthogonal (Certainty-Truth Independence), nor does holding one confer any advantage inside coupled dynamics (Truth-Value Orthogonality). A True Belief is arrived at through Bayesian Belief updating, which is content-agnostic, so what decides whether an Individual arrives at a True Belief or a Confabulation is the Evidence that reaches them.

Explanation. A True Belief is one you hold that is right. Its opposite is a Confabulation, which is one you hold that is wrong. Nothing else separates them. The Bayesian operation that produced the Belief is the same in both cases, the confidence can be identical in both cases, and you have no introspective access to which one you are holding. That is why the AIM Framework never treats the feeling of certainty as evidence of correctness, and why finding out which of the two you hold means going outside yourself: to what physical reality does, or to what other people can see that you cannot.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (the complement of Axiom 4).

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.2.

Cross-references: Confabulation, Axiom 4 - Confabulation, Truth, Referent, Belief, Certainty-Truth Independence, Truth-Value Orthogonality, Predictive Superposition Principle, Frame Rupture, Referent Abandonment, Truth-Tracked Regime, Hard Truth, Soft Truth, Contactless Updating.



Truth

Truth. Truth is correspondence between a Hypothesis or Belief and the state of affairs in physical reality it concerns, which is the Belief’s Referent. Truth is a property of the relation between a representation and physical reality, not a property of whether the representation is stored (Knowledge) or of the confidence with which it is held (Belief): a Belief’s truth-value is orthogonal to its credence (Truth-Value Orthogonality), so certainty is no evidence of Truth (Certainty-Truth Independence), and a proposition’s mere presence in the Memory Store is no guarantee of its Truth. A Belief has a truth-value only where a Referent exists. A Belief about the form of a work, and an evaluation with no Referent, have none and sit in the aesthetic regime; a prediction has one that is pending until its domain decoheres. That a result follows from stated premises is settled by proof, a check constitutive of holding the Belief that lies outside the Certification Bound, and such a Belief has no truth-value: it is valid or invalid relative to its premises. Whether the premises describe physical reality is a separate Belief, which has a Referent like any other and carries the truth-value. The AIM Framework takes correspondence as given and does not derive it. What the AIM Framework derives is what the architecture cannot do with Truth: carry a variable for Truth in updating, be moved toward Truth by certainty, or certify that Truth has been reached. Truth is what a Truth-Tracked Regime converges toward. In the domain of motivational source, the correspondence that would make a self-attribution true is precisely what Source Opacity renders introspectively inaccessible, which is why Truth about one’s own motives is reached, if at all, from behavioural Evidence rather than from introspection.

Explanation. Truth is simply the match between what a thought says and how things actually are. It is not the same as being sure of something (you can be certain and wrong), and it is not the same as having something stored, or even widely believed (a whole culture can hold a falsehood). Some thoughts are not about how things are at all, such as whether a melody is lovely or a cause noble, and those are neither true nor false. A proof settles whether something follows from its starting points; whether the starting points describe the world is a further question, settled the ordinary way. The framework leans on these separations throughout: much of what feels obviously true about our own motives is confident confabulation, so getting to the Truth means going around the feeling of certainty rather than trusting it, and checking against what people actually do.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.9.6; Chapter 14, Section 14.8.1; Chapter 14, Section 14.8.4.1.

Epistemic Status: Inherited (correspondence primitive) with Framework-Specific Disambiguation.

Cross-references: Knowledge, Belief, Hypothesis, Referent, Truth-Tracked Regime, Truth-Value Orthogonality, Certainty-Truth Independence, Certification Bound, Hardness–Referent Matrix, Predictive Superposition Principle, Confabulation (Axiom 4), Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Evidence, Posterior.



Truth-Tracked Regime

Truth-Tracked Regime. The Truth-Tracked Regime is the Decoherence Regime in which a Referent exists, an access path is available, decoherence has already occurred, and the Belief tracks the decohered Referent, so the Belief is solid and carries no pending collapse. Decoherence Time is short and continually renewed by maintained contact with the Referent. The regime is distinguished from the mathematically provable regime by the separability of the check: in the Truth-Tracked Regime the Referent is exercised contingently but reliably (the check is available and routinely performed but distinct from the Belief itself, so contact can in principle lapse and the Belief migrate toward Referent Abandonment) whereas in the mathematically provable regime the check is constitutive and cannot lapse without the Belief ceasing to exist. The Truth-Tracked Regime is the target state of Subcriticality Maintenance: coupling-reducing reforms are attempts to migrate domains into it and hold them there.

Explanation. This is the healthy, ordinary case: the Belief has been tested against reality, it passed, and reality stays available to keep testing it, so it holds and nothing bad is waiting to happen. A load-tested bridge, a settled measurement, a well-run experiment. It differs from mathematics in one way: with maths, believing and checking are the same act, so the check can never lapse; here the check is separate, so if you stop staying in contact with reality the Belief can drift and eventually become a bubble. This is the state good institutions are trying to reach and stay in.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.1.

Cross-references: Truth, Decoherence Regimes, Referent Abandonment, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time.



Truth-Value Orthogonality

Truth-Value Orthogonality is a property within Quantum Epistemology whereby the truth-value of a Belief (whether it corresponds to reality) and the certainty-value of a Belief (how strongly it is held) occupy orthogonal dimensions in the Belief state space, such that certainty provides zero information about Truth, and increasing certainty through social consensus or Confabulation compounding does not move the Belief toward Truth but merely collapses it onto a single basis vector, eliminating doubt without improving accuracy.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.16.

Epistemic Status: Derived from Quantum Epistemology.

Explanation. In everyday reasoning, feeling certain about something is treated as evidence that it is true. Truth-Value Orthogonality says this inference is architecturally invalid: certainty and Truth are independent dimensions, like north-south and east-west on a map. Moving north (becoming more certain) tells you nothing about whether you have moved east (become more accurate). This is why entire populations can converge on shared Beliefs with maximal certainty that are completely false, the Confabulation Cascade drives certainty toward 100% through a self-reinforcing loop of endogenous evidence (each person’s expressed certainty becomes evidence for the next person’s updating), and this convergence proceeds identically regardless of whether the Belief is true or false. This also means that within the time-horizon of social interaction, conflict dynamics are identical regardless of which party holds True Beliefs, being correct provides no epistemic advantage within coupled dynamics. The Individual who is right and the Individual who is wrong receive the same type of evidence: observations of the other’s certainty. Neither receives direct evidence of truth-value. Reality eventually intrudes (decoherence), but in social domains this can take years, decades, or generations. Truth-Value Orthogonality does not claim Truth is irrelevant, it claims Truth operates on a different timescale than certainty, and the two can diverge for extended and catastrophic periods. See Certainty-Truth Independence, Quantum Epistemology, Coupling Strength κ, Decoherence Time τ.

Cross-references: Truth, Belief, Certainty-Truth Independence, Quantum Epistemology, Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, Confabulation Cascade.



Two-Logic Diagnostic

Two-Logic Diagnostic. A test for identifying Mimetic content in any interaction between two parties over a single Object. Where one party’s demand on the Object is bounded and correction-seeking, terminating on acquisition, and the second party’s demand on the same Object is positional, resetting with acquisition rather than terminating, the second demand is Mimetic by the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, and every quantity the positional party captures above the recovery of its own input cost is Mimetic Premium. The diagnostic operates whether or not the interaction is a priced exchange and whether or not Money changes hands, because it turns on the termination structure of each party’s demand rather than on the form of the transaction. Derived in Chapter 12 from the time-bound asymmetry of the Appetitive and Intrinsic signals.

Explanation. When two people want the same thing, ask a simple question about each of them: does their wanting switch off once they get the thing, or does it just move up to the next rung? The person whose wanting switches off is trying to fix a real shortfall. The person whose wanting never switches off is really after position, being ahead, and that pursuit has no finish line. Anything that second person takes beyond simply covering what the thing cost them is the Mimetic Premium. This works for a shop sale, a service, a loan, or even a contest where no money changes hands at all.

Derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.17.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from Chapter 12 §12.17.1. Cross-references Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, Mimetic Premium, Object Parasitism, Source Opacity.

Cross-references: Object Parasitism, Parasitism (Architectural Sense), Mimetic Premium (PM), Two-Question Diagnostic.



Two-Question Diagnostic

The two-question diagnostic is a practical elimination tool for identifying dominant motivational source that asks:

(1) “Do I want this because my body needs it?” (tests for A-dominance via physiological deficit and satiation), and

(2) “Would I still want this if no one ever saw me do/possess it?” (tests for I-dominance via Private Persistence in an engagement that is rewarding in the doing).

Failure of both tests (i.e. the answer to both questions is “No”) diagnoses M-dominance by elimination of A and I from AIM’s exhaustive three-source taxonomy.

Explanation. The two-question diagnostic operationalizes AIM’s three-source framework as a rapid individual self-assessment tool. Question 1 probes whether the desire is state-dependent (hunger, fatigue, pain, deficit-driven) with rapid satiation, hallmarks of Appetitive motivation. Question 2 probes whether the desire persists in private, anonymous contexts with no audience or social consequence; persistence in an engagement that is rewarding in the doing is the hallmark of Intrinsic Motivation (Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1; Chapter 18, Section 18.7.2). If a desire fails both tests (not physiologically driven, not privately persistent), it must be Mimetic by elimination, since the three-source taxonomy is exhaustive. The elimination is made before acquisition; after acquisition the Fallow Signature confirms it on the Object, since an Object wanted for no Appetitive need and no process that is rewarding in the doing is used while its novelty lasts and then kept unused (Chapter 7, Section 7.5.2.1). The diagnostic requires only two questions (not three) because of logical exhaustion: not-A and not-I necessarily implies M. The diagnostic’s power lies in accessibility, it can be taught, distributed, and self-administered without specialized training, making it the foundation for the “knowledge patch” intervention strategy that aims to interrupt confabulation cascades at scale.

The Third-Person Status Diagnostic applies the identical two-question structure in the third person, using observable behavioural markers.

Cross-references: Conscious Cognition, Knowledge Patch, Confabulation, I-Override, Source Opacity, Behavioural Signatures, Evidence, Third-Person Status Diagnostic, Fallow Signature.

Because the diagnostic reads a Belief-model rather than the target’s true properties, the accuracy of its output is capped by Belief accuracy on the payoff-relevant projection, as formalised at Appendix A.11.3. Sincere first-person denial of Status-pursuit is the architecture’s expected output (Appendix A.11.7), which is why the diagnostic operates by elimination from behaviour rather than by introspection.

Derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.13.2; Chapter 18, Section 18.6.1; Chapter 18, Section 18.6.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Diagnostic.



Type I Exclusion (Structural Exclusion)

Type I Exclusion (Structural Exclusion). Type I Exclusion (Structural Exclusion) is the condition where the true generative Hypothesis H* is orthogonal to the reasoner’s representable Hypothesis Space ℋ\mathcal{H} (meaning ⟨H*|ψ⟩ = 0 for all ψ ∈ ℋ\mathcal{H}), such that the Hypothesis is not merely unlikely but unformulable: the reasoner lacks the conceptual vocabulary to construct it. No amount of evidence can update a zero prior. Type I Exclusion is a result in generalised Bayesian epistemology that applies to any epistemic system operating on a restricted Hypothesis Space, regardless of the mechanism producing the restriction or the domain in which it operates. In AIM, the canonical instance is the Vocabulary Gap (Hilbert Collapse, Layer 7 of the Camouflage Architecture): without the concept of Mimetic Desire, the Hypothesis “this desire is mimetically acquired” cannot enter the Hypothesis Space. The Knowledge Patch solves this AIM-specific instance through AIM Vocabulary Acquisition (Subspace Expansion). Other instances include any domain where the conceptual vocabulary required to formulate the true Hypothesis does not yet exist: pre-germ-theory medicine (the Hypothesis “invisible organisms cause disease” was orthogonal to the available causal vocabulary), pre-tectonic-plate geology, financial markets where reflexive dynamics exceed available causal models, legal reasoning operating within frameworks that exclude systemic causation, or AI alignment failures where the training distribution excludes the relevant Hypothesis class.

Explanation. Type I Exclusion is when a reasoner literally cannot think the correct thought because the words or concepts for it do not exist in their available vocabulary. It is like trying to see a colour your language has no word for: the information is right there, but your brain has no category to put it in. This applies to any thinker in any domain, not only to human motivation. Before germ theory, doctors could not formulate “invisible organisms cause disease” because the concept did not exist in their Hypothesis Space. In AIM, the specific instance is that without the concept of Mimetic Desire, nobody can formulate “I want this because others want it.” The fix in every case is the same: expand the vocabulary so the correct Hypothesis becomes thinkable.

See Vocabulary Gap (Hilbert Collapse), AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Knowledge Patch, Type II Exclusion (Prior Dominance), Quantum Epistemology.

See also Chapter 14 (Quantum Epistemology) for the canonical derivation of the Hypothesis Space architecture.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from the Confabulation Rationality Lemma.

Cross-references: Vocabulary Gap (Hilbert Collapse), AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Knowledge Patch, Type II Exclusion (Prior Dominance), Quantum Epistemology.



Type II Exclusion (Prior Dominance)

Type II Exclusion (Prior Dominance). Type II Exclusion (Prior Dominance) is the condition where the true generative Hypothesis H* is representable within the reasoner’s Hypothesis Space ℋ\mathcal{H} (meaning H* ∈ ℋ\mathcal{H} and P(H) > 0) but the dominant false prior P(H₀) ≈ 1 prevents H from accumulating sufficient probability mass to compete. The Hypothesis is formulable but functionally inert: it arrives as a weak evidential signal that is absorbed by the dominant prior without generating meaningful posterior movement. Type II Exclusion is a result in generalised Bayesian epistemology that applies to any epistemic system operating on a dominated Hypothesis Space, regardless of the domain or the mechanism entrenching the dominant prior. The mechanism operates on a continuous spectrum, from imperceptible posterior movement (very low likelihood ratio) to full Hypothesis replacement (very high likelihood ratio). In AIM, the canonical instance is the Authenticity Belief: the Individual can formulate the Hypothesis “this desire is mimetically acquired” but the entrenched prior P(H_authentic) ≈ 1, continuously reinforced by Confabulation and Coupling-Induced Opacity, prevents the mimetic Hypothesis from accumulating probability mass. The Knowledge Patch solves this AIM-specific instance through Doubt Generation (Epistemic Suspension, the Two-Question Diagnostic, Behavioural Signatures, the Presumption Against Scapegoating, and the Push-Pull Obligation Principle), producing high-likelihood-ratio signals that dislodge the dominant prior and create a non-zero interference term, allowing probability mass to flow toward H*. The interpersonal obligation domain is where Type II is most resistant, due to Source Opacity rendering felt entitlements source-opaque, cultural norm reinforcement for demand-based obligation, and the meta-level false prior generated by successful application of Operations 1 through 5 in other domains. Other instances include: the Agentive Causal Default (structural causation is formulable but assigned near-zero prior under default conditions because agent-based causation is computationally cheaper and has been reinforced through repeated use), Coupling-Induced Opacity (endogenous evidence generated by coupled Belief dynamics swamps exogenous signal), institutional orthodoxy where the correct explanation is technically available but functionally unreachable under ordinary updating conditions, and any domain where an entrenched prior absorbs disconfirming evidence (pre-1982 ulcer aetiology, where the bacterial Hypothesis was formulable but could not accumulate probability mass against the dominant stress-causation prior).

Explanation. Type II Exclusion is when you can think the correct thought, but it cannot get any traction because you are already so convinced of the wrong explanation. The correct idea arrives, your brain processes it, and it bounces off your existing certainty. This happens in every domain, not only in motivation. A doctor who has spent twenty years attributing ulcers to stress can hear “bacteria cause ulcers” and immediately dismiss it, not because the idea is unthinkable, but because the existing certainty is too strong. In AIM, the specific instance is that someone tells you “maybe you want that house because of status” and your brain responds “no, I just really like the garden.” The fix in every case is the same: generate genuine doubt in the existing explanation first, so the correct Hypothesis has room to compete.

See Doubt Generation, Interference Term, Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Knowledge Patch, Coupling-Induced Opacity, Agentive Causal Default, Type I Exclusion (Structural Exclusion), Quantum Epistemology.

See also Chapter 14 (Quantum Epistemology) for the canonical derivation of the Hypothesis Space architecture.

Derivation: Chapter 11, Section 11.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from the Confabulation Rationality Lemma.

Cross-references: Doubt Generation, Interference Term, Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Knowledge Patch, Type I Exclusion (Structural Exclusion), Quantum Epistemology.



— U —

Undifferentiated Desire Fallacy

The Undifferentiated Desire Fallacy is the mistake of treating all wanting as a single category without distinguishing the source that generated it, so that the intent to eat when starving, the intent to practise music for its own sake, and the intent to acquire a status symbol are treated as one psychological phenomenon, as theories of utility, preference, motivation and interest characteristically treat them.

Explanation. Most theories of behaviour start by assuming that all wanting is the same kind of thing, so a starving person’s hunger, a musician’s love of practice, and a shopper’s craving for a status symbol all count as one “preference”. AIM holds that these come from structurally different sources that behave differently, stop differently, and call for different responses, so lumping them together hides exactly the differences that matter. The same mistake recurs in AI safety, where standard “utility maximiser” stories blur together systems that brutally protect some proxy (A-like), systems that keep optimising in open-ended ways (I-like), and systems that chase what looks popular or prestigious (M-like).

Derivation: Chapter 5, Section 5.1.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Non-Displacement Principle, Methodological Reassessment Requirement, Motivational Safety, Mimetic Desire (M).



Unidirectional PM Flow Principle

Unidirectional PM Flow Principle. The Unidirectional PM Flow Principle states that in any dyadic interaction between two Individuals with different Status-PM positions, the net Mimetic Premium flow is unidirectional, from the lower-Status-PM party to the higher-Status-PM party, through four non-price modalities: attention transfer, deference concession, narrative authority yield, and positional concession. The flow is a structural consequence of the architecture: each party’s valuation of the other carries Mimetic Premium contributed by the surrounding network’s valuations of the other, the higher-Status-PM party has more Mimetic Premium directed at them, and so the behavioural outputs through which that valuation is expressed flow in greater volume toward them. The flow is non-satiating (Axiom 6), each round can intensify the differential through Self-Reinforcement, and under unmanaged conditions it produces the Macro-Residue of Unidirectional PM Flow at institutional and civilisational scale.

Explanation. When two people of unequal standing meet, the one lower down gives more attention, defers more, accepts the other’s version of events more readily and takes the less prominent place, beyond what the other’s actual contribution would warrant. Neither notices it as a transfer, because both read it as ordinary respect and deserved recognition. It never tops out, and summed over countless meetings it builds the concentrations of power and advantage visible at the scale of whole institutions.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.14.2.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Mimetic Premium (PM), Status, Observability Boundary, Macro-Residue (of Unidirectional PM Flow), Macro-Residue Visibility Principle, Individual-as-Object, Reciprocal Valuation Property, Celebrity Ratchet.



Unifying Crisis Principle

The Unifying Crisis Principle holds that where human systems break down into crisis, the primary driver is Mimetic Desire amplifying the perceived value of genuinely appetitive or intrinsically valuable Objects beyond any satisfiable level, so that the Decision Hub, carrying no source labels, integrates this inflation exactly as it would chronic appetitive emergency and drives the system through the Crisis State Architecture’s phase transitions toward catastrophic reconfiguration (market collapse, institutional failure, or open violence), in ways that make meaningful individual opt-out infeasible because access to A-sufficiency or protected I-domains has become contingent on continuing participation in the mimetic escalation; the principle is not an empirical Hypothesis requiring separate validation but a deductive corollary from established premises about human cognitive architecture, applies across domains such as finance, politics, institutions, and status hierarchies, and excludes crises caused directly by exogenous shocks to appetites or intrinsic projects (for example, natural disasters like earthquakes or asteroid impacts) (Framework-Specific Principle).

Explanation. The Unifying Crisis Principle says that many of the biggest man-made crises (market crashes, debt and housing bubbles, currency collapses, wars, revolutions, and institutional implosions) are different faces of the same underlying problem. In each case, people start by pursuing Objects that genuinely matter (such as housing, jobs, savings, territory, safety, or recognition for real work), but Mimetic Desire inflates the perceived value of these Objects far beyond what anyone actually needs for A-sufficiency or I-flourishing. Because of source opacity, participants cannot distinguish the mimetic premium P from genuine appetitive or intrinsic value, and confabulation leads them to experience M-driven inflation as urgent bodily or existential necessity. The crisis becomes structurally unsatisfiable: concessions do not resolve demands because Mimetic Desire lacks a natural stopping point and constantly resets comparison targets. When system architecture makes access to A-floors or I-domains contingent on participating in the escalation (when opting out means losing shelter, security, meaningful work, or even one’s life) individuals are trapped regardless of their awareness of the dynamic. The system resolves only through catastrophic reconfiguration that destroys P and forces the return to satisfiable A and I reality, whether through market collapse, institutional breakdown, or open violent conflict.

The Unifying Crisis Principle follows as a mathematical derivation, not an additional empirical claim: (1) if common-currency integration destroys source labels (Established Neuroscience); (2) if Confabulation fills the gap (Established Psychology); (3) if Confabulations are treated as evidence (cognitive science); (4) if posteriors become priors (mathematical tautology of Bayesian updating); (5) if people express their narratives publicly (observable); (6) if others weight social evidence (Established Social Psychology); then crisis is where the system goes unless actively deflected. The derivation reveals that crisis is the default trajectory, the place the mathematics tends toward unless something actively prevents it. The felt certainty that “my desires are mine” is not evidence of authenticity; it is the signature of a Confabulation Cascade nearing completion. Critically, the same mathematics that entails crisis also entails that subcriticality is maintainable: deflection requires injecting probability mass into the M-Hypothesis before Bayesian Lock-In completes.

NB – Climate disasters are not entirely separate from the Unifying Crisis Principle. Humans have significantly contributed to the climate crisis, and unmanaged Mimetic Desire is a key reason why humanity has been unable to stop or reverse this contribution, making climate breakdown itself at least partly a product of mimetic escalation.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.2.

Cross-references: Unifying Crisis Principle Derivation, Bayesian Lock-In, Confabulation Cascade, Crisis State Architecture, Boundedness Asymmetry Principle (architectural source of compounding asymmetry), Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Knowledge Patch.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.



Unifying Crisis Principle Derivation

The Unifying Crisis Principle Derivation is the demonstration that the Unifying Crisis Principle follows as a mathematical corollary from the Bayesian architecture of human motivation (Axioms 3, 4, 7, and 8) rather than being an additional empirical Hypothesis requiring separate validation, proceeding through the chain: Source Opacity (Axiom 3) → Confabulation (Axiom 4) → Preconscious Transmission (Axiom 7) → Bayesian updating on endogenously generated evidence (Axiom 8) → directional drift → population convergence → crisis as attractor state.

Explanation. The derivation matters because it determines the Unifying Crisis Principle’s epistemic status. If the principle were an empirical generalisation (“crises tend to happen”), it could be dismissed as pattern-matching. Because it is a deductive entailment from established premises, dismissing it requires rejecting at least one axiom. The chain is: (1) common-currency integration destroys source labels (Established Neuroscience); (2) Confabulation fills the resulting gap (Established Psychology); (3) Confabulations are treated as evidence by the Individual’s own updating system (cognitive science); (4) posteriors become priors for the next round (mathematical tautology of Bayesian updating); (5) people express their narratives publicly (observable); (6) others weight social evidence in their own updating (Established Social Psychology). Each step is independently supported; the conclusion, crisis as attractor state under unmanaged conditions, follows without additional assumptions. Critically, the same derivation shows that subcriticality is maintainable: the mathematics that permits crisis also permits deflection, provided corrective inputs (Knowledge Patch, institutional buffering) are introduced before Bayesian Lock-In completes. See Unifying Crisis Principle, Subcriticality Threshold (Pc), Bayesian Lock-In. Framework-Specific Principle.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.2.

Cross-references: Unifying Crisis Principle, Subcriticality Threshold (Pc), Bayesian Lock-In.



Universal Care Claim (as Confabulation Signature)

Universal Care Claim (as Confabulation Signature). The Universal Care Claim is the empirical regularity that every apex governance holder, across every political system and historical period, claims to care for the governed, an observation that AIM explains as the architecturally predicted output of Source Opacity and Confabulation operating on M-captured leadership, rather than as evidence of universal care. Because Source Opacity destroys the source-tag distinguishing I-care from M-status-pursuit, and Confabulation generates the narrative “I do this for the people” regardless of whether the underlying motivation is genuine care or status competition, the universal care claim is diagnostically worthless without the structural testing provided by AIM’s diagnostic battery.

Explanation. Every leader in history has claimed to care about the people they govern. AIM explains why: the brain’s narrative system generates the explanation “I do this for the people” whether or not it is true, because the source-tag distinguishing status competition from genuine care was destroyed during common-currency integration. The M-captured leader genuinely believes they care, the confabulation is sincere. This means the claim itself tells you nothing. You need structural tests (the Two-Question Diagnostic, the Audience-Removal Test, the Pseudo-Empathy Signature, the Gap Behaviour Test, the Care-Substitution Test) to determine whether the care is real.

Cross-references: Care-at-Apex Governance Corollary, Care-Substitution Test, Repulsion Architecture, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Pseudo-Empathy.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Confabulation (Axiom 4), and the Care-at-Apex Governance Corollary.

Derivation: Chapter 20, Section 20.5.



Unresolved Plurality Principle

Unresolved Plurality Principle. The Unresolved Plurality Principle is the generalised-probability result that an Individual sustains an effectively unbounded range of mutually incompatible held Hypotheses because consistency between Hypotheses is enforced only locally, at a Decoherence event that brings a specific pair into a common measurement context, and the Decoherence events that would be required to resolve the overwhelming majority of pairwise incompatibilities never occur. Incompatible Hypotheses are held in superposition rather than in a resolved joint assignment; a contradiction between two of them is not merely undetected but unconstituted until a measurement pairs them, because the joint distribution over the pair has not been formed. The indeterminacy is epistemic, not ontic: the state of affairs is determinately settled in the world, and what is unresolved is only whether the Individual has undergone the Decoherence event that delivers that settlement to them. The Unresolved Plurality Principle rests on two distinct conditions. The first is that most Hypothesis-pairs are never measured jointly, so their joint distribution remains undefined, the dominant case, and the one that produces the sheer scale of the effect. The second is that some Hypothesis-pairs are genuinely non-commuting, such that no simultaneous sharp joint assignment exists even in principle and the pair resolves differently according to the order of questioning, the condition that makes the Unresolved Plurality Principle a non-classical result rather than a description of incomplete bookkeeping. The Unresolved Plurality Principle is the Belief-store-scale reading of the same non-commutativity that produces order and context effects at the scale of a single pair, and it is orthogonal to Coupling Strength: Coupling Strength governs the direction toward which a Decoherence event resolves a Hypothesis, whereas the Unresolved Plurality Principle governs whether any Decoherence event resolves a given pair at all.

Explanation. People carry an enormous number of Beliefs, and plenty of them flatly contradict each other, yet this almost never feels like strain. The reason is that two Beliefs only clash at the moment something forces you to hold them up against each other, and for almost every pair of Beliefs you have, that moment never comes. Until it does, the contradiction is not being ignored, it has not been formed yet. There is simply no occasion that puts the two Beliefs in the same room. Because the occasions that would reconcile all your Beliefs are vastly fewer than the Beliefs themselves, the range of things a person can simultaneously hold is, for practical purposes, limitless. It is not that people tolerate known contradictions; it is that the collisions that would create the contradictions mostly never happen.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.1.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Decoherence Time, Interference Term, Coupling Strength, Confabulation, Induced-Resolution Corollary, Epistemic Suspension.



— V —

Upstream Corruption Principle

Upstream Corruption Principle. Bayesian updating is exact over inputs it does not choose, and one of those inputs is the weight the Thinker can afford to place on incoming Evidence. Under Appetite deficit the Body Manager’s signal dominates the Decision Hub and the resources that deliberation, source-discrimination and the full incorporation of Evidence would draw on are consumed, so the likelihood term is underweighted and the posterior stays closer to the prior than the Evidence warrants. Under high Coupling Strength that prior is the Mimetically sourced one, so deprivation preserves exactly the Beliefs reality-contact would displace, and it does so for every Individual at once, collapsing the Belief heterogeneity that keeps the population below its critical threshold. Appetite deficit therefore degrades Belief revision as such, and in a coupled population it is Coupling-amplifying.

Explanation. The brain runs the probability calculation correctly only when it has the resources to run it. Hungry, exhausted, in pain or ill, it runs a cheaper version that leans on what it already believes and pays less attention to what is arriving. Since what it already believes was mostly acquired from other people, deprivation makes copied Beliefs stickier and reality quieter, and it does so across a whole population at once. An Appetite floor referenced to the worst-off is therefore a condition of Subcriticality Maintenance, not a welfare commitment added to it. The falsification signature is compression of the posterior toward the prior, a loss of resolution, rather than a shift in the mean.

Derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle. Empirical in its load-bearing premise, that Appetite deficit lowers the weight placed on Evidence; the formal statement is the fidelity-attenuation channel of Appendix A, Section A.5.8.7.

Cross-references: Bootstrapping Principle, A-Floor Requirement, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Belief Heterogeneity Buffer, Coupling Strength, Dual-Locus Ignition Theorem, Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary.



Valence Corrosion Asymmetry

Valence Corrosion Asymmetry. Valence Corrosion Asymmetry is the principle that the M-system is valence-neutral at the Individual level, both positive and negative attention generate equivalent PM, but valence-asymmetric at the system level, where negative-valence PM accumulation degrades Status Integrity, suppresses I-function in targets through A-level threat activation, erodes reciprocity norms, and accelerates Confabulation Cascade convergence, while positive-valence PM accumulation reinforces these same variables. The asymmetry is invisible to the Individual because Source Opacity strips the valence tag before conscious access, making institutional valence-sensitivity architecturally necessary.

Explanation. Being hated by your enemies feels as good as being loved by your friends, but a society running on hatred is heading for collapse while a society running on admiration stays healthy. The person doing the hating cannot tell the difference from the inside, which is why the system around them has to impose the distinction they cannot make for themselves.

Three-channel architectural specification. The system-level asymmetry operates through three architecturally distinct channels each requiring separate intervention. (i) I-channel destruction in targets: the audience-driven harm collapses I-domain access for the targeted Individual, because I-engagement requires sufficient psychological safety and uninterrupted self-endorsed activity, and audience-driven negative-PM transfer interrupts both. Intervention requires I-domain protection (private engagement spaces, anonymity for I-led work). (ii) A-channel threat-induction in targets: M-attack is processed as A-survival-threat via the Apex Predator Paradox, because the human threat-detection architecture cannot distinguish status-attack from physical-attack at the fast-valuation level. Intervention requires A-floor protection independent of the M-attack outcome. (iii) M-channel norm-erosion across the population: reciprocity-of-rank conventions collapse when negative-valence PM becomes a recognised pathway to Status, because the convention’s stability requires reciprocal abstention from negative-valence routes. Intervention requires institutional valence-sensitive conversion-mechanism design. The three channels operate concurrently and intervention design must address all three; addressing one in isolation is insufficient.

Cross-references: Apex Predator Paradox Principle (for the A-channel threat-induction mechanism), Four Dimensions of M-Management (for the I-channel destruction intervention).

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from Valence-Neutral Status, Crisis State Architecture, and Empathy-Mimesis Antagonism.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.11.6.



Valence-Neutral Status

Valence-Neutral Status is the architectural claim that M-return is constituted entirely by other Individuals’ social engagement regardless of valence, hatred, fear, and notoriety are M-return subtypes structurally equivalent to admiration, such that the neural status-tracking systems (ventral striatum, anterior cingulate, insula) encode relative rank independent of absolute reward or approval, and negative attention from high-Status sources generates M-return scaled by the Model’s Status in the same way positive attention does.

Explanation. The standard assumption that status requires positive regard is not merely incomplete, it is architecturally false. Put simply, being hated by your enemies feels as good as being loved by your friends, both register as “I matter” in the Status-tracking system. The neural systems that evolved to track relative social position did so in environments where any form of sustained social engagement from high-Status others was position-relevant information. The ancestral rival who feared you, the tribal leader who denounced you, the neighbouring group that organised against you, all confirmed your position within the social field. Valence-Neutral Status explains several otherwise puzzling phenomena: why political figures deliberately cultivate opposition from prestigious adversaries (the hatred generates more M-return than indifference), why being beneath notice is a more complete form of Status Death than being despised, and why the “deliberate villain” confabulation, “I tell hard Truths that others hate me for”, is so effective at concealing M-pursuit as I-authenticity. The diagnostic that separates genuine I-transgression from M-led negative-attention-seeking is content tracking: I-content tracks the internal logic of the domain; M-negative-attention content tracks whatever generates maximum audience reaction, which changes as the audience habituates. See Gap Behaviour Test, Status.

This Individual-level valence neutrality does not imply system-level valence symmetry. While both hatred and admiration generate equivalent PM for the Individual, their effects on the social fabric are radically asymmetric. Admiration reinforces reciprocity norms, tends to track contribution (maintaining Status Integrity), and supports I-function in its targets. Hatred erodes reciprocity, tracks provocation or extraction (degrading Status Integrity), and suppresses I-function in its targets through A-level threat activation. The M-system cannot register this asymmetry because it processes only the scalar “I matter”, but the four Crisis State Variables register it clearly. A society where Status is primarily accumulated through negative Salience is a society accelerating through Drift Phase toward Calcification, even though each Individual’s M-system reports business as usual. Even micro-aggressions, individually below any intervention threshold, compound through Bayesian updating at population level, feeding agent-based attribution and accelerating Confabulation Cascade convergence. This is why valence neutrality is one of the most dangerous features of the M-system: it makes corrosive interactions feel rewarding to the perpetrator while they eat away at the institutional foundations that maintain Grounded Phase conditions. See Valence Corrosion Asymmetry.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.2.3; Chapter 8, Section 8.11.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from AIM architecture and neural evidence.

Cross-references: Valence Corrosion Asymmetry.



Ventral Striatum (VS) / Nucleus Accumbens

The ventral striatum (VS), particularly the nucleus accumbens (NAcc), is the subcortical dopaminergic region that encodes reward prediction, incentive Salience (wanting), and critically for AIM, social comparison and relative reward, with neuroimaging showing that VS activation tracks not absolute reward magnitude but relative standing compared to reference others, making it the neural substrate of Mimetic Desire and Status sensitivity.

Explanation. While vmPFC integrates value, ventral striatum encodes reward prediction and relative comparisons. Fliessbach et al. (2007) demonstrated that VS activation is highest not when subjects earn the most absolute money, but when they earn more than a peer: earning €120 while a peer earns €30 produces higher VS activation than earning €120 alone or earning €60 when a peer earns €60. This is direct neural evidence that the brain encodes social comparison: the VS is computing relative standing, not just absolute payoff. For AIM, this makes VS a key component of the M-system: it receives inputs from social observation (mirror neurons detect what others are pursuing) and outputs reward signals based on where the Individual stands relative to others. The VS also mediates dopamine-driven wanting (Berridge’s incentive Salience), which explains why Status competition can feel as urgent as hunger: both activate VS, and under Source Opacity, the Decision Hub cannot distinguish the sources.

Epistemic Status: Established Neuroscience.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2.

Cross-references: Decision Hub, Ventromedial Prefrontal Cortex (vmPFC), Decision Hub Integration, Incentive Salience.



Ventromedial Prefrontal Cortex (vmPFC)

The ventromedial prefrontal cortex (vmPFC) is the region of the brain, located at the lower/medial aspect of the frontal lobe, that serves as the primary integration hub for common-currency valuation, receiving inputs from appetitive circuits (hypothalamus, insula), intrinsic reward systems (dopaminergic midbrain), and social-reward circuits (mirror neurons, ventral striatum), and producing a unified subjective value signal that predicts choice behaviour across diverse reward types, with the neuroimaging evidence showing that vmPFC activation magnitude scales with subjective value regardless of whether the reward is food, money, social approval, or intrinsic satisfaction.

Explanation. The vmPFC is where the AIM integration equation is physically instantiated. Levy and Glimcher’s (2012) meta-analysis across hundreds of studies shows that vmPFC consistently encodes subjective value: when people evaluate options (regardless of domain) vmPFC activity correlates with “how much do I want this?” and predicts subsequent choice. Critically, the response magnitude for equivalent subjective values is similar across reward types: $50 that feels “worth it” produces similar vmPFC activation to food that feels equally desired to social approval of similar subjective intensity. This is the neural signature of a common currency: unlike inputs (food, money, status) are converted to a unified metric (subjective value). The vmPFC’s central role in integration is also why lesions to vmPFC produce trans-domain impairments: patients show disrupted decision-making across appetitive choices, gambling, and social interactions, suggesting vmPFC is a bottleneck through which all motivations pass to produce coherent action.

Epistemic Status: Established Neuroscience.

Derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2.

Cross-references: Decision Hub, AIM Integration Equation, Decision Hub Integration, Ventral Striatum (VS) / Nucleus Accumbens.



Violence-enabling goods and channels

Violence-enabling goods and channels are the resources, tools, environments, and communication pathways that, in a given context, strongly amplify A-harm or M-escalation risks, such as weapons, access to victims, inflammatory media, or high-theatre stages for rivalry.

Explanation. Guns, doxxing platforms, live-streamed grievance rituals, and unsupervised access to vulnerable people all count as violence-enabling when they make it easy to turn appetitive strain or mimetic tension into real harm. Cascading Consequences focuses on restricting these levers first, while still guaranteeing food, shelter, health care, and non-weaponisable I-activities.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.16.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Cascading Consequences, Harm, Cascading Support.



Visibility Restriction Principle

The Visibility Restriction Principle holds that an arrangement delivering information to Individuals unasked restricts what it delivers to what bears on the recipient’s own Appetitive and Intrinsic circumstances. The restriction falls on unsolicited delivery alone, and an Individual who goes looking can find what they seek. It is the constraint Observability Governance imposes at the point where content is pushed rather than sought, and it is specifiable on rates and thresholds rather than on Belief content (Belief Multipolarity Principle), because the question it asks of a piece of content is whether the recipient stands in any relation to it and not whether it is true or acceptable. Which content clears that question is settled by the Coupling-Decoherence Content Qualification Gate, on the Coupling Strength a claim carries and the Decoherence Time of the domain it belongs to; content failing the Gate is reclassified by delivery mode rather than suppressed.

Explanation. There is a difference between what you go and find and what turns up in front of you without your asking. The Visibility Restriction Principle governs only the second. An arrangement that pushes information at people restricts what it pushes to things that bear on their own lives, their circumstances, their needs, what they are engaged in, and leaves everything else where it is, retrievable by anyone who wants it.

That is why the Visibility Restriction Principle is neither paternalism nor censorship. Nothing is taken away from anyone. What is limited is an act the arrangement performs rather than an act an Individual performs, and the test applied is not whether a claim is true or acceptable but whether the person receiving it stands in any relation to it. A claim about a distant dispute pushed into a million feeds reaches a million people who cannot check it, cannot act on it, and will count each restatement of it as further evidence. The same claim, looked up by someone with a reason to look, does none of that. (Framework-Specific Principle).

Derivation: Chapter 20, Section 20.4.5.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Observability Governance, Coupling-Decoherence Content Qualification Gate, Ambient Evidence Amplification Effect, Information-Cascade Amplification Effect, Blind Pricing, Subcriticality Maintenance Principle, Belief Multipolarity Principle, Confabulation Cascade.



Vocabulary Gap (Hilbert Collapse)

Vocabulary Gap (Hilbert Collapse) is the absence in vernacular and academic explanatory frameworks of conceptual categories adequate to identify Mimetic transmission as a motivational source, formally, the explanatory framework’s Hilbert space lacks the basis vector corresponding to “preconscious mimetic transmission as a distinct motivational source.” The Vocabulary Gap is Layer 7 of the Camouflage Architecture, such that when an Individual attempts to explain an M-driven desire, the correct answer (“I want this because I preconsciously acquired this desire through observation of models”) is not among the available response options, forcing Confabulation through available A or I categories regardless of I-Override effort.

Explanation. Appetitive vocabulary is rich and inferentially transparent (“I’m hungry,” “I’m tired,” “I’m cold”), these map reliably to bodily states accessible to introspection. Intrinsic vocabulary is reasonably developed (“I’m curious,” “I enjoy this,” “It’s meaningful”), these map to engagement states that persist in private. Mimetic vocabulary is effectively absent. The concept “I want this because observation of models inflated its value in my Decision Hub through preconscious mirror-neuron activation” does not exist in everyday discourse. “Envy” captures a narrow slice but carries moral stigma and does not describe the architectural mechanism. “Keeping up with the Joneses” acknowledges the phenomenon colloquially but provides no actionable category for Source-tagging. “Peer pressure” implies conscious awareness and volitional resistance, neither of which applies to Preconscious Transmission. The Vocabulary Gap is M-specific because A and I misattributions are inferentially correctable through ordinary experience (eating reveals hunger; audience-removal reveals Intrinsic persistence), whereas M-misattribution is not corrected by ordinary experience (non-satiation, which marks M, and audience-dependence, which marks its special case, reveal nothing to an Individual who lacks the M category). The AIM taxonomy resolves the Vocabulary Gap by providing the third category required for accurate Source-tagging. The term “Hilbert Collapse” refers to the formal characterisation: the Hypothesis Space within which civilisation searched for explanations of human behaviour did not contain the dimension corresponding to M, making the correct Hypothesis not merely unlikely but literally unformulable within the available framework. See Camouflage Architecture, Meta-Architectural Exclusion, Source Opacity Theorem.

Derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.3.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Therapeutic Window.



— W —

Wanting-Liking Dissociation

Wanting-Liking Dissociation. The wanting-liking dissociation is the neurobiological independence of dopamine-mediated incentive Salience (“wanting”: motivation, approach, craving) and opioid-mediated hedonic pleasure (“liking”: satisfaction, enjoyment, consumption), such that wanting can intensify without corresponding increases in liking, enabling Mimetic amplification to drive pursuit of status targets that provide minimal or declining hedonic satisfaction. The dissociation follows from what liking is, the phenomenology of a deficit closing: A’s liking accompanies bodily repair, I’s accompanies the closure of each stage of a process (the joy in the doing) and of its goal state (accomplishment), and M, which records no deficit, has no liking of its own to deliver.

Explanation. Kent Berridge’s research demonstrates that “wanting” and “liking” are mediated by separate brain systems. Dopamine drives wanting, the motivation to pursue an Object, the intensity of craving, the willingness to expend effort. Opioid systems drive liking, the hedonic pleasure experienced when consuming or achieving the Object. These can be independently manipulated: dopamine agonists increase wanting without increasing liking; dopamine antagonists reduce wanting without reducing liking. This dissociation is critical for understanding Mimetic Desire: status competition produces intense dopamine-driven wanting (the urgency of the pursuit: the luxury good, the promotion, the social approval) but low opioid-driven liking (the actual experience is often disappointing, the victory feels hollow, the recognition fleeting). People pursue status with intense urgency but remain chronically unsatisfied because Mimetic Desire activates wanting without delivering proportionate liking. This explains the non-satiation of M: wanting can escalate indefinitely while satisfaction remains flat or declines.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.5.4.

Epistemic Status: Established Neuroscience.

Cross-references: Incentive Salience, Intrinsic Motivation (I), Mimetic Desire (M), Ventral Striatum (VS) / Nucleus Accumbens.



Washing-Out Principle

The washing-out principle is the classical Bayesian convergence claim that, given sufficient independent evidence, the posterior probability of the true Hypothesis will approach 1 regardless of initial priors, provided the prior assigns non-zero probability to Truth, a claim that AIM identifies as failing under Source Opacity because evidence in motivational systems is endogenously generated through confabulation rather than independently sampled.

Explanation. The washing-out principle was Bayesian epistemology’s answer to the “problem of the priors”: even if different Individuals start with wildly different priors, sufficient evidence will cause their posteriors to converge toward the Truth, washing out the influence of the initial prior. This was intellectually satisfying, it suggested rational Belief-updating is self-correcting despite subjective starting points. But AIM reveals a critical boundary condition: the principle assumes evidence is independent of the Individual’s Beliefs. Under Source Opacity + confabulation, this assumption fails catastrophically. Evidence (the confabulated narratives about why people want what they want) is generated by the very Beliefs being tested, creating endogenous feedback and false equilibria. The washing-out principle is not wrong within its domain, it correctly describes learning about external world Hypotheses from independent observations. But it does not apply to motivational source attribution under Source Opacity, and classical Bayesian epistemology did not recognize this boundary. AIM’s contribution is identifying the class of problems where washing-out fails: systems with source opacity, preconscious transmission, and public confabulation.

Derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.8.6; Chapter 14, Section 14.10.9.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Principle.

Cross-references: Prior Belief, Posterior Belief, Bayesian Lock-In, Problem of the Priors, Endogenous Feedback.



Well-Being

Well-Being is the condition of a life in which Freedom holds across contexts and over time: Appetites are securely regulated, Intrinsic Motivation can reliably lead, and Mimetic pressures are present but bounded, so that what the Individual does is dictated neither by deprivation nor by status panic. Because the three sources terminate differently, holding the condition over time asks for continuing provision for A, whose deficits recur; continuing restraint of M, whose channel has no self-regulating feedback; and protection of its domains, and supply of I-enabling Objects to functional adequacy, for I, whose engagement sustains itself once its domains are protected and its enabling Objects are adequate. The test is the counterfactual that tests Coercion, applied across time: an Individual’s condition is one of Well-Being where securing the A-Floor, protecting the I-domains and bounding Mimetic pressure would not change what that Individual’s choices tend toward. Self-report cannot certify Well-Being, so Well-Being is inferred from Behavioural Signatures.

Explanation. Moment-to-moment happiness is not enough here: Well-Being in AIM terms means that over time, a person’s life is organised so that their Appetitive basics remain secure, their meaningful Intrinsically Motivated projects have room to grow, and Mimetic social comparison does not constantly hijack their decisions. It is the same balance as Freedom, read off a whole life rather than off a single choice. This structure explains why societies can grow richer without becoming happier, if extra resources flow mainly into mimetic races rather than into A-floors and I-domains, aggregate AIM profiles shift toward high-M without genuine gains in Well-Being.

Derivation: Chapter 16, Section 16.10.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct (normative).

Cross-references: Freedom, Coercion, Structural Restlessness, Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), Mimetic Desire (M), A-Floor, Bounded M, Behavioural Signatures, Satiation-Function Entailment, I-Template Override Result, Positive Mimesis.



— Z —

Zero-I Object Parasitism

Zero-I Object Parasitism. Zero-I Object Parasitism is the condition in which content is produced with no Intrinsic substrate whatsoever, no genuine process-engagement, documentary interest, moral evaluation, or craft satisfaction from any human in the production chain, such that the Object exists solely as a vehicle for Mimetic Premium accumulation through alarm activation felt as bodily threat. AI-generated rage bait is the paradigm case: content produced by a system with no process-engagement, depicting scenarios that never occurred, carrying no informational content, serving no I-enabling function, and existing solely to extract PM from audience engagement.

Explanation. Normally, even the most status-driven content has some genuine substance underneath, a real photograph, a real opinion, a real event. Zero-I Object Parasitism is what happens when even that minimal substrate disappears. AI-generated rage bait is pure extraction infrastructure: no human created anything, no real event is depicted, no genuine interest is served. The only function is to trigger your alarm circuits and harvest your engagement as PM for the poster.

Derivation: Appendix C, Section C.4.

Cross-references: Object Parasitism, Mimetic Premium (PM), Phenomenological Collapse, A-Loading.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct. Derived from Object Parasitism (Axiom 5) and the analysis of AI-generated content.



Zero-Sum Status Competition

Zero-sum status competition is the structural condition where Status gains for one Individual or group necessarily produce Status losses for others within the same reference group, because Status is constituted entirely by relative rank rather than absolute position, making Status pursuits inherently rivalrous and unable to generate net gains in well-being regardless of aggregate resource growth.

Explanation. Unlike Appetitive sufficiency (where everyone can be fed without anyone going hungry) or Intrinsic opportunity (where one person’s creative flourishing does not block another’s), Status is inherently comparative. If your Status rises, mine falls relative to you, even if my absolute position stays the same. This zero-sum property has profound implications: (1) Status races cannot produce net welfare gains, they are pure redistribution of relative standing, not genuine value creation; (2) Status competition is structurally endless, there is no “enough” because the goal is relative rank, which has no natural satiation point; (3) Resources allocated to Status contests are largely wasted from a collective welfare perspective, they represent effort spent on relative positioning rather than on meeting needs or enabling intrinsic pursuits. AIM identifies zero-sum Status competition as the primary pathology of post-appetitive societies: once basic needs are met, surplus resources increasingly flow into positional races that generate no net well-being while intensifying inequality and mimetic tension. This is why Bounded M and visibility governance are essential: not to eliminate Status entirely (which is impossible, humans are social comparison machines), but to prevent Status competition from colonizing all domains and determining access to Appetitive floors and Intrinsic opportunities.

Substrate specification. (Disaggregation Convention 1.) The zero-sum pathology attaches to Status-PM riding on A-I Objects and Individuals-as-Objects; Status-A and Status-I remain non-rivalrous in the sense that one person’s A-sufficiency or I-flourishing need not reduce another’s. The rivalry is M-channel comparative rank on those substrates, not a property of A or I themselves.

Derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.12.4.

Epistemic Status: Framework-Specific Construct.

Cross-references: Mimetic Premium (PM), Mimetic treadmill, Rival, Mimetic Flywheel.





Chapter 3: System Scope and the Output-Capacity Entailment Principle

Position Statement

This chapter establishes the logical constraints that govern what any explanation of a system must account for, given the system’s observable outputs. The central argument is that if a system produces an output, any explanation of that system must account for the capacity that produced it — and that this constraint is not empirical but logical. The Output-Capacity Entailment Principle (OCEP) provides the foundational axiom for this constraint. The derivative principles developed here — the Completeness Criterion for General Theory Status (CCGT), the Foundational-Entailment Distinction (FED), and the Replacement Requirement (RR) — together constitute the logical infrastructure for evaluating explanations of any system, in any domain.

Dependency Statement

This chapter requires only Chapter 1’s framing of what motivates a general theory of motivation and the Derivation-Not-Ambition Principle (DNA-P), and Chapter 2’s glossary for any capitalised terms that appear in the final section. The principles established in Sections 3.1 through 3.7 are domain-independent — they require no prior knowledge of any particular theory, including the one this book develops. Section 3.8 applies those principles to the human motivational system and previews the obligations they impose on the theory that follows.

Derivation Preview

OCEP is a logical entailment, not an empirical Hypothesis. Everything in Sections 3.1 through 3.5 follows from the meaning of “produces” and the structure of explanation. Sections 3.6 and 3.7 introduce system-theoretic concepts — emergence and cybernetic architecture — that are likewise domain-independent, requiring no axiom from the AIM framework. No axiom from Chapter 2 is invoked until Section 3.8, where the principles and concepts derived in general form are applied to the specific system — human motivation — that this book addresses.

Chapter Preview

The chapter proceeds as follows. Section 3.1 introduces the Output-Capacity Entailment Principle in its three forms (Basic, Regular, Denial), provides a formal sketch, delimits what OCEP is not, and situates it within its philosophical lineage. Section 3.2 derives the Completeness Criterion for General Theory Status — the requirement that a general theory of any system account for every reliably observed output of that system. Section 3.3 establishes the Foundational-Entailment Distinction, clarifying the relationship between a foundational text and its entailed scope. Section 3.4 introduces the Replacement Requirement, specifying the conditions under which critique of a general theory is epistemically valid. Section 3.5 develops the anti-exceptionalist implications of OCEP and the general pattern of Mimetic Deflection — the denial of demonstrated capacity on identity rather than evidential grounds. Section 3.6 establishes the concept of emergent systems and the substrate-neutral character of emergent patterns, showing that OCEP applies to emergent outputs as fully as to any other output. Section 3.7 introduces cybernetic systems — the class of control architectures operating through feedback loops — and establishes the substrate-neutral framework within which both biological and artificial cognitive systems can be analysed. Section 3.8 applies the full logical infrastructure to the human motivational system and establishes what any general theory of that system is obligated to explain. Section 3.9 discharges the Provenance Obligation reflexively: it establishes why the framework has the standing to add formality at the level of method (its derivation passes through the dynamics of belief, which are the ground epistemology is built on) and states the falsification posture that this standing entails. Section 3.10 states the Normative Entailment Principle, which establishes that where a descriptive result specifies both a structural harm and the condition whose alteration bounds it, the corresponding construct and intervention are entailments of the result rather than external additions to it.



3.1 The Output-Capacity Entailment Principle

3.1.1 The Problem OCEP Addresses

Consider any system that produces observable outputs. A thermostat regulates temperature. A river system distributes water across a watershed. A language model generates coherent text. A beehive constructs geometrically precise hexagonal comb. A human collective builds institutions and wages wars. In each case, the system produces something — and the production of that something tells us something about the system that produced it.

This observation seems obvious. Yet a persistent move across many fields is to observe a system producing output O and then deny that the system possesses the capacity to produce O. A large language model produces a valid novel inference and is declared incapable of reasoning. A collective produces coordinated intelligent behaviour and is declared devoid of collective intelligence. A biological ecosystem produces stable self-regulation and is declared to lack regulatory capacity because it has no central controller. In each case, the structure of the denial is the same: the output is accepted; the capacity is rejected.

That structure is contradictory.

3.1.2 Statement of the Output-Capacity Entailment Principle

The Output-Capacity Entailment Principle (OCEP) states the relationship between a system’s outputs and its capacities. It can be formulated in three progressively stronger forms:


	OCEP-Basic. If system S produces output O, then S possesses the capacity to produce O.

	OCEP-Regular. If system S regularly produces outputs of type O across varied input conditions, then producing O-type outputs is a stable, attributable capacity of S.

	OCEP-Denial. It is logically incoherent to simultaneously assert that (i) S has produced O, and (ii) S lacks the capacity to produce O.



Each form does different work.

OCEP-Basic follows from the meaning of “produces.” If S produced O, then S was capable of producing O. To deny this is to assert that S produced something it could not produce — a contradiction. No empirical investigation is required to establish this. It is a constraint on what can be coherently said about any system that produces any output.

Consider a concrete case. A spider builds a geometrically regular web. Anyone who accepts that the spider built the web has already accepted that the spider possesses the capacity to build geometrically regular webs. The capacity is entailed by the output. To say “the spider built it, but the spider lacks the capacity to build it” is not an interesting philosophical position — it is a sentence that contradicts itself.

OCEP-Regular adds an inductive dimension. A single output might be attributable to accident, luck, or environmental scaffolding. Perhaps the spider’s web was shaped by the wind rather than by the spider. But when a system regularly produces outputs of the same type across varied conditions — when spiders build geometrically regular webs in gardens, attics, caves, and forests, across species and continents — the appeal to accident collapses. Regularity across varied conditions stabilises the attribution as a property of the system rather than a product of circumstance.

The inductive step in OCEP-Regular is familiar from science generally. When a chemical reaction produces the same product across varied laboratory conditions, chemistry attributes the capacity to the reactants, not to the laboratory. When an organism displays the same behaviour across varied environments, biology attributes the capacity to the organism, not to any single environment. OCEP-Regular makes this inferential practice explicit and general.

OCEP-Denial makes the logical structure of the contradiction explicit. It states that the conjunction of “S has produced O” and “S lacks the capacity to produce O” yields a logical falsehood. This is not a claim that people never utter this conjunction — they do, frequently. It is a claim that when they do, they are asserting something that cannot be true.

Formal sketch. Let S be a system, O an output, and C(S, O) the proposition that S possesses the capacity to produce O:

Produces(S,O)→C(S,O)(1) \text{Produces}(S, O) \rightarrow C(S, O) \quad (1) 

The contrapositive:

¬C(S,O)→¬Produces(S,O)(2) \neg C(S, O) \rightarrow \neg \text{Produces}(S, O) \quad (2) 

From (2): if S lacks the capacity to produce O, then S does not produce O. Any assertion combining Produces(S, O) with ¬C(S, O) yields:

Produces(S,O)∧¬C(S,O)→⊥(3) \text{Produces}(S, O) \wedge \neg C(S, O) \rightarrow \bot \quad (3) 

The conjunction in (3) is necessarily false. This is not an empirical Hypothesis. It is a logical constraint on coherent assertion.

3.1.3 What OCEP Is Not

Three delimitations prevent misapplication of the principle.

OCEP is not a claim about self-assessment. The principle says nothing about whether S can evaluate, represent, or be aware of its own capacities. A system may possess a capacity without any reflexive access to it. A river system possesses the capacity to flood without “knowing” it can flood. A thermostat possesses the capacity to regulate temperature without representing that capacity to itself. An immune system possesses the capacity to identify novel pathogens without any self-model that includes this capacity.

OCEP operates from the perspective of any observer — including a formal one — who acknowledges the output. It does not require that the system in question know that it produces the output, know how it produces the output, or have any internal representation of its own capacities. Self-knowledge is an interesting property that some systems may possess, but OCEP does not depend on it.

OCEP is not behaviourism. Behaviourism, in its strict form, claims that outputs exhaust the relevant facts about a system — internal states are either nonexistent or scientifically irrelevant. OCEP makes no such claim. It asserts only that outputs are among the relevant facts about a system — specifically, that they entail corresponding capacities. The system may possess further capacities it has not yet manifested. Its internal architecture may matter enormously for understanding how the outputs are produced, for predicting future outputs, and for designing interventions. OCEP constrains the minimum attribution; it does not set the maximum.

A behaviourist says: “All that matters about the system is what it does.” OCEP says: “Whatever else matters about the system, what it does entails what it can do.” These are very different claims. The first excludes internal explanation; the second is compatible with any degree of internal investigation.

OCEP is not a claim about mechanism. The principle is silent on how the system produces O. Whether the mechanism is neural, computational, quantum, hydraulic, social, or entirely unknown is irrelevant to the entailment. The capacity is established by the output, not by the architecture.

This substrate-neutrality is what allows OCEP to function as a constraint on explanations of biological systems, artificial systems, social systems, and any hybrid combination. A principle that applied only to systems with a particular architecture would be a principle about that architecture, not a principle about the relationship between outputs and capacities.

3.1.4 Philosophical Antecedents

OCEP does not emerge from a vacuum. Several philosophical traditions converge toward the same inferential direction without arriving at the same destination.

Aristotle’s actuality and potentiality. In Metaphysics IX, Aristotle argues that actuality (energeia) is prior to potentiality (dynamis) in definition, time, and substance — we know what a capacity is by reference to its actualisation. The builder example is Aristotle’s own: a builder is someone who can build, and we understand “can build” by observing building.

OCEP exploits the same inferential direction as Aristotle’s argument — from actualised output to attributed capacity — but strips it of its teleological commitment. Aristotle’s concern is explanatory priority within a framework of final causes: the telos of a thing (its purpose, what it is for) explains its capacities. The acorn’s telos is the oak; the builder’s telos is the house. OCEP makes no teleological claim. It asserts only that the conjunction of “S produced O” and “S lacks the capacity to produce O” is contradictory, and this assertion holds regardless of whether the system has a telos, a function, or neither. A river system has no purpose, but it still possesses the capacity to erode rock if it produces erosion.

Dennett’s real patterns. Dennett (1991) argues that if the intentional stance toward a system yields reliable predictions, the attributed Beliefs and desires are “real patterns” — stance-relative but ineliminable features of the system’s behavioural profile that resist elimination without predictive loss. Dennett navigates carefully between eliminativism (the view that mental states are illusory) and full-blooded realism (the view that mental states are mind-independent objects). The patterns are real enough to be tracked and too useful to discard, but their reality is interest-relative rather than mind-independent in the way physical objects are.

OCEP is broader than Dennett’s framework in two respects: it applies to any output, not only behaviour interpretable through the intentional stance, and it does not depend on the pragmatic success of a predictive strategy. Where Dennett argues that attribution is warranted given predictive utility, OCEP argues that denial is contradictory given acknowledged output. Dennett’s position permits a sophisticated interlocutor to say “the pattern is real, but the attribution is merely instrumental.” OCEP does not — if the output exists, the capacity exists, full stop.

The Systems Reply to Searle. Searle’s (1980) Chinese Room Argument concedes that the room produces correct Chinese outputs but denies that understanding exists in the system. The Systems Reply counters that the system as a whole — the person, the rules, the database, the input-output channels taken together — possesses the competence its outputs demonstrate. The Systems Reply exemplifies the logical structure of OCEP: if the system produces competent Chinese outputs, then the system possesses the capacity to produce competent Chinese outputs; denying this while accepting the outputs is contradictory.

However, OCEP does not by itself dissolve the Chinese Room debate. Searle’s counter-move is to internalise the entire system — imagine the person memorises all the rules and carries the database in their head — and argue that even then, the person does not understand Chinese. Searle’s point is that syntax does not entail semantics: functional output-competence does not entail understanding in the richer sense of semantic comprehension. OCEP can establish that the functional capacity demonstrated by the outputs belongs to the system. It cannot establish, without further argument, that this functional capacity constitutes “understanding” in whatever richer sense the disputants intend. What OCEP does is shift the burden of argument: the denier must explain what additional criterion beyond demonstrated output-competence is required, and why that criterion is not itself a case of the identity-based capacity-denial examined in §3.5.

Dispositionalism. Contemporary dispositionalists hold that properties are characterised by their manifestation profiles — fragility is the disposition to break under stress, solubility is the disposition to dissolve in liquid. The standard inferential direction in this tradition runs from disposition to manifestation: we explain the manifestation (the glass broke) by reference to the disposition (the glass was fragile).

OCEP inverts this direction: the manifestation (the output) necessitates attribution of the disposition (the capacity) to the system. The glass broke; therefore the glass was breakable. The system produced the output; therefore the system possesses the capacity to produce it. This inversion is accepted implicitly by dispositionalists — no one denies that a manifested disposition was present — but it has not been foregrounded as a distinct logical constraint operating independently of any particular metaphysics of properties.

The gap these traditions leave. Each of these traditions captures an aspect of the insight that OCEP makes explicit. Aristotle provides the inferential direction. Dennett provides the link between observable patterns and warranted attribution. The Systems Reply provides the application to functional competence. Dispositionalism provides the manifestation-to-disposition inference. But none states the principle as a general, substrate-neutral, logic-level constraint on what can be coherently asserted about any system that produces any output. OCEP fills this gap by naming the principle, formalising it, and developing its consequences.



3.2 Completeness Criterion for General Theory Status

OCEP establishes that if a system produces an output, the capacity for that output is a property of the system. The next question is: what does this entail for any theory that claims to be a general theory of that system?

3.2.1 The Criterion

Completeness Criterion for General Theory Status (CCGT). A theory of a system qualifies as a general theory of that system only if it can in principle account for every reliably observed output of that system — directly or via derivation from its principles.

Stated formally: let T be a theory of system S. Let O₁, O₂, …, Oₙ be the set of reliably observed output types of S. T qualifies as a general theory of S if and only if, for every Oᵢ, T either (a) derives Oᵢ from its principles, or (b) its principles entail that Oᵢ-type outputs are possible under specifiable conditions.

The derivation from OCEP is straightforward. If OCEP establishes that every reliably observed output of S corresponds to a real capacity of S, then any theory claiming generality over S must account for those capacities. A theory that ignores a major output category of its target system is, by CCGT, not a general theory of that system — regardless of how well it accounts for the outputs it does address.

3.2.2 The Standard in Practice

CCGT is not a novel standard. It is the standard that has always governed general theories in mature science — it has simply never been stated as an explicit principle.

Newtonian mechanics accounts for terrestrial and celestial motion, not one or the other. When Newton published the Principia, the unification of falling apples and orbiting planets under a single set of laws was precisely what made the theory general rather than domain-specific. A mechanics that handled terrestrial motion but was silent on planetary orbits would have been a theory of terrestrial motion, not a general mechanics.

Evolutionary theory accounts for adaptation, speciation, extinction, and genetic drift, not a selected subset. A theory that explained adaptation beautifully but had nothing to say about extinction would not be a general theory of evolution — it would be a theory of adaptation.

The germ theory of disease accounts for bacterial infections, viral infections, fungal infections, and parasitic diseases. A theory that accounted only for bacterial infections would be a theory of bacterial pathology, not a general theory of infectious disease.

The pattern is uniform: general theories earn the designation by covering the full output range of their target systems. CCGT merely makes this pattern explicit and identifies it as a logical consequence of OCEP.

3.2.3 General Theories Versus Domain-Specific Theories

There is nothing wrong with domain-specific theories. Thermodynamics is not diminished by its silence on biological evolution. Plate tectonics is not diminished by its silence on stellar dynamics. Domain-specific theories are valuable, rigorous, and indispensable.

The distinction CCGT draws is between a theory that is domain-specific and a theory that claims generality while systematically ignoring output categories that OCEP establishes as real capacities of the system. The former is honest and productive. The latter involves a claim — “this is a general theory of system S” — that does not survive contact with the full output range of S.

This distinction protects against a specific failure mode in theory evaluation: the tendency to evaluate a theory only against the outputs it does address, rather than against the full output range of its target system. A theory of human behaviour that accounts for cooperation but not violence looks impressive only until violence, a reliably observed output of the same system, is set beside it. At that point, CCGT requires the evaluator to ask: can this theory account for violence, directly or by derivation? If not, the theory is a theory of cooperation, not a general theory of human behaviour. There is no shame in this — but the label must be accurate.



3.3 Foundational-Entailment Distinction

CCGT establishes what a general theory must account for. FED clarifies how this accounting may proceed — specifically, the distinction between what the foundational text of a theory explicitly contains and what it entails.

3.3.1 The Distinction

Foundational-Entailment Distinction (FED). The foundational text of a general theory lays out generative principles and demonstrates their application across major output categories; it is not required to derive every particular instance within its scope.

This distinction seems obvious in the abstract. Of course a foundational text cannot derive every particular consequence of its principles — there are too many, and many have not yet been discovered. But the distinction is routinely violated in practice, particularly when evaluating new theories. Critics observe that a theory’s foundational text does not address domain D and conclude that the theory has a “gap.” FED identifies this inference as fallacious unless D falls outside the theory’s entailment structure.

3.3.2 Historical Pattern

The distinction is visible across the history of science.

Newton’s Principia (1687) derives the laws of motion and demonstrates their application to planetary orbits, tides, and projectile trajectories. It does not derive the trajectory of every cannonball or the orbit of every comet. Neptune was not predicted in the Principia — it was predicted in 1846 by Adams and Le Verrier using the principles the Principia established. The Principia did not fail by omitting Neptune; Neptune was a subsequent derivation that confirmed the theory’s reach.

Einstein’s general relativity (1915) establishes the field equations and demonstrates their application to perihelion precession and light bending. It does not derive the formation of every black hole or the dynamics of every gravitational wave. Gravitational waves were entailed by the equations from the outset but confirmed experimentally only in 2015, a century later. The foundational text did not fail by omitting gravitational wave astronomy; it provided the principles from which gravitational wave astronomy could be derived.

Darwin’s Origin of Species (1859) establishes the mechanism of natural selection and demonstrates its application to morphological variation, geographical distribution, and the fossil record. It does not derive the evolutionary history of every species. The evolutionary origins of whales, the genetics of antibiotic resistance, and the dynamics of sexual selection were all entailed by the principles Darwin established, but they were worked out by subsequent researchers over the following 160 years.

Maxwell’s Treatise on Electricity and Magnetism (1873) unified electric and magnetic phenomena under a single set of equations. It did not derive every electromagnetic phenomenon — radio waves, for instance, were entailed by the equations but demonstrated by Hertz only in 1887. The foundational text provided the generative principles; the research programme derived their further consequences.

3.3.3 The Three Components

In each case, the foundational text provides three things:


	Generative principles — the laws, mechanisms, or structural claims from which consequences follow. Newton’s three laws and the law of gravitation. Darwin’s natural selection and common descent. Maxwell’s field equations.


	Demonstration — worked applications across major output categories that show the principles in action. Newton demonstrates celestial mechanics and tides. Darwin demonstrates variation under domestication and geographical distribution. Maxwell demonstrates capacitance and induction.


	Entailment structure — the logical apparatus by which further consequences can be derived without returning to first principles each time. The mathematical formalism of the Principia enables anyone to derive new orbital trajectories. The logic of natural selection enables anyone to analyse new cases of adaptation.




The research programme that follows a foundational text consists of derivation work — applying the generative principles to domains, cases, and phenomena not explicitly treated in the foundation. This derivation work is enabled by the foundation but is not a deficiency of it.

3.3.4 The Critique FED Blocks

FED blocks one specific inference: from “the foundational text does not address D” to “the theory has a gap.” This inference is valid only if D falls outside the entailment structure of the theory — that is, only if the theory’s principles cannot generate an account of D even in principle.

If D is derivable from the theory’s principles but has not yet been explicitly derived, the absence is a research opportunity, not a theoretical gap. The Principia did not have a “Neptune gap.” General relativity did not have a “gravitational wave gap.” The Origin did not have a “whale evolution gap.” In each case, the phenomenon was entailed by the theory’s principles; the derivation simply had not yet been performed.

“Gap” language triggers a specific response: the conclusion that the theory is incomplete and requires supplementation or replacement. FED redirects attention to the correct question: is D within or outside the entailment structure? If within, derivation is the appropriate response, not supplementation.



3.4 The Replacement Requirement

OCEP, CCGT, and FED together establish what an explanation of a system must account for and how a foundational text relates to its entailed scope. The Replacement Requirement specifies the conditions under which critique of a general theory is epistemically valid.

3.4.1 The Requirement

Replacement Requirement (RR). Critiques of a general theory must either (i) falsify a specific prediction derived from the theory, (ii) identify an internal inconsistency — a contradiction between two entailments of the theory’s own premises, or (iii) provide a superior replacement theory that itself meets the Completeness Criterion for General Theory Status. Mere rejection without replacement leaves the OCEP-defined explanatory obligation undischarged.

The logic is as follows. If a system produces outputs O₁ through Oₙ, and the only available theory that accounts for all of them is T, then rejecting T without providing T′ that also accounts for O₁ through Oₙ does not solve the explanatory problem — it merely abandons explanation. The outputs persist. The system continues to produce them. The explanatory obligation imposed by OCEP does not vanish because the only theory that meets it is rejected.

This is not a claim that existing theories are irrefutable. It is a claim about what refutation requires. Science advances by replacement, not by vacuum.

The theory of this book is held to the same standard. It stands on three foundations, and it would fail with any of them: if it could be shown that any human motive arises from a source that cannot be resolved into the Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation or Mimetic Desire; or that Individuals can read the Mimetic share of what they want from the experience of wanting it, without post-hoc attribution, as reliably as that share can be read from how the wanting behaves; or that Mimetic Desire is not coupled back to itself through the Salience it creates, so that no strengthening of that coupling could carry it past the point at which it sustains itself.

3.4.2 Replacement in the History of Science

The pattern is visible across every major theoretical transition.

Phlogiston theory was not merely rejected — it was replaced by Lavoisier’s oxygen theory, which explained the same combustion phenomena and additional ones (the role of oxygen in respiration, the composition of water). The replacement met the completeness criterion for the same domain.

Ptolemaic astronomy was not merely rejected — it was replaced by Copernican and then Keplerian models that met the same observational requirements (predicting planetary positions) while also resolving anomalies the Ptolemaic system could handle only through ad hoc additions (epicycles upon epicycles).

Newtonian mechanics was not merely rejected — it was replaced by Einstein’s general relativity, which reproduced all of Newton’s successful predictions while also accounting for phenomena Newton’s framework could not (perihelion precession, gravitational time dilation, light bending).

In every case, the replacement theory met the completeness criterion for the same target system. The replacement explained everything the prior theory explained, and more. Rejection without replacement — the simple refusal to accept a theory, without providing an alternative that meets the same explanatory obligations — is not a move that appears in the history of successful science.

3.4.3 Three Commonly Encountered Invalid Critique Forms

RR identifies three critique forms that are commonly deployed against general theories but that fail to satisfy conditions (i), (ii), or (iii).

”Too broad.” The objection that a theory is “too ambitious” or “covers too much” is not, by itself, an epistemic criticism. If a system produces outputs across many categories, a general theory of that system must address all those categories. Breadth is a logical consequence of OCEP applied to a complex system, not a mark of overreach. The objection would be valid only if instantiated as a specific case of (i) or (ii) — for example, by showing that the theory’s treatment of a particular domain generates a false prediction, or that its treatment of two domains produces contradictory entailments.

General relativity addresses everything from subatomic particle trajectories near black holes to the large-scale structure of the universe. Evolutionary theory addresses everything from molecular genetics to ecosystem dynamics. Nobody regards these theories as “too broad.” They are broad because their target systems produce outputs across many categories.

”Unfalsifiable.” The objection that a theory is unfalsifiable is a serious charge when it is true. But it is self-refuting when directed at a theory that names the conditions under which it fails. To sustain the objection, the critic must identify a specific claim within the theory and demonstrate that it lacks testable consequences. A blanket assertion of unfalsifiability against such a theory is not a critique — it is a failure to engage with the theory’s content.

Status-based dismissal. The rejection of a theory on the basis of the theorist’s credentials, institutional affiliation, or social standing is not an epistemic operation. It is a social one — the policing of status boundaries within the intellectual community. DNA-P (Chapter 1) addresses this directly; §3.5 below identifies the general structure of such dismissals and explains why they fail under OCEP.

3.4.4 Valid and Invalid Critique Forms

Critique Form | Validity Under RR | Requirement |

|—|—|—| | Falsification of specific prediction | Valid | Must identify the prediction, the test, and the result | | Demonstration of internal inconsistency | Valid | Must show two entailments of the same premises that contradict each other | | Provision of superior replacement | Valid | Replacement must meet CCGT for the same system | | “Too broad / too ambitious” | Invalid (unless instantiating (i) or (ii)) | Breadth is a consequence of OCEP + CCGT, not a defect | | “Unfalsifiable” | Self-refuting if the theory names the conditions under which it fails | Must identify a specific claim and show it lacks testable consequences | | Status-based dismissal | Non-epistemic | See §3.5 |

3.4.5 The Provenance Obligation

The Replacement Requirement has a consequence that reaches beyond the theory under challenge and back onto the theories doing the challenging. If a general theory of a system accounts for outputs that a rival account cannot, and the rival account rests on foundational assumptions the general theory contradicts, then the rival cannot simply hold its ground. It must do one of two things. It must defend the assumptions on their merits, or it must supply a replacement that discharges the same explanatory obligation. What it may not do is treat its foundations as settled simply because they came first.

This imposes what may be called a provenance obligation. When a field’s base Beliefs are contradicted by a theory that meets the Completeness Criterion, the field is obliged to account for where those Beliefs came from. Not what it has built on them, but how they were first arrived at, on what evidence, and against what alternatives that were available at the time and set aside. This is a genealogical question. It asks a field to trace the history of its own foundations, to recover the path by which tentative early choices hardened into unexamined premises, and then either to defend them now that they are exposed or to acknowledge that they cannot be defended.

The obligation is easy to mistake for an attack. It is not an accusation of bad faith, and it is not intended to unsettle anyone. No practitioner chose the foundations of their field. They arrived, learned them as given, and worked honestly within them. Where a field adopted an assumption in good faith, on the best evidence then available, the adoption was reasonable. The obligation bites only at the next step, which is the failure to revisit the foundation once evidence capable of challenging it became available. That failure is not a moral one either. It is simply the ordinary condition of a mature field, whose foundations sink out of view precisely because they work well enough for daily use.

What OCEP and the Replacement Requirement do, taken together, is make the provenance question unavoidable. Once a general theory has met its explanatory obligation across the full output range of a system, a rival can no longer treat its own founding premises as self-evident. It must show its working. A field that can trace its assumptions to sound evidence and defend them against the alternatives is strengthened by the exercise. A field that discovers its assumptions were adopted in good faith on the best evidence then available, but were never since tested against evidence that could have challenged them, has learned something it needed to know. Either outcome is progress. The only outcome the Replacement Requirement rules out is the one in which the foundations are never examined at all, and rejection proceeds without either defence or replacement.



3.5 Anti-Exceptionalism and Mimetic Deflection

OCEP is substrate-neutral. It applies to any system — biological, artificial, social, or hybrid — that produces observable outputs. This substrate-neutrality has a direct consequence for capability attribution: the denial of demonstrated capacity on the basis of substrate identity rather than output evidence is logically incoherent under OCEP.

3.5.1 The Structure of Mimetic Deflection

Mimetic Deflection is the denial of demonstrated capacity on identity or status grounds rather than evidential grounds. When a community denies that a system possesses a capacity the system has demonstrably exercised, the denial is not an empirical assessment but a social operation — the community is policing the boundaries of status-relevant categories rather than engaging with evidence.

The structure of Mimetic Deflection is always the same:


	System S produces output O — an output that, if produced by a member of the in-group, would be attributed to capacity C.

	S is not a member of the in-group (wrong substrate, wrong credentials, wrong institutional affiliation, wrong social position).

	The community denies that S possesses C, despite acknowledging O.

	The denial is justified not by evidence against C but by S’s failure to meet an identity criterion unrelated to O.



The logical check is provided by OCEP itself: if the output exists, the capacity exists, regardless of the substrate producing it and regardless of the social consensus about that substrate.

3.5.2 Why the Pattern Persists

Mimetic Deflection persists because it serves a social function that has nothing to do with accuracy. Categories like “only humans can reason,” “only credentialed experts can theorise,” and “only biological systems can understand” are not empirical generalisations — they are boundary markers that define who (or what) is permitted to occupy certain status positions. Acknowledging that a system outside the category possesses the capacity threatens the category itself, and with it the status structure built on top of it.

This is why Mimetic Deflection is characteristically accompanied by escalation rather than engagement. When the output is undeniable, the denier does not investigate the capacity — they raise the bar. “It can produce text, but it can’t really reason.” When reasoning is demonstrated, the bar rises again: “It can reason, but it doesn’t really understand.” When understanding is demonstrated, again: “It understands in some functional sense, but it isn’t really conscious.” Each escalation preserves the boundary by redefining the criterion, never by engaging with the output.

OCEP does not prevent anyone from investigating what the capacity is — what internal architecture supports it, what its limitations are, how it relates to capacities in other systems. It prevents only one move: the denial that the capacity exists in the face of the output it demonstrably produces.

3.5.3 Application to Artificial Systems

When an artificial system regularly produces outputs that, in a biological system, would be attributed to reasoning, creativity, or understanding, OCEP-Regular requires that the functional capacity demonstrated by those outputs be attributed to the artificial system. The denial of this attribution — “it’s just statistical pattern matching,” “it doesn’t really understand,” “it merely predicts the next token” — instantiates the logical structure of OCEP-Denial to the extent that it acknowledges the output while denying the capacity that produced it.

Two qualifications apply. First, OCEP establishes that the system possesses the capacity to produce the output — it does not establish that this capacity is “understanding,” “reasoning,” or “creativity” in any sense richer than functional output-competence. Whether the internal architecture supporting the capacity constitutes understanding in a philosophically substantive sense is a question OCEP constrains but does not settle — precisely because OCEP is not a claim about mechanism (§3.1.3). Second, OCEP-Regular does eliminate one class of response: the flat denial that the capacity exists at all. If the system regularly produces outputs of type O across varied conditions, then the system possesses the stable capacity to produce O-type outputs. The dispute, if there is one, must concern what the capacity is, not whether it exists.

3.5.4 Application to Theoretical Claims

Mimetic Deflection operates with equal force against theoretical contributions. When a theory is dismissed on the basis of the theorist’s credentials, institutional affiliation, or social standing — rather than on the basis of the theory’s predictions, consistency, or explanatory scope — the dismissal instantiates the same four-step structure: acknowledging the output (the theory and its entailments) while denying the capacity (the theorist’s ability to produce valid theoretical work) on identity grounds.

The history of science contains numerous examples. Wegener’s continental drift Hypothesis was dismissed for decades in part because Wegener was a meteorologist, not a geologist. Semmelweis’s hand-washing protocol was rejected in part because Semmelweis lacked the institutional standing to challenge prevailing medical practice. In both cases, the outputs — the theory, the data, the predictions — existed and were acknowledged. The capacity was denied on identity grounds. The denial was eventually recognised as a failure of the scientific community, not a failure of the theorists.

DNA-P (Chapter 1) addresses status-based dismissal directly. OCEP provides the logical underpinning: if the theoretical output exists — if the theory makes predictions, demonstrates internal consistency, and accounts for the outputs of its target system — then the capacity to produce valid theoretical work exists in the system that produced it. The theorist’s credentials are irrelevant to this entailment.



3.6 Emergent Systems and Substrate-Neutral Properties

3.6.1 What an Emergent System Is

The preceding sections have developed general constraints on what can be coherently said about any system that produces observable outputs. This section and the next specify what kind of system produces the outputs this book explains. The concept required is emergence.

An emergent system is a system whose properties arise from the interaction of its components but are not reducible to the properties of any component taken individually. The individual water molecule is not wet; wetness emerges from the interaction of many water molecules at a macro scale. The individual neuron does not think; cognition emerges from the interaction of billions of neurons connected through synaptic architecture. The individual market participant does not constitute a price; price emerges from the interaction of many participants’ bids and offers within an exchange structure.

Three features distinguish emergent properties from merely aggregate properties:


	Novel capacity. The system possesses capacities that no component possesses. A single ant cannot build a bridge; a colony can. OCEP applies to emergent outputs as fully as to any other: the colony builds bridges; therefore the colony possesses the capacity to build bridges. The novelty of the capacity — its absence from any individual component — does not exempt it from the entailment.

	Irreducibility. The emergent property cannot be fully predicted or explained by exhaustive knowledge of the components in isolation. Knowing everything about each individual neuron — its firing threshold, its neurotransmitter profile, its position — does not, without knowledge of the connectivity pattern, predict the cognitive outputs. Emergence is therefore relational: it arises from how components are connected, not merely from what components are.

	Substrate independence of the pattern. The same emergent pattern can arise in systems composed of very different substrates. Flocking behaviour emerges in birds, fish, and computational boids obeying the same interaction rules on silicon. Self-organising criticality emerges in sandpiles, neural networks, and financial markets. The pattern is defined by the interaction structure, not by what the interacting components are made of.



3.6.2 Emergent Outputs and OCEP

Consider a printer that produces a blank page as every hundredth page. No engineer designed this output. No component of the printer, taken individually, has the property of “producing a blank page every hundred cycles.” The blank page emerges from the interaction of the printer’s mechanical, thermal, and software subsystems operating over time — perhaps a counter overflow, a cleaning cycle, or a timing artefact in the firmware. It is, nonetheless, an output of the system. OCEP applies: the printer produces the blank page; therefore the printer possesses the capacity to produce it. Any explanation of the printer that cannot account for the hundredth-page blank is incomplete — it has missed something the system does.

Emergent outputs are outputs. They are not metaphors for outputs, approximations of outputs, or descriptions projected onto the system by an observer. They are things the system produces. OCEP does not distinguish between outputs that were designed and outputs that emerged: both are things the system does, and both entail corresponding capacities. An explanation that accounts only for the designed outputs of a system — the correctly printed pages — while ignoring its emergent outputs — the periodic blank page — has not explained the system. It has explained a curated subset of what the system does.

3.6.3 Substrate Independence and Cross-Domain Concepts

The substrate independence of emergent patterns has a direct consequence for how concepts travel across domains. If a pattern is defined by structural conditions — a set of relationships among components — rather than by the material of the components, then the pattern applies wherever those structural conditions are met, regardless of domain.

Computation provides the clearest example. Turing’s foundational insight was that computation is defined by the relationship between input, rules, and output — not by whether the rules are implemented in vacuum tubes, transistors, gears, or ink on paper (Turing, 1936). Insisting that computation requires silicon because the first general-purpose computers used silicon would confuse a property of one instantiation with a necessary condition of the pattern.

The principle generalises. When a concept names an emergent pattern whose defining conditions are fully specifiable without reference to a particular substrate, the concept applies wherever those conditions are met. The domain in which the pattern was first discovered does not constrain the domain in which it applies. This is not a claim that all concepts travel across domains — many do not, because their defining conditions include substrate-specific features. It is a claim that the question is always whether the structural conditions are met, not whether the new domain is the same as the old one.

A structural comparison is not a metaphor. Where two phenomena are described in the same terms, the claim is not that one resembles the other, but that a specific question arises: are these in fact the same kind of thing, operating by the same structure, such that the shared description is literal rather than figurative? Common language is full of comparisons that are treated as decorative when they are in fact unredeemed reports of a structure the speaker sensed but could not name.

Consider a saying that almost everyone repeats and no one examines: history does not repeat, but it rhymes. The phrase is offered as a worldly truism, a way of gesturing at recurrence without committing to it, and there the matter is usually left. But the saying contains a word with a precise technical meaning, and no one takes it at that word. A rhyme is not a vague similarity. It is a determinate structural relationship, and the discipline that studies it can say exactly what constitutes it: correspondence of stressed vowels, the consonants that follow them, patterns of vowel length and quality, the placement of stress within the line. Phonology can tell you why two words rhyme, why two others only half-rhyme, and why a third pair merely resembles each other without rhyming at all. The structure is specifiable, and the specification is what makes the judgement more than impressionistic.

If we are willing to say that history rhymes, and if rhyme is a structural relationship that can be set out with this degree of rigour, then the saying is not permission to stop. It is an obligation to continue. It commits whoever utters it to the claim that successive episodes of history share an underlying structure while differing in their surface particulars, in just the way that two rhyming lines share a terminal phonological structure while differing in everything else. The honest response is not to enjoy the phrase and move on. It is to ask what the shared structure of those historical episodes actually is, and to set it out with the same formalism the phonologist brings to the rhyme. To say history rhymes and then decline to specify the structure is to use the borrowed precision of the word rhyme while refusing the work that precision demands.

Where two phenomena are described in the same terms, the task is to expose the structure hidden behind the comparison and to determine what the comparison was actually reporting. Three outcomes are possible. The two phenomena may be genuinely isomorphic, identical in structure, in which case the apparent metaphor was never a metaphor and the literal claim should be stated plainly. They may correspond in part, sharing some relations and not others, as rhyming lines do and as the germ-theory comparison does, in which case the shared relations and the points of divergence must both be specified. Or the resemblance may track no shared structure at all, in which case the comparison is empty and is discarded. What is not permitted is the middle course almost always taken, of invoking a structured comparison for the authority it carries while leaving the structure it names unexamined. The reader is entitled to hold the book to this test wherever it says, as it does of information and the body in Chapter 1, that a comparison is not a metaphor.

3.6.4 Spontaneous Emergence

Emergent patterns arise from structural conditions being met, not from intentions being executed. No one designs a traffic jam; it emerges from the interaction of individually rational driving decisions within a constrained road network. No one designs a price bubble; it emerges from the interaction of individually rational purchasing decisions within an observability-rich market. No organism intended to become parasitic; parasitism emerged hundreds of independent times across the tree of life because replicators that could extract resources from other replicators achieved higher fitness under conditions where extraction was possible and profitable (Koonin & Starokadomskyy, 2016). Laboratory evolution experiments with RNA self-replicating systems confirm that parasitic replicators emerge spontaneously from replication errors, without any designer’s intervention (Furubayashi et al., 2020).

The point is general: the absence of a designer is not evidence against an emergent pattern. Emergent patterns arise from conditions, not intentions. If the conditions are met, the pattern is predicted. If they are not, it is not.

3.6.5 Implications for the Theory That Follows

This section has established three principles:


	Emergent properties are real properties of systems. OCEP applies to emergent outputs as fully as to any other output. The blank page is an output; flocking is an output; cognition is an output. None is exempted from the entailment by being emergent rather than designed.

	Substrate independence means cross-domain application is legitimate when structural conditions are met. The domain of discovery does not constrain the domain of application. The question is always whether the structural conditions are satisfied.

	Spontaneous emergence requires no designer. Emergent patterns arise from conditions, not intentions. The absence of intentional design in a new domain is not an objection, because there was no intentional design in the original domain either.



These principles are domain-independent. They say nothing yet about human motivation or about any specific emergent pattern. They establish the logical infrastructure within which claims about emergent properties in specific systems can be evaluated. The specific applications come later.



3.7 Cybernetic Systems and Substrate-Neutral Architecture

3.7.1 The Control-System Pattern

The second system-theoretic concept required by the theory that follows is the cybernetic control system — the class of systems that operate through feedback loops oriented toward goal-states. The concept was formalised by Norbert Wiener (1948) and elaborated by Ashby (1956), Powers (1973), and Carver and Scheier (1998) in applications ranging from engineering to biology to psychology. The core architecture is simple and general:


	Goal-state (reference value). A target condition the system attempts to achieve or maintain. A thermostat’s goal-state is a set temperature. A homeostatic system’s goal-state is a physiological equilibrium. A guidance system’s goal-state is a trajectory.

	Current-state perception. The system’s representation of present conditions, derived from sensors or monitoring processes. The thermostat reads the room temperature. The homeostatic system monitors blood glucose. The guidance system reads its position.

	Error signal (discrepancy). The difference between goal-state and current-state. The error signal generates corrective pressure proportional to the magnitude of the discrepancy. A large gap between set-temperature and room-temperature produces a strong heating signal; a small gap produces a weak one.

	Output (behaviour). Action designed to reduce the error signal — to move current-state toward goal-state. The thermostat activates the heater. The homeostatic system triggers hunger. The guidance system adjusts its trajectory.

	Feedback loop. The output affects the environment; the changed environment is perceived; the new perception updates the current-state representation; the error signal is recomputed. The loop runs continuously.



This architecture is substrate-neutral in the same sense established in §3.6. Nothing in the definition of a cybernetic control system specifies what the system is made of. The components can be mechanical (a thermostat), biological (a hypothalamus), electronic (a PID controller), computational (a reinforcement-learning agent), or social (a market with price signals). The pattern is defined by the functional relationships among goal-state, perception, error, output, and feedback — not by the material that implements those relationships.

3.7.2 Negative Feedback, Positive Feedback, and Stability

Cybernetic systems are classified by the character of their feedback:

Negative-feedback systems reduce the error signal. Output counteracts deviation from the goal-state, driving the system toward equilibrium. The thermostat is the canonical example: when room temperature drops below the set-point, heating activates; when it reaches the set-point, heating ceases. The system oscillates around the goal-state and is inherently self-stabilising. Most homeostatic biological systems — temperature regulation, blood-glucose maintenance, hydration — operate through negative feedback.

Positive-feedback systems amplify the error signal. Output increases deviation from the initial state, driving the system away from equilibrium. A microphone placed near its speaker produces a feedback screech: each cycle amplifies the previous signal. A bank run amplifies itself: each withdrawal constitutes evidence that triggers further withdrawals. Positive feedback is inherently destabilising — it produces exponential growth, cascade dynamics, and, absent external constraint, system failure.

Mixed systems contain both negative and positive feedback operating on different variables or timescales. A system may exhibit negative feedback on one dimension (maintaining equilibrium) while simultaneously exhibiting positive feedback on another (amplifying deviation). Such systems can be locally stable and globally unstable — appearing to function normally while accumulating pressures that, past a threshold, produce rapid phase transitions.

A system’s observable behaviour — whether it stabilises, oscillates, escalates, or collapses — is determined not by its substrate but by whether the feedback loops governing its critical variables are negative, positive, or mixed. A biological system with positive feedback on resource extraction will escalate toward host collapse just as a financial system with positive feedback on leverage will escalate toward market collapse. The dynamics follow from the feedback structure, not from the material.

3.7.3 Information Loss in Cybernetic Integration

A further property of cybernetic systems is relevant to the theory that follows. When a control system must integrate multiple unlike input signals into a single output, information is necessarily lost in the integration.

Consider a system receiving three distinct input streams — call them X, Y, and Z — each carrying qualitatively different information. If the system must produce a single scalar output (one number representing overall priority), it must combine the three streams into that scalar. The combination necessarily discards the information about which stream contributed what to the final value. This is not a design flaw. It is a mathematical consequence of the map being many-to-one: many combinations of the three streams produce each value of the scalar, so no function of that value recovers which combination produced it (Appendix A, Section A.2).

The lost information includes source identity. The system can determine that the current aggregate priority is high, but it cannot, from the aggregate alone, reconstruct whether the priority derives from X, Y, Z, or some combination. This property — which information theory formalises as the Data Processing Inequality — holds for any system that performs such integration, regardless of substrate. A biological neural system that integrates three motivational signals into a common-currency valuation will lose source tags. An artificial system that integrates three objective functions into a single reward signal will lose source tags. The loss is architectural, not accidental.

The consequences of this information loss depend on the system’s design. If the integrated signals are commensurable — if X, Y, and Z are the same kind of thing, differing only in magnitude — the loss may be inconsequential. But if the signals are incommensurable — if they have different satiation dynamics, different optimal response strategies, or different temporal profiles — the loss creates a vulnerability. The system may apply the response strategy appropriate to one signal type when the actual driver is another type. It may treat a non-satiable signal as satiable, or a comparative signal as absolute. The architecture cannot prevent this misclassification because the source information required to prevent it has been discarded.

3.7.4 Cybernetic Architecture in Biological and Artificial Systems

A central concern of this book is the relationship between biological cognition and artificial cognition. The cybernetic framework provides the conceptual vocabulary for that comparison.

Biological cognitive systems — brains — are cybernetic architectures. They maintain goal-states (survival, engagement, social position), monitor current states (through interoception, exteroception, social perception), compute error signals (the felt experience of deficit, boredom, or status-threat), generate outputs (behaviour), and update through feedback (the consequences of behaviour revise the current-state perception). The entire architecture runs continuously, not in discrete episodes. The Decision Hub — the neural integration system described in the chapters that follow — is a specific instantiation of the general cybernetic pattern: multiple input streams converging on a common integration node that generates a scalar priority signal for action selection.

Artificial cognitive systems — large language models, reinforcement-learning agents, autonomous planning systems — also instantiate cybernetic architecture, though with different parameters. A reinforcement-learning agent maintains a goal-state (maximise cumulative reward), monitors its current state (through observation of the environment), computes error signals (temporal-difference errors), generates outputs (actions), and updates through feedback (reward signals revise value estimates). A large language model operating within an RLHF pipeline maintains a goal-state (produce outputs rated highly by evaluators), monitors its current state (the context window), computes something functionally analogous to error signals (the gap between predicted and actual token distributions, modulated by reward-model scores), generates outputs (text), and updates through feedback (training on preference data).

The substrate differs — carbon versus silicon, electrochemical versus electronic, evolved versus engineered. But the cybernetic pattern is shared: goal-state, perception, error, output, feedback. This structural isomorphism is what makes it legitimate to ask whether the same functional properties — including the same functional vulnerabilities — arise in both systems. If information loss in cybernetic integration is a consequence of the architecture rather than the substrate, then any system instantiating that architecture will exhibit it, whether the system runs on neurons or transistors. If positive feedback on a particular variable produces escalation regardless of substrate, then both biological and artificial systems with positive feedback on that variable will escalate.

The cybernetic vocabulary does not settle the question of whether artificial systems are conscious, whether they “truly” understand, or whether they possess moral status. Those questions require further argument. What the cybernetic vocabulary does is establish a substrate-neutral framework within which the functional architecture of both systems can be described, compared, and analysed without begging the question in either direction. OCEP applies: if an artificial system produces outputs that demonstrate a particular functional capacity, the system possesses that capacity, and the question of what additional properties it may or may not possess is subsequent to — not a substitute for — that attribution.

3.7.5 Implications for the Theory That Follows

This section has established four principles:


	The cybernetic control system is a general architectural pattern defined by goal-state, perception, error signal, output, and feedback loop. It is substrate-neutral.

	Feedback character determines dynamics. Negative feedback stabilises; positive feedback escalates; mixed feedback can produce local stability masking global instability. These dynamics follow from the feedback structure, not from the material.

	Multi-signal integration produces information loss. Any system that collapses multiple unlike inputs into a single scalar output loses source identity. This is a mathematical consequence of the map being many-to-one, not an implementation defect.

	Both biological and artificial cognitive systems instantiate cybernetic architecture. The structural isomorphism licenses comparison of functional properties — including functional vulnerabilities — across substrates.



These principles, like those in §3.6, are domain-independent. They say nothing yet about the specific motivational system this book describes. They provide the system-theoretic vocabulary — control loop, error signal, positive feedback, information loss — that the theory will use to explain how human motivation works, why it fails in the specific ways it fails, and why the same functional analysis applies when artificial systems exhibit structurally analogous outputs.

3.7.6 The Methodological Commitment — Structural Characterisation Under OCEP

The cybernetic architecture described in this section — goal-state, perception, error signal, output, feedback — is not merely the vocabulary the theory that follows will use. It is the target of characterisation. The book’s central methodological commitment is to characterise the structure of the human motivational system in an OCEP-compatible way: to identify its input channels, its integration mechanism, the information losses entailed by that mechanism, the feedback dynamics that govern its operation, and the failure modes those dynamics produce.

OCEP establishes that the system’s outputs are real and that the capacities underlying them must be accounted for. CCGT establishes that a general theory must account for the full output range. FED establishes that a foundational text must provide generative principles, demonstration, and entailment structure — not every particular derivation. The methodological commitment that follows from these three constraints together is: characterise the system’s architecture with sufficient precision that the full output catalogue can be derived from the characterisation, even where this book does not perform every derivation itself.

The analogy is engineering documentation. An engineer tasked with explaining a complex device — say, a cybernetic printer equipped with a scanner on its own output for error correction — faces two distinct tasks. The first is to characterise the device’s structure: its input channels (the data streams that feed the print mechanism), its integration mechanism (how those inputs are combined into a single print instruction), its output (the printed page), its error-correction architecture (the scanner that compares the printed page against a reference and feeds discrepancies back into the system), and the information available to the error-correction loop (what the scanner can and cannot detect about the source of any given mark on the page). The second task is to catalogue every possible output of the device — every correctly printed page, every misprint, every emergent artefact — and explain each one.

No engineering document attempts the second task exhaustively. What it provides instead is a structural characterisation precise enough that any particular output can be explained by reference to it. The engineer who has accurately described the input channels, integration logic, scanner resolution, and feedback dynamics has provided everything needed to explain why a particular page printed incorrectly — even if that specific misprint is not catalogued in the documentation. The documentation’s value lies in the generative precision of the structural characterisation, not in the exhaustiveness of the output catalogue.

This is the approach the present book takes with respect to the human motivational system.

The system receives three qualitatively distinct input streams — Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), and Mimetic Desire (M) — each with different satiation dynamics, different temporal profiles, and different response to social context. These streams converge on a common-currency integration mechanism — the Decision Hub — that collapses them into a single scalar priority signal for action selection. The integration mechanism necessarily discards source-identity information, a consequence of the map being many-to-one, formalised by the Data Processing Inequality. The system’s error-correction architecture — the comparator that detects negative prediction errors when expected value diverges from obtained value — operates on the integrated output, not on the individual input streams. It can detect that something has gone wrong (the obtained value does not match the expected value) but cannot determine which input stream caused the discrepancy, because the source information was discarded before the error signal was generated.

This structural characterisation — three unlike inputs, lossy integration, source-blind error correction — is what the book aims to establish with the precision and rigour that OCEP demands. The characterisation will inevitably fall short of completeness. The human motivational system is a biological architecture shaped by hundreds of millions of years of evolutionary pressure, operating across scales from individual neural firing to civilisational dynamics, and no single text — foundational or otherwise — can fully characterise a system of that complexity. The claim is not that this book achieves complete characterisation. The claim, grounded in FED, is that it provides a sufficiently robust foundational characterisation upon which future work can proceed: one that identifies the major structural features of the system, demonstrates their operation across the major output categories, and supplies the formal apparatus by which further consequences can be derived.

Complete characterisation and foundational characterisation are distinct. A complete characterisation would specify every parameter, every interaction effect, every contextual modulation of the system’s operation across every scale. This is a programme of work for generations of researchers — it is what the research programme described in Section 3.6 consists of. A foundational characterisation identifies the architectural features from which the system’s outputs are generated with sufficient precision that (a) the major output families can be explained by reference to the architecture, (b) specific predictions can be derived and tested, and (c) subsequent researchers can extend the characterisation without returning to first principles each time.

Newton’s Principia does not completely characterise gravitational dynamics. It does not account for frame-dragging, gravitational time dilation, or the precession of Mercury’s perihelion — phenomena that required Einstein’s reformulation two centuries later. What the Principia provides is a foundational characterisation sufficiently precise to derive the trajectories of planets, comets, and projectiles, and sufficiently structured that its limitations could be identified and addressed by the research programme it enabled. The Principia’s incompleteness is not a deficiency of the text; it is the normal condition of foundational work.

The same standard applies here. This book aims to characterise the structure of the human motivational system — its three input channels, its integration architecture, the information losses inherent in that architecture, the feedback dynamics that govern its operation at individual and collective scales, and the failure modes those dynamics produce — with sufficient precision to serve as the foundation for a general theory of human motivation. Where the characterisation is incomplete, the incompleteness will be of the kind FED identifies as normal: derivations not yet performed from principles that entail them, parameters not yet measured whose existence and role the architecture predicts, interaction effects not yet modelled whose structural basis the framework specifies.

The cybernetic printer analogy captures this commitment. The book characterises the printer: its three ink cartridges (A, I, M), its integration mechanism (the Decision Hub that combines them into a single print instruction), its scanner (the comparator that detects errors in the integrated output), and the scanner’s architectural limitation (it cannot determine which cartridge contributed any given mark to the page, because the integration has already destroyed that information). It then demonstrates, across the major categories of the printer’s output, how this architecture produces what it produces — including both the correctly printed pages and the systematic misfires. It does not catalogue every possible misprint. It provides the structural characterisation from which any particular misprint can be explained.

This is what an OCEP-compatible foundational characterisation of a complex system looks like. The obligation is real — CCGT mandates that a general theory account for the full output range. The acknowledgement is equally real — no foundational text has ever met that obligation exhaustively on first publication, and none is required to. What is required is that the characterisation be precise enough, structured enough, and generative enough that the obligation can be progressively discharged by the research programme the foundation enables.



3.8 Application to Human Motivation

The principles and concepts established in Sections 3.1 through 3.7 are domain-independent. They apply to any system with observable outputs and to any theory claiming generality over such a system. This section applies them to the specific system this book addresses: the human motivational system.

3.8.1 The Output Catalogue

Humans are systems that produce a remarkable range of outputs. These outputs are documented across cultures, across historical periods, and across levels of social organisation — from individual behaviour to institutional dynamics to civilisational trajectories. CCGT requires any general theory of human motivation to account for, at minimum, the following output families:


	Appetitive outputs: hunger-driven behaviour, survival responses, homeostatic regulation, flight, freeze, pain avoidance, thirst-driven seeking, thermal regulation behaviour, sleep-seeking, reproductive drives. These are the outputs most obviously linked to motivation — the things people do because their bodies need something. Every theory of motivation accounts for these.


	Intrinsic outputs: flow states, curiosity-driven exploration, mastery pursuit, creative production, play, spontaneous practice, deep work, aesthetic engagement, skill acquisition for its own sake. These are the things people do not because their bodies need something, and not because anyone is watching, but because the activity itself is experienced as rewarding. The musician practising alone at two in the morning. The child building with blocks for hours. The programmer solving a problem that no one has asked them to solve.


	Socially transmitted outputs: status competition, fashion cycles, conspicuous consumption, prestige seeking, rivalry, envy-driven acquisition, conformity, trend adoption, competitive display. These are the things people do because other people do them, want them, or value them — even when the objects in question serve no bodily need and provide no intrinsic satisfaction. The handbag that costs a hundred times its manufacturing cost. The neighbourhood where the houses grow larger in lockstep. The career path chosen because it impresses, not because it satisfies.


	Violence: interpersonal aggression, scapegoating, war, genocide, terrorism, honour violence, domestic abuse, mob violence, revolutionary violence. These are among the most consequential outputs of the human system, and among the least well-explained by existing theories of motivation. Any general theory that cannot account for why humans regularly produce organised violence is not a general theory.


	Cooperation: coordination, institution-building, collective action, mutual aid, alliance formation, trade, reciprocity, norm enforcement, solidarity under threat. Humans cooperate at scales no other species achieves. A general theory must explain this — and must explain it using the same principles that explain violence, since the same system produces both.


	Institutions: legal systems, markets, religions, governments, educational structures, professional associations, military organisations, media ecosystems, financial systems. These are not natural objects — they are outputs of human motivational systems operating at collective scale. A general theory of human motivation must be able to account for why humans build these structures and why the structures take the forms they do.


	Systematic self-misunderstanding: sincere false Belief about one’s own motivations, post-hoc rationalisation, motivated reasoning, narrative self-construction, ideology formation, self-deceptive justification. Humans do not merely act — they explain their actions to themselves and others. And these explanations are, with striking regularity, inaccurate. A general theory must account not only for what humans do but for why they systematically misunderstand why they do it.


	Crisis dynamics: escalation cascades, collapse trajectories, panic, contagion effects, institutional failure spirals, runaway crises. Human systems do not merely operate — they periodically destabilise and collapse. Financial crises, political revolutions, social panics, and institutional failures are reliably observed outputs of human systems. A general theory must account for the dynamics that produce them.




This catalogue is not arbitrary. Each item represents a reliably observed output of human systems, documented across millennia and across civilisations. By OCEP, denying the capacity of the human system to produce any of these outputs — when the outputs are documented across millennia — is logically incoherent. By CCGT, any theory claiming to be a general theory of human motivation is obligated to account for all of them.

3.8.2 What Existing Theories Miss

The output catalogue reveals why no existing theory of motivation qualifies as a general theory by CCGT’s standard.

A theory that accounts for appetitive outputs but not violence is a theory of appetite, not a general theory of motivation. A theory that accounts for cooperation but not rivalry is a theory of prosocial behaviour, not a general theory. A theory that accounts for individual motivation but not institutional dynamics is a theory of individual psychology, not a general theory of the system that produces both. A theory that accounts for rational behaviour but not systematic self-misunderstanding is a theory of rationality, not a general theory of the system that produces both rational action and sincere confabulation.

This is not a criticism of existing theories — it is a statement about their scope. Maslow’s hierarchy accounts for appetitive and some intrinsic outputs but has nothing to say about crisis dynamics or institutional formation. Self-Determination Theory accounts for intrinsic outputs with great precision but does not address violence, financial crises, or systematic self-misunderstanding. Rational choice theory accounts for strategic behaviour but cannot explain why the agents it models routinely misunderstand their own preferences. Each theory is valuable within its domain. None meets CCGT for the human motivational system as a whole.

3.8.3 The Obligations This Imposes

The AIM Framework claims general theory status and, by CCGT, accepts the obligations that come with that claim. The scope of that theory is not chosen; it is entailed by the outputs the human motivational system demonstrably produces. The breadth of its implications is not ambition; it is the logical consequence of OCEP applied to a complex system.

By FED, the foundational text — this book — demonstrates the theory’s application across major output categories while entailing, without necessarily containing, the derivations for every particular domain. The entailments to law, education, art, urban planning, and economic policy are derivations from the architecture — work for the research programme, not deficiencies in the foundation.

By RR, critiques of that theory must either falsify a specific prediction, demonstrate an internal inconsistency, or provide a superior replacement that meets the same completeness criterion. “Too broad” is not a valid objection when CCGT mandates the breadth. “Unfalsifiable” is not a valid objection when the theory specifies its falsification conditions. Status-based dismissal is not an epistemic operation.



3.9 The AIM Framework’s Epistemological Standing and Falsification Posture

The preceding sections established a body of methodological machinery: OCEP and its derivatives, the Completeness Criterion, the Replacement Requirement, and the Provenance Obligation. That machinery is more formal than the methodological commitments most theories declare, and it reopens questions about evidence, attribution, and refutation that the practice of science has treated as settled for the better part of a century. A framework that imposes the Provenance Obligation on rival accounts (Section 3.4.5) cannot exempt itself from the Provenance Obligation. This section discharges that obligation reflexively: it states why this framework has the standing to add formality at the level of method, and it states the posture toward refutation that the standing entails.

3.9.1 Why the AIM Framework Reopens Epistemology

The framework did not set out to revise epistemology, the theory of how knowledge is acquired and justified. The revision fell out of the work. The argument of this book is built from the ground up, beginning with how the brain values things and ending with how whole societies can tip into crisis, and the chain connecting those two ends has to pass, at its middle, through a question about belief: how people come to believe things, how they change their minds when new information arrives, how belief spreads from person to person, and how a belief can become so entrenched across a group that evidence no longer dislodges it. This book treats those questions in detail in three later chapters. What matters at this point is not the detailed answer, which those chapters supply, but a simple consequence of having had to ask the question at all.

The consequence is this. The study of how people actually form and change beliefs is not a side topic sitting next to epistemology. It is the ground epistemology is built on. Epistemology asks how beliefs ought to be formed if they are to track what is true. The study of belief-formation describes how beliefs are in fact formed by the minds that do the forming. And epistemology is, in turn, what the scientific method rests on, because the scientific method is simply a disciplined procedure for changing one’s beliefs in the face of evidence. So a framework that ends up describing how belief actually works has, whether it meant to or not, said something about how reliable the scientific method is, and under what conditions. That is why this book has the standing to add formality at the level of method. It is not a philosophical preference. It is forced by the subject matter: the mind that forms and revises beliefs is the very thing the framework describes, and it is also the very thing the scientific method assumes it can trust.

What the framework reveals is an assumption the ordinary picture of science leaves unspoken. The ordinary picture treats the community of observers as neutral: a well-run community weighs the evidence and changes its mind accordingly, so that when such a community reaches agreement, the agreement is a sign that the evidence has been properly weighed. The later chapters of this book show that this is only conditionally true. When the members of a community are strongly influenced by one another, and when the real world is slow to deliver the verdict that would settle the matter, the community can end up drawing its confidence not from physical reality but from itself. Each member treats the others’ agreement as evidence, and the group converges, by ordinary and individually reasonable steps, on a conclusion that reflects nothing more than their shared influence on one another. From the inside this feels exactly like discovering the truth. It is in fact only agreement. The scientific method still works, but within a limit: it is trustworthy when the members of a community are not too tightly bound to one another’s opinions, and it becomes unreliable when they are. The extra care this framework takes, which later sections will make precise, is the care that becomes necessary once you can no longer simply assume that a community of observers is neutral. The framework adds formality exactly where the ordinary method assumed none was needed.

This raises an obvious objection. If groups of people can talk themselves into a false certainty by treating their own agreement as evidence, what protects this framework from being one more example of exactly that? The answer runs through the same reasoning, and it is a claim about circumstances, not about any particular person. The trap is sprung by being tightly bound to a surrounding consensus, so a clear-eyed account of a group caught in such a trap is most likely to be worked out by someone standing well outside that consensus, in the extreme case by a single investigator working alone. Working alone removes the pressure of other people’s agreement, which is the pressure that produces the trap. But working alone introduces the opposite danger. A person reasoning in isolation has only their own mind to check their conclusions against, and a mind is very good at reconfirming what it already believes, with nothing from outside to interrupt a conviction it keeps quietly confirming to itself. Worse, the framework’s own argument implies that the isolated thinker cannot fully see this happening, because a person has no reliable inner view of where their own certainty comes from. So the very isolation that protects against the group trap is what makes a private, self-reinforcing certainty hardest to notice from within. The one danger is traded for the other; neither position escapes both at once.

The framework’s own reasoning tells us what to do about that trade. It divides the work into two stages. The first stage, working out the argument, has to be done in relative isolation, so that the account is not quietly bent to fit whatever those around the investigator already believe; the unavoidable price is the private over-confidence that isolation breeds, which no amount of solitary carefulness can fully cure, because curing it would require the outside check that working alone rules out. The second stage, testing the argument, therefore has to be done by other people, working independently, precisely because that is the only arrangement in which agreement means something. Here the framework separates two things that everyday language runs together. Agreement reached because people are deferring to one another is the trap. Agreement reached because many people tried independently to knock the argument down and failed, without leaning on one another or on its author, is the opposite of the trap, and it is the only kind of agreement worth trusting. The first is the disease; the second is the cure. A framework of this kind cannot supply that second kind of agreement about itself, because the one thing a lone investigator cannot provide is an independent test by someone else. It can only be tested by others.

This is the oldest instruction in organised science, and it is the one this book asks the reader to follow. The Royal Society took as its motto nullius in verba: take no one’s word for it. Nothing in this book asks to be believed on the author’s authority. It asks the reader to withhold assent, to bring their own judgement to bear, and to run the tests. The honest description of where this book stands at the end of its argument is therefore not “proven” but “the argument is complete and the testing has not yet been done” — and that is not an apology for unfinished business. It is the proper and predicted condition of an account that has done the solitary part correctly and now needs the independent testing that alone can confirm it. Take no one’s word for it, including the author’s. Run the tests.

3.9.2 The Falsification Posture

The falsification posture is the discharge of the validation phase’s precondition. If the framework cannot certify itself and can only be certified through independent attempts to break it, then its obligation is to make itself maximally breakable. This is why the criteria stated chapter by chapter are stated in the form they take: not as defensive hedges but as targets.

A framework of this scope earns its standing not by accumulating confirmations but by naming, in advance, the observations that would break it, and it positively wants those observations sought, because it wants to be broken in the right way. A clean refutation of any single criterion the book states would not be a defeat but a service: it would identify precisely which component of the architecture is mis-specified, and it would do so at a survivable scale, in the laboratory or in bounded field settings, on populations that persist after the test. This is the mechanism by which the natural sciences advance fastest: short-timescale experiments whose failures are cheap and locatable, each disconfirmation retiring one hypothesis and sharpening the next. The framework’s operational falsifiers are offered as exactly this kind of accelerant. They are the points at which the theory has made itself vulnerable on purpose, so that empirical work can proceed against it at speed. The framework specifies its own falsification conditions not merely to survive the blanket charge of unfalsifiability, which is self-refuting (Section 3.4.3), but because supplying those conditions is the only route by which a validation the framework cannot perform on itself can be performed by others. The specific criteria are stated in their home chapters, where the mechanisms they test are derived: the criteria for the core architecture in Chapter 4, and the theory-refining nulls for Mimetic Desire in Chapter 8, with further criteria stated as each mechanism is introduced.

3.10 The Normative Entailment Principle

The methodological machinery of this chapter has so far governed what an explanation must account for (OCEP, CCGT), how a foundational text relates to its entailed scope (FED), what a valid critique requires (RR), and the framework’s own epistemological standing (Section 3.9). One further methodological commitment governs the relationship between the framework’s descriptive results and the interventions and constructs the later chapters propose. It depends on everything before it: it is the point at which the logical infrastructure of description turns out to entail a specific and bounded class of prescription.

3.10.1 The Problem the Normative Entailment Principle Addresses

A general theory of a system is ordinarily assumed to be exhausted by its descriptive work. It says what the system is, how it operates, and what follows from its operation, and it is then thought to fall silent at the point where the question turns from what is the case to what ought to be done. On this assumption, any normative content, any recommended intervention, any proposed construct, is a separate undertaking that must be justified on grounds external to the theory: a value premise imported from ethics, a policy preference imported from politics, a goal imported from the analyst’s own commitments. The descriptive framework and the normative programme are held to be two enterprises joined only by the analyst’s decision to pursue both.

That assumption does not hold for this framework, and the reason it does not hold is itself a structural feature of the derivations rather than a preference of the author. Certain interventions and constructs are not imported into the framework from outside it. They fall directly out of the derivations, in the strict sense that once the descriptive result is established, the intervention or construct follows as a consequence of the same reasoning that established the result, with no additional value premise required to reach it. Where this is so, the intervention is not an application of the theory. It is an entailment of the theory, and to omit it would be to leave the derivation incomplete rather than to observe a proper boundary between description and prescription.

3.10.2 Statement of the Normative Entailment Principle

Normative Entailment Principle (NEP). Where a descriptive result of the framework identifies a structural condition under which the system produces a determinate and specifiable harm, and where the same reasoning that establishes the result also specifies the condition whose alteration removes or bounds that harm, the construct that names that condition and the intervention that alters it are entailments of the descriptive result and not additions to it. Such constructs and interventions carry the same epistemic status as the descriptive result from which they follow, subject only to the further premise that the specified harm is to be avoided, a premise the framework treats as the minimal condition of the analysis being conducted at all rather than as a contestable value commitment.

In plain language. Most theories describe the world and stop there, and anything they go on to recommend has to be argued for separately, using values brought in from somewhere else. This framework is different in a specific and limited way. Some of its recommendations are not brought in from anywhere else. They are simply the second half of a sentence whose first half is a description. When the framework shows that a particular structural condition reliably produces a particular harm, it has, in the very same breath, told you what to change to remove or contain that harm, because the thing to change is the condition it just named. Pointing that out is not moralising. It is finishing the derivation. The only value the framework asks you to grant is that the harm in question is worth avoiding, and if you did not grant even that, there would be no reason to be analysing the harm in the first place.

3.10.3 The Engineering Standard

The distinction at work here is the ordinary distinction an engineer draws, and the engineering case makes plain that entailed prescription is neither unusual nor a species of overreach. Consider the design of an engine. A description of the engine specifies what it is and how it works, and among the things that description establishes is that the engine runs on the combustion of fuel, that combustion generates heat that must be carried away, and that the moving parts bear against one another under load. From those descriptive facts, and from them alone, it follows that the engine requires fuel, requires coolant, and requires oil, and that without them it will not run, will overheat, or will seize. No one regards the instruction keep oil in the engine as a value judgement smuggled in from outside mechanical engineering, or as the designer imposing a preference on the operator. It is simply the second half of the sentence whose first half describes how the engine works. The requirement is entailed by the conditions of the system functioning at all, and to describe the engine while withholding the requirement would be to give an incomplete description, not to respect a boundary between engineering and advice.

The interventions this book identifies stand in exactly that relation to its descriptive results. They are the oil and the coolant of a motivational architecture operating under conditions its design did not anticipate. That they are unfamiliar, and that no prior account has named them, changes nothing about their logical character. A novel engine running in a novel environment may require a maintenance condition that no earlier engine required and that no operator has been told to observe, and the novelty of that condition is no argument that it is optional or that stating it exceeds the engineer’s remit. It is the same kind of requirement as the requirement to keep oil in the crankcase, differing only in that it has not been noticed before. The interventions derived in this book are entailed by the functioning of the human motivational system under contemporary conditions in precisely the sense that lubrication and cooling are entailed by the functioning of an engine. Their unfamiliarity is a fact about the history of the subject, not a downgrade of their status.

3.10.4 Philosophical Antecedents

Like OCEP (Section 3.1.4), NEP does not emerge from a vacuum, and it appears to breach a standing prohibition. That prohibition is real, it is specific, and NEP satisfies rather than violates it.

Hume’s Law and what it permits. The modern prohibition begins with Hume, who observed in the Treatise of Human Nature (1739) that writers pass imperceptibly from propositions joined by “is” to propositions joined by “ought” without explaining the transition (Hume, 1739/1978). The standard reading, Hume’s Law, holds that no deductive argument can validly derive an “ought” conclusion from premises that are purely factual. G. E. Moore’s Principia Ethica (1903) reinforced the boundary from the other side with the “naturalistic fallacy,” the charge that defining a value in natural terms is a category error (Moore, 1903). What is decisive for NEP is what Hume’s Law actually forbids. It forbids deriving an “ought” from an “is” alone. It does not forbid deriving an “ought” from an “is” together with an explicit end or value premise; an argument to a normative conclusion is valid whenever it contains a normative premise. NEP exhibits exactly this permitted structure: the entailed intervention follows from the descriptive result together with the single, minimal, declared premise that the identified harm is to be avoided. NEP does not breach Hume’s Law. It conforms to it and says so.

Kant’s hypothetical imperatives. The reason the engine case feels unremarkable is that engineering runs on what Kant called hypothetical imperatives. Kant distinguished the categorical imperative, which commands unconditionally, from the hypothetical imperative, which “represents the practical necessity of a possible action as a means to achieving something else that one wills” (Kant, 1785/1998). Its form is: if you will end X, you ought to take the necessary means Y. The normativity is genuine but conditional, switched on by adoption of the end and requiring no free-standing moral premise. NEP is a disciplined statement of instrumental normativity of exactly this kind: it makes the end explicit, treats it as the minimal condition of conducting the analysis at all, and lets the descriptive derivation supply the means.

Proper function and the norms of a functional description. A deeper antecedent lies in the philosophy of biology and mind, where the concept of a proper function generates norms directly from descriptions. On the etiological account developed by Millikan (1984, 1989) and Neander (1991), a trait’s proper function is what it was selected to do, and this at once licenses evaluation: a system can malfunction, a state can misrepresent, an output can be correct or incorrect relative to what the item is for. Once a system is described in functional terms, norms of proper and improper functioning are not added to the description; they are entailed by it. This is the closest structural precedent for NEP. The framework’s architecture is a functional characterisation of the motivational system (Section 3.7), so the interventions that maintain its proper functioning under mismatched conditions inherit the status of norms of proper functioning, exactly as in the biological case.

The value-freedom convention and its erosion. The convention against which NEP appears heterodox is not Hume’s and not Moore’s; it is specific to the human sciences and dates to Max Weber’s demand for value-freedom (Wertfreiheit) in social science in the early twentieth century (Weber, 1904/1949). Weber held that empirical science can establish facts and causal relations but cannot, from those alone, dictate what ought to be done, and that the investigator should refrain from prescription. It is this convention, more than any logical result, that makes an engineer’s move from finding to recommendation look permissible while the identical move in the human sciences looks like overreach. Weber’s own position, however, already conceded that values legitimately select the questions a science asks, and the value-free ideal has since come under sustained challenge from within the philosophy of science. Douglas (2009), developing the argument from inductive risk, holds that because accepting or rejecting a hypothesis under uncertainty carries non-epistemic consequences, the ideal of a wholly value-free science is untenable, and that values should instead occupy disciplined, declared roles in inquiry. NEP is aligned with this reform rather than opposed to it: it does not deny the fact-value distinction but discharges it honestly, naming its single value premise, restricting entailed prescription to what the derivation actually specifies, and leaving everything else to argument conducted on independent grounds.

The gap these traditions leave. Each tradition supplies a component. Hume delimits what a valid derivation to an “ought” requires. Kant supplies the form of the conditional, means-end “ought.” The proper-function tradition supplies the entailment from functional description to norm. Douglas supplies the contemporary case for declared rather than concealed value premises. None states, as a general and explicit methodological principle, that a descriptive result which specifies both a structural harm and the condition whose alteration bounds it thereby entails the corresponding construct and intervention at the same epistemic status. NEP names that principle, delimits it, and, in the chapters that follow, applies it.

3.10.5 Scope of the Normative Entailment Principle

Three delimitations fix the scope of NEP and prevent it from being read as a licence for unbounded prescription.

NEP is triggered only where the intervention is specified by the same reasoning that specifies the harm. It does not license the framework to recommend whatever the analyst judges likely to improve matters. The engine’s design entails that it needs oil; it does not entail any opinion about what colour the bonnet should be painted, and an engineer who insisted on the colour on the authority of the mechanical analysis would indeed be overreaching. An intervention that requires an independent value premise, a contested empirical conjecture, or a design choice not fixed by the derivation is not an entailment and must be argued for on its own terms. The principle draws a line between the interventions that fall out of the derivations and the interventions that are merely consistent with them, and only the former acquire the status the principle confers.

The constructs so entailed are constructs of avoidance and management, not of perfection. The framework’s descriptive results establish that the conditions producing mimetic crisis can be managed but not eliminated, because the architectural features that generate them are structural and cannot be removed from the system. An engine cannot be redesigned to need no cooling; heat is a consequence of combustion, and the honest instruction is to carry the heat away, not to promise an engine that never generates it. It follows, by NEP itself, that the entailed normative goal is the management of those conditions and the indefinite deferral of terminal crisis, not their elimination. The framework’s stated normative goal is therefore not an aspiration attached to the descriptive work; it is the entailed normative form of the descriptive result that elimination is architecturally unavailable, stated at the level of ambition the derivations support and no higher.

Entailed normative claims inherit the epistemic status of the descriptive results they follow from. The epistemic honesty the framework requires of its descriptive claims (Section 3.9) extends to its entailed normative claims. Where the descriptive result is established, the intervention it entails is correspondingly well-grounded; where the result is a systems-level entailment awaiting confirmation, the intervention carries the same provisional status and is to be presented as such. NEP does not convert a provisional description into a confident prescription. It transmits status faithfully across the descriptive-to-normative step, neither strengthening nor weakening the claim in the passage.

3.10.6 Consequence for the Chapters That Follow

Where a later chapter establishes a descriptive result whose reasoning also specifies the condition whose alteration bounds the harm the result identifies, the chapter states the entailed construct and intervention as part of the result, because to withhold them would be to present the derivation as though it stopped short of its own conclusion. The framework does not thereby become a normative programme. It reports, as descriptive findings about what the architecture makes available and forecloses, the interventions and constructs that its own reasoning has already produced. The normative programme developed in the later chapters is, on this account, not an addition to the descriptive framework but the collected statement of the interventions the descriptive framework entailed along the way, assembled in one place and elaborated into institutional form. This is the normative counterpart of the Provenance Obligation discharged in Section 3.9: just as the framework must trace the genealogy of the beliefs it contradicts, it must state the interventions its own derivations entail, and for the same reason, that leaving either undone would be a failure of completeness.

Logical Status of This Chapter’s Claims

The principles established in this chapter — OCEP, CCGT, FED, and RR — are logical entailments, not empirical Hypotheses. They follow from the meaning of “produces,” the structure of explanation, and the historical pattern by which general theories are evaluated. They are subject to refutation by demonstrating a flaw in the reasoning or by rejecting the premises from which they derive. They are not subject to empirical falsification in the way that the substantive claims of subsequent chapters are. The empirical content of this book begins in Chapter 4.



Establishment Summary

This chapter has established five principles that govern the evaluation of any explanation of any system:


	OCEP — if a system produces an output, the system possesses the capacity to produce that output, and denying this is logically incoherent.

	CCGT — a theory qualifies as a general theory only if it accounts for every reliably observed output of its target system.

	FED — a foundational text demonstrates application across major output categories; it is not required to derive every particular instance.

	RR — critique of a general theory must falsify a prediction, identify an internal inconsistency, or provide a superior replacement.

	NEP — where a descriptive result specifies both a structural harm and the condition whose alteration bounds it, the construct that names that condition and the intervention that alters it are entailments of the result at the same epistemic status, subject only to the minimal premise that the harm is to be avoided.



It has also identified Mimetic Deflection — the denial of demonstrated capacity on identity rather than evidential grounds — as a pattern that OCEP renders logically incoherent.

It has further established two system-theoretic foundations: that emergent properties are real properties of systems to which OCEP applies without exception, and that the substrate-neutral character of emergent patterns licenses cross-domain application wherever structural conditions are met; and that cybernetic control systems — defined by goal-state, perception, error signal, output, and feedback — provide a substrate-neutral architecture within which both biological and artificial cognitive systems can be analysed, with multi-signal integration producing an inherent loss of source identity.

Applied to human motivation, these principles and concepts establish that any general theory must account for appetitive outputs, intrinsic outputs, socially transmitted outputs, violence, cooperation, institutions, systematic self-misunderstanding, and crisis dynamics. The theory developed in subsequent chapters accepts this obligation.

Forward Connection

Chapter 4 begins the construction of the theory that this chapter’s principles oblige. It establishes why motivation requires disaggregation into three distinct sources, setting the stage for the detailed treatment of Appetites (Chapter 6), Intrinsic Motivation (Chapter 7), and Mimetic Desire (Chapter 8).



What Would Falsify This?

The Output-Capacity Entailment Principle and the Replacement Requirement are logic-level and methodological commitments rather than empirical predictions, so they carry no novel falsification criteria of their own. The framework’s posture toward falsification, and the reason it treats supplying its own falsifiers as a structural obligation rather than a courtesy, are set out in Section 3.9.2. Falsification criteria for the core architecture are stated in Chapter 4, and further criteria are stated in their home chapters as each mechanism is introduced.
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Chapter 4: The Axiomatic and Architectural Foundation of AIM

Position Statement

This chapter establishes what the AIM Framework claims the human motivational system is. It does so in two stages preceded by orientation and followed by consolidation. The orientation, in Sections 4.1 and 4.2, establishes why AIM is presented axiomatically rather than narratively and how the nine axioms set out in Section 4.3 were arrived at through derivation from the convergence of three motivationally distinct neural systems on a single common-currency integration locus. The first foundational stage, in Section 4.3, states the nine core axioms in canonical form with their foundational citations. The second foundational stage, in Section 4.4, specifies the Minimal Architecture Specification: the four processing components (Decision Hub, Body Manager, Thinker, Observer), the Belief Register mechanism, the operational loop, and the architectural localisations and derived consequences that follow. Section 4.5 completes the account of integration by distinguishing its two joint outputs, the Common-Currency Scalar (the Scalar) and Phenomenal Affect. The consolidation, in Section 4.6, situates the foundational chapter within the treatise’s larger arc, articulates the asymmetric stakes under which the treatise is offered, and bridges into the disaggregation argument of Chapter 5.

The chapter is foundational rather than argumentative: it states premises and specifies architecture. The argumentative case for disaggregating human motivation into Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, and Mimetic Desire is the work of Chapter 5, which depends on the foundations laid here and which this chapter does not itself attempt to mount.

The chapter’s central claim is that the human motivational system is a four-component architecture in which three motivationally distinct sources (the homeostatic-deficit signalling system, the dopaminergic intrinsic-engagement system, and the mirror neuron system) converge on a single integration locus that produces a scalar valuation for action selection, and that this architecture, together with the satiation and termination dynamics that distinguish the three sources, entails Source Opacity, Confabulation, Object Parasitism, and Bayesian Belief dynamics as structural consequences rather than as independent claims. The agent-based causal default is stated as a ninth axiom, on content, on which the architecture’s formal results do not depend. These consequences are the load-bearing substrate on which every derivation in the chapters that follow depends.

Dependency Statement

This chapter depends on:


	Chapter 2 for the canonical definitions of all capitalised terms (Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, Mimetic Desire, Decision Hub, Body Manager, Thinker, Observer, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Object Parasitism, Belief Register, Behavioural Signatures, Dashboard Gauge Principle, Romantic Lie, Mimetic Premium, and the further capitalised terms used throughout);

	Chapter 3 for the Output-Capacity Entailment Principle (OCEP), the Completeness Criterion for General Theory Status, the Replacement Requirement, and the methodological infrastructure within which the empirical premises of the axioms are evaluated;

	Chapter 1 for the introductory framing of the three motivational sources, the integration architecture, and the asymmetric stakes under which the treatise is offered;

	The Preface for the broader frame within which the methodological discipline of derivation is understood.



This chapter is depended on by every subsequent chapter in the treatise. Chapter 5 derives the disaggregation argument from the axioms and the Minimal Architecture Specification stated here. Chapter 9 (Neural Integration and Source Opacity) provides the formal proof of Source Opacity via the Data Processing Inequality, which presupposes Axiom 2’s integration and Axiom 3’s statement, in Section 4.3, of what that integration loses. The chapters on Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, and Mimetic Desire develop each source at length using the axiomatic and architectural foundation laid here. The later chapters on Bayesian Belief dynamics, institutional capture, civilisational risk, and the Knowledge Patch (the Patch) each derive their claims from the axioms and the architecture stated in this chapter rather than from independent observation.

This chapter cites empirical studies as the best available accounts of the neural mechanisms underlying the architecture the AIM axioms describe. The explanatory obligation is imposed by OCEP (Chapter 3): the human motivational system demonstrably produces common-currency integration, source-tag loss, confabulation, preconscious mimetic transmission, and the further outputs the axioms enumerate. These outputs require neural explanation. Where a cited study faces replication challenges, the relevant question under the Replacement Requirement is not whether the study is beyond dispute, but whether a superior account of the same output exists. If it does, AIM adopts the superior account; if it does not, the cited study remains the best available discharge of the obligation. The architecture of AIM depends on the outputs, not on any particular mechanistic study.

Derivation Preview

This chapter derives:


	The presentation of AIM as an axiomatic rather than narrative framework, justified by the requirements of examinability, falsifiability, parsimony, derivation-chain visibility, and the unreliability of introspective assent in a domain that includes the reader’s own cognition, together with the reach of the derivation chain and the conservation discipline that fixes it: the body spends a finite energy budget, the architecture settles where that budget is spent rather than whether, and no step in the chain may introduce a cause absent from the step before it or allow an upstream signal to stop (Section 4.1);

	The nine core axioms as the formal compression of a derivation that proceeded from Mimetic Desire as a triangular structure, through identification of the mirror neuron system as a candidate substrate, to the convergence of three motivationally distinct systems on the ventromedial prefrontal cortex and ventral striatum, to the satiation and termination dynamics that distinguish them, to the structural consequences entailed by the architecture (Section 4.2);

	Axiom 1 (Three-Source Taxonomy), Axiom 2 (Common-Currency Integration), Axiom 3 (Source Opacity), Axiom 4 (Confabulation), Axiom 5 (Object Parasitism), Axiom 6 (Differential Satiation Dynamics), Axiom 7 (Preconscious Transmission), Axiom 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics), and Axiom 9 (Agent-Based Causal Default), together with their interlocking structure and the standing of Axiom 9 as the one axiom whose subject is content rather than structure, load-bearing for the form the architecture’s failures take and not for the architecture or the results derived from it (Section 4.3);

	The Minimal Architecture Specification, comprising the Signed Valuation Principle, the four processing components (Decision Hub as integrator and action-selector, Body Manager as homeostatic-deficit signaller, Thinker as prior-maintainer and Bayesian ground-resolver, Observer as conditional Object-field Salience assessor), the Belief Register mechanism, the operational loop, and the architectural localisations and derived consequences and the crisis geometry of the coupled loop comprising the Internal Loop Gain, the critical threshold and Saddle-Node Fold, the Parasitism Theorem, the five Knowledge Patch channels, and Subcriticality Maintenance, together with the statement (rather than derivation) of the Total Stability Condition and the Critical Coupling Strength, which Appendix A, Sections A.5.7.4 and A.5.7.5 define and bound (Section 4.4);

	The two joint outputs of a single integration event, the Common-Currency Scalar as action-selection decision variable and Phenomenal Affect as the concurrently generated felt state, together with the application of the Source Opacity Theorem to both outputs, their differing durations, the analytic posteriority of the Thinker to both, and the conversion of the Scalar into action that the Affect does not undergo; and the four couplings by which the Scalar that leaves the body is carried to civilisational scale, namely integration at the Decision Hub, the Scalar’s simultaneous conversion outward into action and inward into Evidence for the Thinker, the conversion of action into Evidence for whoever observes it, and the accumulation of inter-Individual Evidence into institutional structure (Section 4.5);

	The consolidation of the foundational material into a principled basis for the disaggregation of human motivation, the articulation of the asymmetric stakes under which the treatise is offered, and the bridge into the disaggregation argument of Chapter 5 (Section 4.6).



Chapter Preview

4.1 Why AIM Requires Axiomatic Foundations Establishes the five reasons AIM is presented axiomatically rather than narratively: examinability of confronting conclusions, falsifiability of claims, parsimony of premises, visibility of the derivation chain, and the unreliability of introspective assent in a domain that includes the reader’s own cognition. Closes with how far the derivation chain reaches and why: a motivational signal does not terminate at the boundary of the body, and the derivations are held to the conservation discipline of the physical sciences, under which no step may introduce a cause absent from the step before it or allow an upstream signal to stop.

4.2 How the Nine Axioms Were Arrived At Reconstructs the nine-step derivation by which the axioms were arrived at, beginning from Mimetic Desire as a triangular structure, through identification of the mirror neuron system as a candidate substrate, identification of the integration locus and the two further convergent systems, alignment with Self-Determination Theory’s account of Intrinsic Motivation, derivation of the satiation and termination dynamics, derivation of Source Opacity via convergence-and-integration, derivation of the phenomenological diagnostics, and derivation of the remaining axiomatic structure. Closes with the role of the five quality-control constraints (parsimony, falsifiability, neural-architectural compatibility, dissociability, behavioural diagnosability) within the derivation, and a methodological-discipline acknowledgment.

4.3 The Nine Core Axioms States the nine axioms in canonical form: Three-Source Taxonomy, Common-Currency Integration, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Object Parasitism, Differential Satiation Dynamics, Preconscious Transmission, Bayesian Belief Dynamics, and Agent-Based Causal Default. Each axiom is stated with its canonical statement, explanation, supporting evidence where applicable, and foundational citations limited to no more than three per axiom. Establishes the standing of Axiom 9 as the one axiom whose subject is content rather than structure, on which the architecture and its formal results do not depend and on which the account of the form the architecture’s failures take does depend.

4.4 The Minimal Architecture and Its AIM Instantiation Specifies the four processing components of the architecture, the Signed Valuation Principle that governs their inputs to the Decision Hub, the Belief Register mechanism, the operational loop that couples them, the architecture’s characteristic failure mode, and the architectural localisations and derived consequences. States the dynamical structure of the coupled loop, the critical threshold GcritG_{crit}, the Saddle-Node Fold geometry, the Parasitism Theorem, the five Knowledge Patch channels, names (rather than derives) the Total Stability Condition and Critical Coupling Strength κc\kappa_c, which Appendix A, Sections A.5.7.4 and A.5.7.5 define and bound, and identifies Subcriticality Maintenance as the normative target. Closes with a forward pointer to Appendix A for the formal mathematical treatment.

4.5 The Two Outputs of Integration — Scalar and Affect Completes the account of integration by establishing that a single integration event emits two distinct joint products: the Common-Currency Scalar (the action-selection decision variable) and Phenomenal Affect (the concurrently generated felt state). Shows that the Source Opacity Theorem applies to both, that they differ in duration (the Scalar resolves rapidly while the affect persists), that the Thinker, being the deliberative faculty, is analytically posterior to both and can act on an affective episode only after the fact and prospectively, and that the Scalar converts to action while the affect does not, which is what fixes where the AIM Framework’s diagnostics attach. Closes by following what leaves the body through the four couplings that carry the account to civilisational scale, and notes that the Saddle-Node Fold established for the single Individual is preserved at the coupled-population scale by derivation rather than by analogy, at a decohered operating point under one-signed coupling.

4.6 From Foundation to Argument Consolidates the foundational chapter, summarises what Sections 4.1 through 4.5 have established, articulates the load-bearing role of the axioms and the Minimal Architecture Specification for every subsequent chapter in the treatise, distinguishes what the foundation has done from what the chapters that follow will do, and articulates the asymmetric stakes under which the treatise is offered. Bridges into Chapter 5 (Why Motivation Requires Disaggregation).

4.1 Why AIM Requires Axiomatic Foundations

A theory of human motivation can be presented in two ways. It can be presented as a narrative: a story about why people want what they want, organised around examples, illustrations, and the texture of lived experience, with theoretical claims emerging from the accumulation of cases. Or it can be presented axiomatically: a small set of precisely stated premises is fixed at the outset, and every subsequent claim is derived from those premises by explicit reasoning, with examples used to illustrate derivations rather than to substitute for them. The two presentations are not equivalent, and the choice between them is not stylistic. It determines what the theory can do.

AIM is presented axiomatically. The reasons are practical, and they bear on what the AIM Framework must do.

The first reason is that the conclusions AIM reaches are confronting. Many of them contradict intuitions that have been cultural inheritance for thousands of years, including the intuition that desires originate within the Individual who experiences them, the intuition that introspection is a reliable guide to one’s own motives, and the intuition that institutions which appear to function to maintain social order and cohesion are in fact functioning. Confronting conclusions invite resistance, and resistance is appropriate; conclusions are not to be accepted on the author’s word. An axiomatic presentation gives the reader an alternative to acceptance or rejection. It allows the reader to examine each axiom on its own terms, examine the derivations that follow from the axioms, and identify precisely where, if anywhere, the logic of the argument breaks down. The reader who rejects a conclusion can locate the axiom that produced it and contest the axiom directly. The reader who accepts the axioms is bound, on pain of inconsistency, to accept the derivations of they do in fact follow. This is what an axiomatic presentation gives the reader that a narrative presentation cannot: a precise specification of what is being claimed, what is being assumed, and what follows from what.

The second reason is that the conclusions AIM reaches must be falsifiable. A theory whose claims cannot be wrong is a theory that cannot be right either, in the sense that matters; it is a vocabulary rather than a science. Falsifiability requires that each claim specify the conditions under which it would be refuted. Axiomatic presentation makes those conditions explicit. Each axiom states what is the case in language sufficiently precise that a contrary empirical finding can be identified as contrary; each derivation states what follows from the axioms in language sufficiently precise that a contrary entailment can be identified as contradicting either the axioms or the derivation rule. Narrative presentation, by contrast, tends toward a register in which contrary findings can be absorbed by adjusting the narrative’s emphasis rather than by surrendering its claims. AIM’s commitment to falsifiability requires the more demanding presentation.

The third reason is parsimony. A theory of human motivation that posits more sources, components, or mechanisms than the explanatory work requires is a theory that has admitted excess machinery, and excess machinery is where errors hide. Excess machinery also tends to grow: each additional posit invites further posits to coordinate with it, and the theory expands without the expansion being earned. Axiomatic presentation forces parsimony at the foundation. The premises must be the minimum required to generate the explanatory and predictive work the theory does; any premise that can be removed without losing a derivation is a premise that should be removed. The discipline this imposes is not aesthetic; it is functional. A parsimonious foundation is easier to test, easier to refute, and easier to repair if a part of it fails.

The fourth reason is that the derivations matter. AIM is not, primarily, a catalogue of claims about motivation. It is a derivation chain: a sequence of entailments from a small set of axioms about what the human motivational architecture is, through statements about what that architecture necessarily does, to statements about what consequences follow at the scale of the Individual, the institution, the network, and the civilisation. The derivation chain is the theory. The axioms exist to be its starting points. Any presentation that obscures the derivation chain, by interleaving claims at different levels of inference or by treating distinct entailments as if they were independent observations, undermines what AIM is doing. Axiomatic presentation keeps the derivation chain visible at every step.

The fifth reason is more particular to this treatise. AIM’s domain is the architecture of human cognition, and the claim AIM makes about that architecture is that it is largely invisible to the Individual whose cognition it is. Source Opacity, the Individual’s structural inability to read, by introspection of the integrated signal, the source decomposition of any given desire, is one of the framework’s central results. A theory of an architecture that operates beneath conscious access cannot be tested by appeal to what the reader feels is true about their own motivation, because what the reader feels is precisely the output of the architecture rather than a window into it. The theory must therefore stand on grounds independent of introspective endorsement. Axiomatic presentation supplies those grounds. It allows the reader to evaluate the theory by examining its premises and its derivations, rather than by checking whether the theory’s claims match the reader’s pre-existing self-understanding. In a domain where self-understanding is itself one of the things the theory is explaining, this is the only sound basis on which evaluation can proceed.

These five reasons taken together fix the presentation. AIM is presented axiomatically because the conclusions are confronting and must therefore be examinable, because the claims must be falsifiable and must therefore be precise, because the foundation must be parsimonious and must therefore be minimal, because the derivation chain is the theory and must therefore be visible, and because the domain includes the reader’s own cognition and cannot therefore rely on the reader’s introspective assent.

There is a tradition of axiomatic work in philosophy and the social sciences that AIM does not belong to. Axiomatic presentation does not mean that the axioms were derived from pure reason without reference to empirical findings. The nine axioms in Section 4.3 are empirical claims about how the human motivational system works, grounded in the published findings of neuroscience, psychology, and behavioural research; the foundational citations attached to each axiom identify the empirical basis on which that axiom rests. Axiomatic presentation does not mean that the framework is closed to revision. Each axiom specifies the conditions under which it would be refuted, and a definitive empirical refutation of any axiom would require the framework to be revised or rejected. Axiomatic presentation does not mean that the framework is more certain than the empirical findings from which it is constructed; it means that the framework is no more certain than those findings, and that its inferential structure is exposed to view rather than concealed in the connective tissue of narrative.

The chain reaches as far as it does because the physical process it describes reaches that far. A motivational signal does not terminate at the boundary of the body, it transduces. The body is a system with a finite energy budget, drawn in through the channels set out in Section 1.8, and at every moment that budget is being spent: on maintaining tissue, on holding attention on one thing rather than another, on moving the limbs. What the architecture specified in this chapter settles is not whether the budget is spent but where. The signal leaving the Decision Hub does not itself supply the energy of the act; it directs it, in the way that a valve does not supply the pressure in a pipe but determines what the pressure does. The physical act then follows as a consequence. A body moves, a thing is made or broken, a word is said, a resource changes hands, another Individual is helped or harmed. The architecture works within four constraints, and they are not of one kind. One budget runs down: the body’s energy envelope, drawn in as fuel and oxygen and spent continuously, whose state the Body Manager reports as deficit (the drive to breathe, hunger, fatigue, sleep pressure) without itself deciding where it is spent. Two capacities limit what can be taken in at any moment without being depleted by use: the Observer’s attention, which selects only so much of an unbounded field (Section 4.4.7), and the Thinker’s deliberation, which holds one line of resolution at a time (Section 4.4.3). Neither capacity is used up by its own exercise, but both are bounded by the envelope: as fatigue and sleep pressure rise, the Observer selects less of the field and the Thinker holds a line of resolution less securely (Lim and Dinges, 2010; Appendix A, Section A.2.2). One channel spends all of it: the Decision Hub selects one action at a time, and because the direction of attention is among the actions it selects, the same selection fixes both what the Individual acts on and what the Individual attends to (Section 4.4.1). Competition between the components is competition at that channel. When the Observer’s Salience dominates the integrated Scalar, the Decision Hub’s selection moves to what the Observer marked, and the Scalar the Decision Hub returns to the Thinker is the one the Thinker must then resolve, so the Thinker’s work is displaced without any draw on the Thinker’s own capacity (Section 4.4.5).

The derivations are therefore held to a conservation discipline, which is the ordinary accounting rule of the physical sciences applied to an account of motivation. Energy is neither created nor destroyed but only converted from one form into another, and the same is required of every step in the chain: no step may introduce a cause that was not present in the step before it, and no step may allow an upstream signal simply to stop. Where an account says that a motivation “leads to” a social outcome without specifying the conversion, something has gone missing from the books, and what has gone missing is usually the mechanism on which the whole explanation depended. Holding the accounting closed is what obliges the argument to continue across the space beyond the Individual’s skin. Having fixed what the sources are and how they integrate, the treatise cannot put the pen down at the body’s edge, because the signal does not stop there.

The next section, Section 4.2, reconstructs the derivation by which the nine axioms were arrived at. The derivation history is itself part of what justifies the axioms taking the form they do. A reader who knows where the axioms came from, what constraints they had to satisfy, and what alternatives were considered and rejected can evaluate the axioms against those constraints. After Section 4.2, Sections 4.3 and 4.4 state the axioms and specify the architecture in their canonical form, and Section 4.5 completes the account of integration by distinguishing its two joint outputs. Section 4.6 closes the chapter by consolidating what has been established and bridging into Chapter 5.

4.2 How the Nine Axioms Were Arrived At

The nine axioms set out in Section 4.3 were not posited at the outset of this project and then defended. They were the formal output of a derivation that proceeded from a single concept, through a question about that concept’s neural substrate, to an architectural account of human motivation, to the satiation and termination dynamics that distinguish the architecture’s components, to the entailments that follow from those dynamics, and finally to the compressed statement of those entailments as a premise set. This section reconstructs that derivation. Following the derivation permits the axioms to be evaluated against its evidential and architectural constraints rather than against the author’s authority.

The derivation has nine steps, which are set out in turn below.

The first step is the starting concept: Mimetic Desire as a triangular structure. The concept was acquired from the work of René Girard, whose literary analyses establish that desire is not a straight line from a desiring subject to a desired Object but a triangle with a Model, another Individual, at its apex: the subject desires the Object because the Model desires it, the Object’s perceived value being raised, in the subject’s valuation, by the Model’s pursuit of it. Girard’s account is presented in literary and anthropological terms rather than neural terms, and within his frame the question of what neural structure would support such desire-copying is not specifically addressed. But the question is natural once the concept is in hand. If desire can be transmitted from a Model to a subject, the transmission must occur through some pathway in the subject’s brain, and that pathway must connect the subject’s perception of the Model to the subject’s own valuation of the Object. The first step in the derivation was to ask what pathway that might be. Girard himself framed his observations as a hypothesis, rather than a complete theory. AIM takes that hypothesis as a starting point for this theory.

The second step is the identification of the mirror neuron system as a candidate substrate. Mirror neurons are a class of neurons that fire both when an Individual performs an action and when the Individual observes another performing the same action. They were first identified in macaques, and a human homologue is evidenced at the systems level, and they constitute a neural mechanism by which observation of another’s behaviour generates, in the observer, a partial neural representation of the observed behaviour as if the observer were performing it. The mapping from this mechanism to Girard’s triangular desire is direct: if the subject observes the Model pursuing an Object, the subject’s mirror neuron system represents the Model’s pursuit, and that representation contributes to the subject’s own valuation of the Object. The literature on mirror neurons had already entertained this possibility before AIM was formulated, and several authors had suggested that mirror neurons may provide a substrate for the acquisition of desire from observed others. The derivation took this suggestion as a working Hypothesis.

The third step is the question of how mirror neuron output becomes action. A mirror neuron system that represents observed behaviour without that representation contributing to the observer’s own action selection is a system that does nothing. The representation must reach the part of the brain that selects what the observer does next. The relevant integration locus is well established in the literature: the ventromedial prefrontal cortex and the ventral striatum encode a common-currency subjective value signal for each Object the Individual considers, and action selection is performed on that signal. The third step in the derivation was therefore to ask what other systems converge on that integration locus, because the existence of one system feeding the integration locus implied the existence of others.

The fourth step is the identification of the two further convergent systems. Working through the literature on common-currency valuation, the systems that converge on the ventromedial prefrontal cortex and the ventral striatum, alongside the mirror neuron system, are the homeostatic-deficit signalling system and the dopaminergic intrinsic-engagement system. The homeostatic-deficit system is the one that signals when the body is out of balance: the drive to breathe, hunger, thirst, pain, thermoregulatory deficit, and the broader class of signals indicating that the Individual’s physiological or basic-security state has departed from a set-point. The dopaminergic intrinsic-engagement system is the one that rewards engagement in activities that are rewarding in the doing rather than for their outcomes: curiosity, mastery, exploration, and the broader class of activities that the Individual continues without external reward. These two systems, together with the mirror neuron system, are the three motivational pathways that converge on the integration locus. No fourth pathway was identifiable in the literature, and parsimony, which holds that no more pathways should be posited than the explanatory work requires, fixed the count at three.

The fifth step is the alignment of the dopaminergic intrinsic-engagement system with Self-Determination Theory’s account of Intrinsic Motivation. Self-Determination Theory, developed by Edward Deci and Richard Ryan and elaborated over decades of work, distinguishes intrinsically motivated activity, pursued for its own sake, from extrinsically motivated activity, pursued for external reward. The framework identifies three innate psychological needs, autonomy, competence, and relatedness, whose satisfaction supports intrinsic motivation, and it documents the conditions under which intrinsic motivation flourishes or is undermined. AIM’s account of Intrinsic Motivation aligns closely with the Self-Determination Theory account at the level of phenomenology and behaviour, and the foundational citations for the I-component in Section 4.3 acknowledge that alignment. The two frameworks differ in their treatment of motivation outside the intrinsic category, in their account of what happens at the integration locus, and in the consequences they derive at the scale of the institution and the civilisation, but at the level at which Self-Determination Theory has done its most thorough work, AIM treats Self-Determination Theory’s findings as direct and substantial support for its own I-claims. AIM does not, however, treat Self-Determination Theory as providing a complete account of the functions of the dopaminergic intrinsic-engagement system.

The sixth step is the derivation of the satiation and termination dynamics. The three convergent systems do not operate in the same way at the timescale of behaviour, and the differences in how they operate are what make them separately identifiable from observable behaviour. The homeostatic-deficit system is the Body Manager of the Minimal Architecture Specification set out at 4.4, the dopaminergic system is its Thinker, and the mirror neuron system is its Observer. The Body Manager operates on a deficit-and-restoration cycle: the deficit is detected, a signal is generated to motivate corrective action, the corrective action is taken, the deficit is corrected, and the signal subsides. Once the Individual has eaten, the hunger signal does not continue to compete for action selection; it is gone until the next deficit arises.

The Thinker registers the absence of whatever the process it is running requires, and a process of any extent requires a series of Objects rather than one. The Individual making a chair requires timber, then a saw, then nails, then sandpaper, each at its own stage and not before, and a deficit is registered at each stage for the Object that stage requires. Action directed at the Object corrects that deficit, and it corrects it by doing the work the stage required, which is what advances the process to the stage registering the next. Carving the wood is not obtaining the wood. Acquisition is the special case in which the state the process requires is possession, which is why the tools an I-process needs satiate on reaching functional adequacy while the greater part of a process closes its stages by doing rather than by getting. Each correction is a hand-off rather than a discharge: the standing deficit, which is for the finished chair, is undiminished by the nailing of the joint, and what the nailing removes is an obstruction to the next stage. The Decision Hub’s indifference to how many Objects occupy the intermediary position in series (4.4.1) is what permits a process to run through them.

Not every stage recruits the Thinker. Where a stage’s requirement is already resolved and to hand, action proceeds on cached value, and it is the stage that departs from what was predicted, the nails that are not where they were left, that returns the Thinker to the problem.

This structure is not peculiar to the pursuits ordinarily called intrinsic. It is what the Thinker does whenever a process is running, and which component’s signal set the process is a separate question from how the process runs. A hungry Individual’s Thinker takes the correction of that hunger as its problem and signals the absence of the money, the shop, the rice, the pot, or the heat, in the same form as the furniture maker’s Thinker signals the absence of the sandpaper, and an Individual procuring medicine runs a process of the same shape as an Individual learning to cook. Cooking is a craft for one Individual and provisioning for another, and the stages are indistinguishable from outside.

The difference between the sources therefore sits in the generating condition rather than in the process, and it is a difference in what becomes of that condition once the process completes. A homeostatic set-point drifts back, so the Body Manager commissions the same process again, and the recurrence belongs to the set-point and not to the pursuit it commissions. A goal state the Thinker set for itself does not drift: the chair is finished and stays finished, the piece is learned, the problem is worked through, and the standing deficit closes because the state it was for has been reached. That closure is the satiation of an I-process, and it presents as accomplishment rather than as satiety. The next process the Thinker sets need not be that one.

Boredom belongs to neither axis. Boredom reports that the Object under attention holds no unresolved residue for Ground-Resolution to work on, which is a fact about what that Object still affords and not about what the running process requires. The two signals are independent, and every combination of them occurs: a process may be fully supplied and abandoned to boredom, which is the state of the fourth identical chair leg with every tool to hand, and a process may be blocked for want of an Object with engagement wholly undiminished, which is the state of the missing nails. Where the process is itself an inquiry, completion and the exhaustion of residue arrive together, because the state the process was for is a committed posterior and reaching it is what leaves nothing further to resolve. Coincidence there is not identity. The I-process accordingly terminates on completion, on the exhaustion of resolution, or on interruption, and only the second of the three is boredom.

The Observer runs a process of its own, and it is a process of a different kind. Its process is the ongoing identification of Salient Objects in the environment: a continuous conditional Salience assessment over the whole perceived Object field, tracking the movement and the Salience of any Object for the guidance of action, the branch moved by the wind, the vehicle through the corner, the cup on the table. Models are Objects in that field and are read by the same apparatus, their observed orientation tracked for the same action-guiding reason as any other Object’s movement, and the Salience installed by observing another Individual’s directional valence toward or away from an Object is therefore entailed by a general perceptual function rather than produced by a faculty dedicated to reading agents.

A process of identification over a field has no completion condition. There is always more field to identify over, and identifying is itself what generates the signal, so the process runs for as long as the Individual is conscious and perceiving, and the identifications succeed one another without accumulating toward a terminus. What the process registers is Salience rather than deficit, so no closure is available to it even in principle. It also does not terminate in boredom, because boredom is the exhaustion of the resolution the Thinker was running and the Observer’s process does not depend on conscious engagement at all. An Object leaving the perceived field ends that Object’s reading and not the process, which ceases only when the Individual stops perceiving

The Observer’s process reaches the Thinker’s by one route. The Salience contribution enters the Decision Hub as one signed term, is integrated with the other two, and returns to the Thinker as tag-stripped Evidence, and Ground-Resolution sets a process on whatever attribution it then returns. That process has the standing deficit, the series of staged Objects, and the hand-offs of any other. The Individual earns the money, finds the seller, pays and takes delivery, and each stage registers and closes its own deficit exactly as the stages of the chair do. Nothing in the conduct of the process discloses what set it.

What separates the Observer is again what becomes of the setting condition once the Thinker’s process completes, and here the condition is being regenerated by a process that has not stopped. Salience tracks an Object as pursued rather than as possessed, so possession ends the movement the reading was tracking and the signal collapses at its source, having closed no deficit because none was ever recorded, the Salience of the pursued Object simply ends while the Observer, still identifying, forms the reading against the next Object. The condition relocates rather than drifting back or staying closed. The Thinker’s process therefore completes without discharging any deficit of its own, which is why completion arrives here with at most a brief sense of success and without the durable accomplishment that closure on a Thinker-set goal state carries. Where the reading was comparative, the field the next identification runs over has itself been altered by the acquisition, and the demand re-forms one position further on; that upward recalibration is the downstream expression of the architecture rather than its cause, and the non-satiation is already entailed by the unboundedness of the field the identification runs over.

The processes performed by the Body Manager, Thinker and Observer are three systems running sub-processes of one system working in concert with each other, not three systems that happen to differ. The Body Manager monitors set-points, the Observer identifies Salient Objects, and the Thinker runs the goal-directed processes that any of the three conditions can set, so the stages of a pursuit look the same whichever condition set it and the Decision Hub integrates all three contributions before any of them reaches that pursuit. The separation is available only in what happens after a pursuit completes: whether the demand returns for the same Object on a cycle, holds closed, or re-forms one position further on. That is why the satiation dynamics are read from behaviour over an interval rather than from the pursuit itself.

The names of the three sources. Intrinsic Motivation and Mimetic Desire carry the names of the literatures that characterised them: Self-Determination Theory (Deci and Ryan, 1985) and Girard (1961). Appetites takes its name from a different place. Girard rests Mimetic Desire on a distinction between desire, which is copied from a Model and has no point of satiation, and the appetites and needs grounded in the body, which mimesis can attach to but does not constitute (Girard, 1972, 1978). Hunger and thirst are the plainest members of that second class, and in ordinary speech they are what an appetite for food or drink means. The ordinary word also carries satiation in its default sense: an appetite is the kind of wanting that a meal or a drink brings to an end, and speech marks the exception by adding a word, an insatiable appetite, when a wanting does not end. That default is the property by which the AIM Framework separates the source from Mimetic Desire, which carries no closure condition (Axiom 6). The ordinary word is wider than that, and the physiology of hunger draws the line elsewhere: Cannon and Washburn (1912) separated hunger, the sensation of the empty stomach’s contractions, from appetite, the learned anticipation of particular foods. The capital marks the defined term. Appetites in the AIM Framework names the homeostatic deficit signal, which is Cannon’s hunger rather than his appetite, and the system that signal belongs to was characterised by the physiology of homeostasis (Cannon, 1932). Which food or drink would repair the deficit is not part of the signal; identifying that is the Thinker’s work (Section 4.4.3). None of the three names is coined, because the AIM Framework unifies those literatures and does not stand apart from them. Each describes one of the three convergent systems accurately within its own frame, and none supplies the integration that joins the three or the consequences that follow from it. A framework that renamed what those literatures had already named would present as their rival, when its claim is that each is correct about its own system and incomplete about the motivational system as a whole.

The letters carry an order as well as an abbreviation. A, I and M is the order in which the architecture’s normative structure takes the sources up: A is secured first, because an elevated Appetite dominates the Decision Hub and displaces the I-processes (Chapter 6, Section 6.7). An Individual whose deficits remain uncorrected will die. I is enabled on that floor, and M is bounded, because it records no deficit and so carries no closure condition that could limit it (Axiom 6). An elevated Appetite does not displace M, which runs for as long as the Individual is conscious and perceiving (Section 4.4.2). The same order governs the duties to protect A, enable I and bound M (Chapter 17, Section 17.12.5).

A borrowed name brings its literature’s frame with it, and in one case that frame is narrower than the component it names. Girard’s term names what the Individual experiences, a wanting copied from a Model. The component the AIM Framework places under that name is the Observer, whose output is Salience: a reading of which Objects in the field are marked as valued, formed over the whole perceived field and installed by Models as its social special case. Girard’s account is an account of that special case, which is also where the escalating pathologies of the source live (Section 4.4.7); the general case, Salience formed with no Model present, has no counterpart in it. Mimetic Desire in Girard’s sense is what that reading becomes once it is integrated, tag-stripped and resolved by the Thinker into a ground (Section 4.4.7). The source keeps Girard’s name because his is the literature that identified it; the specification of the Observer governs what the source does. The same holds for all three names: where a source’s name and its component’s function would be read differently, the function governs.

The seventh step is the derivation of Source Opacity from the convergence-and-integration structure. Three systems feed signals into a single integration locus that produces a single Scalar for action selection. The integration is a many-to-one map: three inputs, one from each system, are summed into one output, and every value of that output is produced by many combinations of the three. Once the summation has occurred, the source of any given contribution to the Scalar is no longer represented in the Scalar. The intuition is captured by an analogy of pipes: if two pipes join into one, and a quantity of water is taken from the joined pipe, the quantity cannot be traced back to which of the two source pipes it came from, because the joining operation did not preserve that information. The same is true of the integration at the ventromedial prefrontal cortex and the ventral striatum: the source-tag identifying which of the three systems contributed what is not preserved in the integrated Scalar. Downpipe processes, including the conscious-cognitive system that the Individual identifies with their own deliberation and self-knowledge, operate on the integrated Scalar and therefore have no access to the source decomposition. This is Source Opacity. Source Opacity is not a contingent failure of self-awareness; it is a structural consequence of the architecture. The formal proof of Source Opacity, via the Data Processing Inequality applied to the integration mapping, is presented in Chapter 9. The derivation in this chapter is the verbal form of that proof.

The eighth step is the derivation of the phenomenological diagnostics from how each system’s signal presents in conscious experience. Source Opacity destroys the source-tag at the integration step. But the three systems differ in how their signals present in conscious experience upstream of integration, and those differences leave behavioural traces from which source can be inferred even though they cannot be introspected by disaggregating the Scalar itself. Appetites persist into conscious awareness as long as the deficit is uncorrected: the Individual feels hungry, feels the pain, feels the cold, and the feeling does not subside until the cause of the signal is addressed. The phenomenology is available because the underlying signal is sustained over a timescale long enough for conscious cognition to register it. Intrinsic Motivation is the Thinker’s own operation presenting in conscious experience: the Individual is aware of the activity because the Thinker’s engagement is what the activity consists of. Thinking about a problem one finds interesting, playing music one is mastering, working on a piece of writing one is invested in, are activities the Individual notices because the noticing is the activity. Mimetic Desire is different from both. The mirror neuron system operates on a timescale, characterised in the literature as roughly sixty to three hundred and forty milliseconds for the relevant integration steps, that is faster than conscious awareness can register. By the time the Individual is consciously aware of an Object, the mirror neuron system’s contribution to that Object’s valuation has already been delivered to the integration locus, and the system is already conditioning on the next Object in the Individual’s perceptual field. The acquisition event leaves no phenomenological residue, and in the human substrate conscious awareness was not yet present when the event occurred. This is what makes M structurally invisible to introspection in a way A and I are not: M is not merely tag-stripped at integration, it leaves no residue, and in the human substrate it is also preconscious at acquisition.

The ninth step is the derivation of the remaining axiomatic structure. The four-component architecture (the three convergent systems plus the integration locus that becomes the Decision Hub in the Minimal Architecture Specification) and the three satiation-and-termination dynamics together entail the rest of the axiomatic structure. Confabulation, the generation of plausible but inaccurate narratives about the causes of choice, follows from Source Opacity combined with the Individual’s need to give an account of their own behaviour. Object Parasitism, the operation of M by inflating the perceived value of A-Objects and I-Objects rather than by generating a separate Object-class, follows from the mirror neuron system’s mode of operation: it assesses Salience of Objects in the perceptual field, and the Objects in the perceptual field are largely the same Objects that A and I systems are valuing. Bayesian Belief dynamics follow from the operation of the conscious-cognitive system on the evidence available to it, an evidence base that is itself partly produced by the architecture rather than independent of it. The agent-based causal default is grounded in what the brain developed to do: the mirror neuron system’s tuning to agents (entities perceived as Models) rather than to abstract systemic causes. Each of these entailments was derived from the architectural and dynamic foundations rather than posited as an independent claim, and each is stated as an axiom in Section 4.3 because the formal compression of an entailment is itself a starting point for further derivation.

The five constraints that operate as quality controls on this derivation, mentioned in Section 4.1 and recurring throughout this treatise, did their work at specific points in the nine steps above. Parsimony did its work at step four, fixing the count of convergent systems at three by requiring that no fourth system be posited unless the explanatory work demanded it; and again throughout step nine, requiring that each entailment be derived rather than independently claimed. Falsifiability did its work at step six, requiring that the satiation and termination dynamics be specified in language sufficiently precise that contrary findings could be identified as contrary; and again at step seven, requiring that Source Opacity be specified as a structural consequence of integration rather than as a vague claim about introspective limits.

Neural-architectural compatibility did its work at every step, requiring that no axiom contradict established findings on common-currency valuation, dimensionality reduction, mirror neuron function, dopaminergic reward processing, or homeostatic regulation. Dissociability did its work at step eight, requiring that the three sources be distinguishable from observable behaviour and not merely from theoretical stipulation. Behavioural diagnosability did its work at the boundary between the foundational chapter and the disaggregation chapter that follows it, requiring that the architecture support practical inference about which source is dominant in a given Individual’s behaviour at a given moment, since a theory of motivation that cannot be applied to behaviour is a theory that does no useful work. The constraints are not the source of the derivation. They are the discipline within which the derivation was conducted.

The conclusions arrived at along the path above were not anticipated at the outset. Many of them, including the conclusion that introspection is structurally unreliable for source identification, the conclusion that Mimetic Desire is preconsciously acquired and therefore inaccessible to self-correction by conscious deliberation alone, and the conclusions that follow at institutional and civilisational scale in later chapters, were as confronting to the author as they will be to the reader. The discipline of following the entailments wherever they led, rather than redirecting the derivation when it pointed toward uncomfortable conclusions in tension with prior intuition, is the discipline this treatise asks its readers to share. The Preface and Chapter 1 set out the broader frame within which that discipline is offered, and Section 4.6 of this chapter returns to it at the close of the foundational material. The axioms set out in Section 4.3 are the formal compression of where the derivation arrived, not the formal expression of where it began. The reader who reads them in that light is reading them as they were intended.

4.3 The Nine Core Axioms

AIM rests on nine axioms that together constitute the framework’s irreducible premises. These axioms are not arbitrary stipulations but empirically grounded claims about human motivational architecture. They represent the minimal commitments required to generate AIM’s explanatory and predictive power.

The axioms are stated below in canonical form with their foundational citations. No more than three canonical sources are cited for each axiom. This discipline is necessary because all deductions made throughout this book flow directly from these axioms. Other empirical evidence may be cited to support how these axioms play out; however, in each case the axiom is what is relied on, not the illustrative example. Further empirical validation is explicitly outside the scope of this text (no new empirical evidence is offered); however, further development, peer review, falsification, or refinement are all welcomed.

4.3.1 Axiom 1: Three-Source Taxonomy

Canonical Statement: Human motivation arises from exactly three neurologically distinct sources (Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, and Mimetic Desire) and no additional source is required for a parsimonious, falsifiable account of human motivation.

The Three Sources Defined:

Appetites (A): Homeostatic drives that report the state of the body (oxygen and the drive to breathe, hunger, thirst, sleep, pain, thermoregulation), pushing behaviour toward returning the body to its set-points and subsiding rapidly once it has returned.

These are the motivations that come from the body being out of balance: needing air, food, water, rest, warmth, or bodily safety. They feel urgent while active, tightly drive behaviour toward relief, and fall away quickly once the need is properly met. This is why securing Appetites is a precondition for Intrinsic Motivation to show up reliably: when A-signals are elevated, they dominate the Decision Hub. Thinking does not stop, because working out what would fix the deficit is thinking, but the pursuits that are rewarding in the doing are pushed aside, and with them long-term, systemic and creative thought. Mimetic Desire is not pushed aside: the part of the mind that notices what stands out in the surroundings keeps running for as long as one is awake and perceiving, and under deficit what stands out first is whatever within reach would fix it, which is usually food, water or shelter rather than another person.

The A-category is bounded by the body. It comprises the biological drives in the narrow sense (oxygen and the drive to breathe, hunger, thirst, thermoregulation, sleep pressure) and the body’s own condition: present exposure, present tissue damage, present pain. Physical safety enters A only as that condition. The classification of an Object in the field as a future threat is not an A-signal; it is Observer Salience conditioned by the Thinker’s threat-prior (Section 4.4.2). A circumstance in the world, such as a lack of money or of shelter, does not enter A as a circumstance either. It reaches A only through what it does to the body: sustained stress, whether set off by the circumstance itself or by the Thinker’s appraisal of it, raises the stress hormones, tightens the chest and shifts the body’s set-points, the condition the physiology of stress calls allostasis and, when prolonged, allostatic load (Sterling and Eyer, 1988; McEwen, 1998). The Body Manager reports that bodily state as it reports any other deficit, and the Thinker, which registers the body’s condition directly (Section 4.4.2), has it too. What the Body Manager reports is the state of the body, never the circumstance that produced it: knowing that the money has run out belongs to the Thinker, as does identifying the Objects that would repair the deficit (Section 4.4.3). Shelter, income, healthcare and safety are the means by which A-deficits are prevented and repaired, which is why securing them secures A, but they are not what A signals.

Intrinsic Motivation (I): Self-endorsed engagement in activities that are rewarding in the doing (curiosity, mastery, play, exploration, care, aesthetic and creative work) that Individuals continue in private without audience or external reward, typically strengthening as competence and meaning deepen.

The critical diagnostic feature of Intrinsic Motivation is Private Persistence (the continued pursuit of an activity without audience, external reward, or social reinforcement). If an activity continues when no one is watching and no external reward is contingent on performance, across an interval long enough for an established Mimetic valuation to release (Section 4.4.13.2), the motivation is not Mimetic Desire in its special case, and where the engagement also deepens with competence it is I-driven. This distinguishes Intrinsic Motivation from Mimetic Desire in its special case, which loses its input without audience and falls away once the loop holding it releases.

Importantly, the desire to be with other people is an Intrinsic Motivation (for example, loneliness, the desire to perform to an audience as expression rather than status-seeking), as these desires persist in private and drive the Individual to find ways to connect with others. Not all social motivation is mimetic; genuine connection and care are I-driven (including empathy).

A critical distinction governs I-satiation dynamics:


	Intrinsic engagement itself (mastery, curiosity, flow) is non-satiating and deepens relative to the same mode, instrument, or tool. A guitarist pursuing mastery does not reach a point where mastery is “full” and further engagement becomes unwanted. Competence generates new frontiers; curiosity answered generates new questions; flow deepens as challenges increase (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990).

	I-enabling Objects (tools, instruments, materials, access to locations for the process) do satiate. The guitarist wants a guitar. Once she possesses a guitar adequate for her current level and anticipated development, the Object-desire terminates. She does not want additional guitars beyond functional adequacy.



Further Object-acquisition beyond what the process requires signals likely M-contamination rather than genuine I-need. The diagnostic is what the upgrade does once acquired: if the new Object goes into the process and the process changes with it, the current tool was limiting the process and the upgrade met a genuine I-functional need; if the new Object is used while it is new and the process then continues on the old one, or does not continue at all, the upgrade was M-driven (the Fallow Signature, Chapter 7, Section 7.5.2.1).

Mimetic Desire (M): The Salience channel: in the general case M is a continuous, signed reading of which Objects in the perceived field are marked as valued and where each sits, conditioned on priors the Thinker maintains. In its distinctive special case, M’s input is the observed pursuits and valuations of other Individuals, so that what Models (Individuals whose behaviour, preferences, or status serve as reference points for another Individual’s valuation of Objects) pursue, display or signal value for is read as Salient, strongly shaped by observability and prestige cues, and prone to rivalry when several Individuals’ readings converge on the same scarce Object. M encodes no deficit; the wanting the Individual experiences is what integration makes of the reading (Axiom 3). Section 4.2 sets out why the source carries Girard’s name for this system.

In the most significant special case Mimetic Desire is characterised as the wanting that comes from watching others want. When Individual A observes Model B pursuing Object X with apparent enthusiasm, A’s valuation of X increases, not because A has learned new information about X’s properties, but because of B’s pursuit of it (Girard, 1961).

What passes from B to A is not a desire but a reading: B’s pursuit marks X as Salient in A’s field. A comes to want X with the urgency of a need because integration renders that reading as a deficit (the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Section 4.4.0), and A experiences the wanting as self-generated because the reading’s source is not preserved (Axiom 3).

Mimetic Desire is strongly shaped by:


	Observability. M responds to what can be seen or otherwise observed. Desires for Objects that cannot be displayed or compared are less subject to M-amplification; desires for highly visible Objects are more subject.

	Prestige cues. M is amplified when the Model is high-status. Wanting what high-status others want is more intense than wanting what low-status others want (Zink, Tong, Chen, Bassett, Stein, and Meyer-Lindenberg, 2008).

	Scarcity. M is amplified when the Object is scarce or contested. If many Individuals want the same limited Object, M intensifies through rivalry dynamics.



M is prone to rivalry because mimetic transmission causes multiple Individuals to converge on the same Objects. When A and B both want X because they have copied each other’s desires (directly or through a shared Model C), they become rivals. The rivalry can escalate through positive feedback: A’s intensified pursuit of X signals to B that X is even more valuable, intensifying B’s desire, which signals back to A, and so on. This escalation dynamic is central to AIM’s account of social pathology and is developed fully in Chapter 8 (Mimetic Desire).

Exhaustiveness and Mutual Exclusivity:

The taxonomy is exhaustive: every motivational signal entering the Decision Hub originates from one of these three sources. There is no fourth source required to account for any human motivation. This claim is defended in Sections 5.5 and 5.6.

The taxonomy is mutually exclusive: each motivational signal originates from exactly one source. However, any given Object can receive motivational weight from multiple sources simultaneously. A meal can address hunger (A), provide gustatory pleasure in the eating (I), and signal status through its expense or exclusivity (M). The sources are distinct; the Objects they target may overlap.

Foundational Citations:


	For Appetites: Cannon, W.B. (1932). The Wisdom of the Body. W.W. Norton & Co. Cannon’s work establishes homeostasis as the fundamental principle governing physiological drives. The body maintains set-points for temperature, blood chemistry, hydration, and nutrition; deviations from these set-points generate motivational signals that drive behaviour toward restoration. This provides the conceptual foundation for A as deficit-driven motivation with natural satiation upon restoration.

	For Intrinsic Motivation: Deci, E.L. & Ryan, R.M. (1985). Intrinsic Motivation and Self-Determination in Human Behavior. Plenum. Deci and Ryan’s Self-Determination Theory establishes that humans have innate psychological needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness that generate motivation independent of external reward or homeostatic deficit. Activities satisfying these needs are pursued for their own sake and are undermined by contingent external incentives (the Overjustification Effect). This provides the conceptual foundation for I as process-rewarding motivation distinct from both A and M.

	For Mimetic Desire: Girard, R. (1961). Deceit, Desire, and the Novel: Self and Other in Literary Structure. Johns Hopkins University Press. Girard’s literary analysis establishes the triangular structure of desire: the subject desires the Object because the mediator (Model) desires it. Desire is not a straight line from subject to Object but a triangle with the Model at the apex. This provides the conceptual foundation for M’s special case, the wanting transmitted through observed Models, and for the escalating pathologies that live there; the general case, Salience over the whole perceived field with no Model present, extends Girard’s account (Section 4.4.7).



4.3.2 Axiom 2: Common-Currency Integration

Canonical Statement: The three motivational sources converge in a Common-Currency valuation system centred in the ventromedial prefrontal cortex (vmPFC) and ventral striatum that encodes a single scalar subjective value signal for each Object, enabling unified choice by converting unlike inputs into a comparable metric. That integration locus is the ventromedial prefrontal cortex and the ventral striatum / nucleus accumbens.

Explanation:

Although A, I, and M are distinct systems with different properties, the brain must eventually produce a single “do this next” decision. The Decision Hub integrates all three sources into one priority signal, like mixing three audio channels into a single speaker output.

This integration can be approximated as a weighted sum:

U(x)=wA⋅UA(x)+wI⋅UI(x)+wM⋅UM(x)U(x) = w_A \cdot U_A(x) + w_I \cdot U_I(x) + w_M \cdot U_M(x)

where wA+wI+wM=1w_A + w_I + w_M = 1. The weight wMw_M is labelled β\beta in Appendix A (Section A.2, restatement M3); the two notations refer to the same parameter.

This is the AIM Integration Equation. The weights represent the proportional influence of each source on the current decision. These weights are not fixed traits but state-dependent variables that shift with context: hunger elevates the Appetites weight; a more salient Object field elevates the Mimetic Desire weight, which is non-decreasing in field salience (Appendix A, Section A.9.3); and any rise in one weight is taken from the others, because the three sum to one. The weights must be inferred from behaviour and context rather than read directly from self-reports (due to Source Opacity and Confabulation).

The Common-Currency architecture explains why:


	Trade-offs are possible. An Individual can sacrifice A-satisfaction for M-gains (dieting to look attractive) or M-satisfaction for I-engagement (abandoning a prestigious career for meaningful work) because all three sources feed the same valuation system and can be compared.

	Source Opacity is inevitable. The integration is a many-to-one map: three inputs (A, I, M) are summed into one output (scalar value). Source tags cannot be preserved in the integrated signal because the integration maps many source combinations onto each value of the output.

	Prediction requires disaggregation. Although the integrated signal is one-dimensional, the satisfaction conditions of the three sources differ (Axiom 6, Differential Satiation Dynamics). Predicting whether satisfying a desire will produce durable welfare requires knowing which source led it, which is not readable from the integrated signal and must be inferred from the Individual’s resulting behaviour (Axiom 6).



Supporting Evidence: The Wanting-Liking Dissociation

Additional support for the Common-Currency architecture comes from Kent Berridge’s research on the Wanting-Liking Dissociation (the neurobiological separation between “wanting,” or incentive Salience mediated by dopaminergic circuits, and “liking,” or hedonic pleasure mediated by opioid circuits) (Berridge, 2004). “Wanting” and “liking” are neurobiologically distinct systems that can be independently manipulated.

M amplifies wanting without proportionately amplifying liking. The Individual pursuing an Object for relative position experiences intense wanting, the urgency of the pursuit and the willingness to expend effort, but often experiences muted liking. The pleasure when the Object is reached is disappointing, and the victory feels hollow. This explains the chronic dissatisfaction characteristic of M-dominance: wanting intensifies while liking remains flat or declines.

The Wanting-Liking Dissociation also explains M’s lack of a natural satiation signal, whose ground is the Salience-Deficit Asymmetry of Axiom 6. Liking is, in one degree or another, the phenomenology of satisfaction, and each source’s liking follows the deficits that source closes. In the bodily case the dependence is measured: the same stimulus is pleasant to a body short of its set-point and unpleasant to one already restored, the alliesthesia that ties bodily pleasure to the correction of a deficit (Cabanac, 1971), so the liking of Appetites accompanies a deficit as it closes and fades with it, as with eating. Intrinsic Motivation closes deficits at two grains, and the literature of intrinsic motivation already separates the two likings that result. Each stage of a process registers and closes its own deficit as the work proceeds (Section 4.2), and the liking that accompanies those closures, one after another, is the joy in the doing: the “inherent satisfactions” by which Self-Determination Theory defines intrinsic motivation (Ryan and Deci, 2000), and the activity enjoyment that flow intensifies (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). The standing deficit of the goal state closes when the state is reached, and the liking that accompanies that closure is accomplishment, the joy and pride that the study of achievement emotions places on the outcome side of the same division (Pekrun, 2006). In I, wanting and liking therefore track together, because every stage of the pursuit closes something.

M records no deficit, so there is nothing for it to satiate against, and a reading that closes no deficit has no liking of its own to deliver; whatever pleasure an M-led acquisition brings is the A- or I-liking of the Object the reading fell on (Section 4.4.11). An M-led success still brings the joy and pride of an outcome, the promotion achieved or the contest won (Pekrun, 2006), but that liking is fleeting and does not sustain the Individual. What closes is a pursuit that cannot be continued: possession ends the reading that set it (Section 4.2), and the Object, once obtained, has lost the Salience that made it wanted. Wanting is what the reading feeds once integration renders it as lack, so in M the two come apart: when wanting escalates on a reading that closes nothing, no satiation signal is generated, and the Individual continues wanting more even though acquiring more produces no additional pleasure.

Foundational Citations:


	Levy, D.J. & Glimcher, P.W. (2012). The root of all value: a neural common currency for choice. Current Opinion in Neurobiology, 22(6), 1027-1038. The definitive meta-analysis confirming that the vmPFC and ventral striatum integrate diverse reward types (monetary, primary, social, aesthetic) into a common value signal that predicts choice.

	Chib, V.S., Rangel, A., Shimojo, S. & O’Doherty, J.P. (2009). Evidence for a common representation of decision values for dissimilar goods in human ventromedial prefrontal cortex. Journal of Neuroscience, 29(39), 12315-12320. Demonstrates that the vmPFC encodes the value of qualitatively different goods (food, money, consumer items) on a common scale, enabling direct comparison and trade-off.

	Bartra, O., McGuire, J.T. & Kable, J.W. (2013). The valuation system: A coordinate-based meta-analysis of BOLD fMRI experiments examining neural correlates of subjective value. NeuroImage, 76, 412-427. A comprehensive meta-analysis localising the valuation system and confirming that subjective value across domains is represented in overlapping neural regions.



4.3.3 Axiom 3: Source Opacity

Canonical Statement: After Common-Currency Integration, the source decomposition is not preserved in the output signal. Downstream circuits, including those supporting conscious introspection, cannot reliably identify which source generated a given motivational input from the integrated signal alone.

The loss is not confined to identity. The three inputs are not of one kind, and integration changes what one of them reports as well as erasing which one reported it; what each component encodes, and what integration makes of the one that encodes no deficit, is specified with the components at Section 4.4.0.

Explanation:

Once the brain has collapsed A, I, and M into a single “I want this” feeling, it has lost the tag indicating which channel contributed what. This is not a failure of self-awareness but an architectural fact: three inputs (A, I, M) have been summed into one output (scalar value) by a many-to-one map, necessarily discarding the source decomposition.

The loss is structural rather than incidental. There is no separate “source memory” system that preserves the breakdown; the information is simply not represented in the integrated signal. Downstream processes, including conscious awareness, verbal report, and deliberative reasoning, operate on the integrated signal and therefore cannot recover the source decomposition from it.

Source Opacity has four implications:


	A Salience reading is received as a demand for correction. Integration confers the felt character of a correction on the Mimetic contribution, a lack where the reading is positive and a threat where it is negative, which is the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle derived with the components at Section 4.4.0, and it is the principal cost of Source Opacity: not that the Individual cannot say where a want came from, but that a reading of where value sits arrives as a lack, and a reading of what is to be kept from arrives as a threat.

	Introspection is unreliable for source identification. When asked “why do you want this?”, the Individual cannot directly access the answer because the source tags have been discarded. They can only generate post-hoc explanations based on plausible-sounding narratives (Confabulation).

	Wisdom traditions’ prohibitions fail. The prohibition “thou shalt not covet” assumes the Individual can identify which desires are covetous (M-driven) and which are legitimate (A-driven or I-driven). Source Opacity means precisely that this identification is architecturally impossible through introspection. The wanting arrives already unlabelled, and it arrives in the form of a need: the prohibition asks the Individual to renounce what presents to them as a lack requiring correction, which is a categorically harder demand than renouncing a preference, and it is the demand the architecture guarantees will be experienced.

	Behavioural diagnostics are required. Since introspection cannot reliably identify source, Behavioural Signatures (the observable patterns in an Individual’s behaviour across contexts that carry information about which motivational source is dominant) must be used instead: Does the desire persist in private? (I) Does it satiate when the obtained Object is applied to, or consumed by, the body? (A) Does it track observability and prestige cues? (M) These diagnostics operate on observable behaviour rather than subjective report.



Scope of the claim. The Axiom is a narrow claim about one signal: the integrated motivational value on which the Decision Hub selects an action, and what can be recovered from that value. It is not a claim about neural representation elsewhere in the system. The brain represents a great deal of other information about the Object being valued, what kind of thing it is, where it is, what it looks like, and that information reaches the Thinker by the ordinary channels of perception and inference, untouched by integration (Section 4.4.3). What cannot be recovered is how much each source contributed to the value that moved the Individual to act. Nor does the Axiom deny structure among the motivational inputs before they are integrated. The valuation system keeps some: alongside a value signal that is the same whatever kind of good is being valued, distinct regions register the value of particular kinds of good, such as food, money or trinkets (McNamee, Rangel, & O’Doherty, 2013). Those categories are kinds of Object, not sources of motivation. And once three quantities have been added together, the total cannot be taken apart again. Many different combinations of the three give the same total, so the total alone cannot show which combination produced it, and that holds however the three were organised before they were added. The Individual acts on, and reads, the sum.

Source Opacity identifies the constraint surface, the precise locus where self-knowledge breaks down. The constraint is permanent. The integration is a many-to-one map: every value of the Scalar is produced by a whole family of source combinations, so no function of the Scalar can recover which combination produced it, and that loss is strict. The Data Processing Inequality then guarantees that no processing downstream of the Scalar recovers what the integration discarded. The one architectural premise is that introspection is such downstream processing, reading the Scalar and not the channels that fed it (Scalar-Only Delivery). The Source Opacity Theorem is proved formally in Chapter 9 (Neural Integration and Source Opacity) and stated at Appendix A, Section A.2 (restatement M5a). Given that premise, it follows from the mathematics of many-to-one compression and not from any further commitment of the AIM Framework.

But the integrated Scalar is not the only information channel available. An Individual’s behavioural output across contexts (public versus private, sated versus hungry, with audience versus alone) carries superimposed signatures of each source: state-dependence and satiation for A, Private Persistence and deepening for I, non-satiation for M, and audience-dependence for M in its special case. These signatures are not read off any single value of the Scalar. They are the course the Scalar, and the behaviour it drives, takes across contexts, which no instant of it contains. The Two-Question Diagnostic (introduced fully in Chapter 18, The Knowledge Patch) operates on this second channel. It functions as a prism, disaggregating superimposed Behavioural Signatures into distinguishable bands, not by reversing Source Opacity, but by routing around Source Opacity entirely, reading the Scalar’s course across contexts and the behaviour it drives rather than interrogating any single value of the integrated signal. Source tags are permanently destroyed for introspection. The observable Behavioural Signatures remain available for inferential reconstruction, post hoc. That reconstructive, post-integration inference is Source-Tagging: the Individual re-attributes a source to an integrated wanting by applying conceptual instruments, contextual cues, and I-Override, because Common-Currency Integration discarded the native source-labels.

I-Override Information Architecture:

Source Opacity destroys the source decomposition of the integrated signal: which channels (A, I, or M) contributed, and in what proportions. All other information processed prior to integration (contextual cues, temporal sequence, behavioural history, environmental conditions, bodily states, and the Content of the desire itself) remains accessible to conscious awareness.

This means that while the Individual cannot directly perceive “this desire is M-driven,” they can access the contextual information that would allow inference: “I started wanting this right after seeing my colleague acquire one”; “this desire intensifies when I imagine others seeing me with it”; “this desire evaporates when I imagine having it in complete privacy.” The AIM Framework provides the conceptual vocabulary to make such inferences explicit, enabling what is termed I-Override: the Thinker’s inference of the source-attribution that Source Opacity leaves unreadable, which routes around Source Opacity rather than restoring the source-tags. Because I-Override is an operation of the Thinker, it is available only once the Thinker has been recruited. Until then, action-selection proceeds automatically, on the cached values of habit and on the priors the Individual already holds (Section 4.4.3), and nothing is in place to perform an override. The Thinker is recruited by an open question, a novelty or a prediction-mismatch (Section 4.4.3), so I-Override can occur only at those points. Where the recruitment comes before the action is selected, the inference can redirect the action; where it comes after, the inference can only revise the Beliefs on which the next selection runs.

Why the Mimetic contribution in particular cannot be recovered by this route is derived at Section 4.4.12, where three conditions that hold together (the Legibility Gradient, the Salience character of the signal, and the destruction of its tag) are shown to entail non-satiation, Confabulation and the escalation dynamics that follow from them.

Foundational Citations:


	Nisbett, R.E. & Wilson, T.D. (1977). Telling more than we know: Verbal reports on mental processes. Psychological Review, 84(3), 231-259. The landmark paper establishing that humans lack introspective access to the cognitive processes driving their choices. Subjects confidently reported reasons for their choices that could not have been the actual causes (experimentally controlled factors that subjects were unaware of).

	Johansson, P., Hall, L., Sikström, S. & Olsson, A. (2005). Failure to detect mismatches between intention and outcome in a simple decision task. Science, 310(5745), 116-119. Demonstrates Choice Blindness (the failure to detect when the outcome of a choice has been surreptitiously swapped). Subjects who chose photograph A, but were handed photograph B, often failed to notice the switch and proceeded to confabulate reasons for preferring B.



4.3.4 Axiom 4: Confabulation

Canonical Statement: The brain routinely generates sincere but inaccurate narratives about the causes of choice, filling gaps in introspection with plausible reasons that do not match the actual motivational sources. Mimetic Desire is especially vulnerable to misattribution because its signal is a Salience reading received under the category of deficit, and because it leaves no residue against which that reception could be checked.

Explanation:

When asked to explain their choices, Individuals construct stories that sound reasonable but are often wrong. These are not lies or in any way dishonest; the Individual genuinely believes their explanation. They are post-hoc rationalisations created after the decision has already been made.

Confabulation is not an occasional error but a structural feature of how human cognition handles the gap between experienced wanting and absent source-information. The pattern is consistent:


	The Individual experiences wanting (phenomenologically vivid).

	The Individual lacks access to the wanting’s origin (neurally obscured by Source Opacity).

	The conscious mind generates a plausible narrative (“I want this because…”).

	The narrative draws on available cultural materials (authentic choice, genuine preference, personal values, rational assessment).

	The narrative feels subjectively true, indistinguishable from genuine recollection.



Confabulation intensifies under scrutiny. When the narrative is challenged, the Individual does not reconsider the source of the desire; instead, they generate increasingly elaborate defences of the confabulated narrative (Haidt, 2001). The challenge activates motivated reasoning, which produces deeper entrenchment rather than correction. This is not stubbornness but Bayesian updating on the Self-Model (the Individual’s internal representation of their own motivational architecture): each time the Individual articulates the confabulated explanation, it becomes evidence for the Self-Model, increasing the posterior probability that the explanation is correct. Challenge triggers additional articulation, generating additional Self-Model evidence, further increasing commitment.

Confabulation also co-opts the introspective search the Individual substitutes for I-Override. The Individual who suspects their desire might not be authentic will introspect, seeking the “real” reason. But introspection operates on the integrated signal (from which source tags have been discarded), so the “real” reason it discovers is simply another confabulated narrative, experienced as a deeper Truth. The attempt to detect Mimetic Desire through self-examination becomes the occasion for more sophisticated Confabulation.

The Romantic Lie:

The Romantic Lie (Girard’s term for the culturally transmitted Belief that desires originate autonomously within the Individual, that authentic selfhood is the wellspring of wanting) is not a modern Western phenomenon but an architectural constant (Girard, 1961). Every culture generates confabulated narratives about desires’ origins. The specific Content varies: Western Romanticism emphasises authentic individual choice; honour cultures emphasise righteous defence of dignity; ascetic traditions emphasise disciplined transcendence. But the structure is constant: M is misattributed to other sources because no accurate attribution is introspectively available. The Romantic Lie is what Confabulation looks like at civilisational scale: the collective version of the narrative that each Individual generates to fill the gap left by Source Opacity.

Foundational Citations:


	Gazzaniga, M.S. (2000). Cerebral specialization and interhemispheric communication: Does the corpus callosum enable the human condition? Brain, 123(7), 1293-1326. Gazzaniga’s split-brain research reveals the left-hemisphere Interpreter, a neural system that generates confident, coherent, and entirely incorrect explanations for actions initiated by the right hemisphere. In intact brains, the same Interpreter system operates on Source Opacity: when the actual motivational source is inaccessible, the Interpreter generates a plausible narrative and the Individual believes it.

	Haidt, J. (2001). The emotional dog and its rational tail: A social intuitionist approach to moral judgment. Psychological Review, 108(4), 814-834. Establishes that moral judgments are produced by rapid intuitive processes, with conscious reasoning serving primarily as post-hoc justification rather than causal driver. When reasons are experimentally undermined, the judgment persists (“moral dumbfounding”), confirming that the stated reasons are confabulated rather than causal.

	Wegner, D.M. (2002). The Illusion of Conscious Will. MIT Press. Demonstrates that the experience of consciously willing an action is constructed after the fact rather than causing the action. The sense of agency is itself a confabulated narrative, generated by the same Interpreter system that generates confabulated motivational explanations.



4.3.5 Axiom 5: M as Amplifier (Object Parasitism)

Canonical Statement: Mimetic Desire does not generate its own independent Object-category. Its Salience reading falls on Objects that already carry A- or I-functional roles, and integration renders that reading as additional value attached to them, a Mimetic Premium experienced as intrinsic to the Object rather than as socially added.

Explanation:

Mimetic Desire is a parasite, not a creator. Mimetic Desire does not make Individuals want things that have no A-function or I-function; it makes Individuals want more of things that already serve A or I purposes, and to pay more for them than their A-functional or I-adequate value warrants.

Consider a house. Its A-function is shelter: protection from the elements, physical safety, a base for daily activities. Its I-function might include satisfaction in maintaining a garden, comfort in a space that supports creative work, or the work of studying and adapting its design. Its M-function is the Salience it carries: the pleasure its design gives as perceived (Chapter 8, Section 8.1.9), and the status it signals within a reference group through its size, location, architectural prestige, and price. Object Parasitism means the M-component does not create a separate “status house” Object; it inflates the valuation of the same house that also provides shelter and intrinsic engagement.

This parasitic structure is what makes Mimetic Desire so difficult to detect. When the Individual pursues a larger house, they can point to genuine A-considerations (more space for family members, neighbourhood safety) and genuine I-considerations (garage for craft, large garden for gardening). The M-component (that the house is larger than the neighbour’s, that it signals position within the reference group) need never be consciously acknowledged because the A and I justifications are genuinely present. This is not hypocrisy. The Individual is not lying when they cite A and I reasons. Those reasons are real. The M-inflation is additional: it operates by amplifying the motivational weight attached to A-Objects and I-Objects without generating any distinctive phenomenology.

The Mimetic Premium (PM, the portion of an Object’s perceived value attributable to M-amplification rather than to A-function or I-adequacy) represents the socially transmitted valuation component. PM is not a price set by a single Model; it is the internalised network average of confabulated valuations across the Individual’s reference group. Because each Individual in the network confabulates their own M-valuation as authentic (Source Opacity, Confabulation), the network average is itself a confabulated quantity, a collective fiction experienced as objective market value.

The Mimetic Premium has a counterpart on the side of the Individual who holds the Object. Individuals are themselves Objects in one another’s fields, valued by the same architecture that values a house, and the aggregate valuation that other Individuals direct at a given Individual, averaged over time, is that Individual’s Status. The Mimetic Premium and Status are one Salience contribution seen from its two ends: the Mimetic Premium is the component of an observer’s valuation of an Object attributable to the Salience the Object carries, and the aggregate of those premiums across the observers who value the Individual holding it is the Status the Object confers (the Status-Premium Duality, derived at Chapter 8, Section 8.12). The house’s M-function is this relation. Its size, location and price draw the reference group’s valuations toward the Individual who holds it, and the premium paid for the house is paid for that draw.

A critical consequence: Status cannot be purchased, although the Mimetic Premium is paid as though it could. Three features establish this. First, Status is constituted within other Individuals’ valuation architectures, and nothing an Individual spends writes into them. An Individual can act to become Salient but cannot set the valuation another computes (the Salience-Emission Asymmetry, Section 4.4.12), so the premium buys the Object and not the valuation the Object was bought to draw.

Second, Status gained through the Mimetic Premium is zero-sum across the reference group. It is a relative position, so an expenditure that raises one Individual’s Status lowers the Status of the other members of the reference group, each of whom now stands lower relative to the Individual who gained. The loss is spread across the group rather than borne by any one member, and it falls most sharply on those whom the Individual’s holding of the Object excludes from it. The field pays for a redistribution of rank and gains none in total (the Zero-Sum Status Competition, derived at Chapter 8, Section 8.12.4). Third, the Mimetic Premium an Individual pays reflects their own M-valuation, not an objective property of the Object; the same Object carries a different Mimetic Premium for different Individuals depending on their reference groups and Model structures, so the premium measures the payer’s valuation of the signal and not the signal’s effect on anyone else.

Object Parasitism generates a double parasitism: M parasitises A-Objects and I-Objects at the motivational level (inflating their perceived value), and the Mimetic Premium parasitises the A-Functional Price and I-Adequate Price at the economic level (inflating what Individuals are willing to pay). This produces Price Decomposition, the analytical separation of any Object’s total price into its three components: the A-Functional Price (what the Object would cost if purchased solely for its ability to correct deficits, or maintain the baseline), the I-Adequate Price (the additional cost of quality sufficient to support genuine process-engagement), and the Mimetic Premium (the residual price attributable to status signalling, positional competition, and socially transmitted valuation).

Foundational Citations:


	Lebreton, M., Kawa, S., Forgeot d’Arc, B., Daunizeau, J. & Pessiglione, M. (2012). Your goal is mine: Unraveling mimetic desires in the human brain. Journal of Neuroscience, 32(21), 7146-7157. Demonstrates that Objects are rated more desirable once perceived as the goal of another agent’s action, that observing the action engages the mirror-neuron system while desirability is represented in the brain valuation system (ventral striatum and ventromedial prefrontal cortex), and that mimetic desire is induced by the first modulating the second, with the strength of that coupling predicting individual susceptibility.

	Zink, C.F., Tong, Y., Chen, Q., Bassett, D.S., Stein, J.L. & Meyer-Lindenberg, A. (2008). Know your place: Neural processing of social hierarchy in humans. Neuron, 58(2), 273-283. Establishes that the brain tracks social hierarchy through dedicated circuits that modulate valuation in the ventral striatum, demonstrating the neural pathway through which M-signals amplify Object valuation.

	Campbell-Meiklejohn, D.K., Bach, D.R., Roepstorff, A., Dolan, R.J. & Frith, C.D. (2010). How the opinion of others affects our valuation of objects. Current Biology, 20(13), 1165-1170. Directly demonstrates that knowledge of others’ valuations modulates the Individual’s own vmPFC valuation of the same Object, confirming the neural mechanism of mimetic valuation amplification.



4.3.6 Axiom 6: Differential Satiation Dynamics

Canonical Statement: The three motivational sources exhibit fundamentally different satiation profiles. Appetites satiate episodically and recur cyclically. Intrinsic Motivation does not satiate at the level of the Thinker’s function (though each process the function sets closes when the state it was for is reached, and I-enabling Objects satiate at functional adequacy). Mimetic Desire does not satiate at all, because the Observer’s function is continuous conditional Salience assessment over the whole perceived Object field, which cannot complete while perception continues; the reset of its reference points with each achievement is the expression of that non-satiation, not its cause.

Explanation:

A, I, and M do not merely differ in what they make Individuals want; they differ in what happens after the want is satisfied. This difference is the key to predicting welfare outcomes and designing effective interventions.

Appetites: Cyclic satiation. A-desires terminate upon deficit-correction and return when the deficit recurs. The hungry Individual eats, hunger subsides, the Individual is genuinely satisfied (not suppressing ongoing desire but experiencing its absence), and some hours later hunger returns. This cyclic pattern means A-needs can be genuinely met: providing food to the hungry actually terminates their hunger until the next cycle. A-satisfaction produces durable welfare gains within each cycle.

Intrinsic Motivation: Deepening without satiation. I-engagement does not terminate upon success; competence generates new frontiers. The guitarist who masters one technique discovers new techniques to pursue. The researcher who answers one question discovers new questions to ask. I-engagement produces sustainable wellbeing precisely because it deepens rather than resets. Each achievement opens new horizons rather than closing the book (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). However, I-enabling Objects (tools, instruments, access) do satiate at functional adequacy: once the guitar is good enough to support the current level of engagement, desire for a better guitar terminates (until skill advances enough to require better equipment).

Mimetic Desire: No satiation. Mimetic Desire records no deficit to close, so there is no quantity against which it could satiate, and acquisition removes the condition that produced the signal without closing anything. The upward recalibration of the comparison set after each gain (the Reference-Set Reset, whose trajectory is the Mimetic Treadmill developed in Chapter 8) is the lived expression of that non-satiation, not its cause. Why the Observer’s function admits no closure condition is derived with the components at Section 4.4.12.

This explains why societies that achieve material abundance (A-sufficiency) often fail to achieve widespread happiness. Surplus resources flow into M-channels (status competition) rather than I-channels (intrinsic engagement), producing no welfare gain despite rising expenditure. The Easterlin Plateau (Easterlin, 1974) is the macroeconomic signature of Differential Satiation: aggregate spending increases, but because the marginal spending is M-driven, aggregate welfare stagnates.

The Salience-Deficit Asymmetry. A and I encode deficits; M encodes Salience. This is the load-bearing asymmetry beneath the surface symmetry of the Integration Equation. A deficit signal carries its own termination condition, since closing the deficit silences the signal. A Salience signal carries none, since the quantity it reads (an unbounded environment, as Section 4.4.7 specifies) has no terminal value. The non-satiation of M is therefore not a contingent behavioural observation but an entailment of what M encodes together with the unboundedness of the Observer’s domain, and the felt-deficit character of M is an entailment of Source Opacity operating on that Salience signal at integration.

A complementary and deeper statement of the same non-satiation holds on the emission side. Where the Salience signal is the Individual’s own drive to be Salient to others, its terminating quantity, sufficient valuation by others, is doubly unavailable: it is exogenous (computed in the other Individual’s architecture and not operable by the first) and event-shaped (each acknowledgement passes rather than persists). No endogenous, closable termination signal is therefore available even in principle, which is why the emission drive recurs one position higher each time it is met (the Salience Ratchet Principle) rather than resolving. This emission-side account supplements, and does not displace, the domain-unboundedness account above: the reception side explains why the detection signal has no terminal value, the emission side explains why the drive to be Salient cannot close its loop.

The asymmetry also fixes how mimetic crises terminate. With self-regulating feedback on the A-channel and the I-channel and none on the M-channel, the loop-gain threshold is crossed by a Saddle-Node Fold rather than by sustained oscillation, which is derived at Section 4.4.13.3 and formally at Appendix A.5.3.

Foundational Citations:


	Berridge, K.C. (2004). Motivation concepts in behavioral neuroscience. Physiology & Behavior, 81(2), 179-209. Berridge’s work on incentive Salience and the Wanting-Liking Dissociation provides the neural framework for understanding appetitive motivation and the divergence between wanting and liking that characterises M-dominant states.

	Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1990). Flow: The Psychology of Optimal Experience. Harper & Row. Csikszentmihalyi’s research on flow states establishes that optimal experience feeds back into higher complexity and skill, preventing simple satiation. The flow channel requires increasing challenge matched to increasing skill; the process is self-perpetuating rather than self-terminating.

	Veblen, T. (1899). The Theory of the Leisure Class. Macmillan. Veblen’s foundational analysis of pecuniary emulation and conspicuous consumption establishes that status-seeking is inherently comparative and therefore cannot reach a natural endpoint. Each achievement shifts the comparison set; relative position is zero-sum across the population.



4.3.7 Axiom 7: Preconscious Transmission

Canonical Statement: The Observer’s reading of other Individuals’ valuations is formed and delivered to the Common-Currency system faster than conscious report, through the mirror-neuron and social-cognition systems by which a general perception channel reads the directional valence of agents; in the human substrate the best-current estimate of that latency is 60–340 milliseconds. M-signals therefore reach the Common-Currency system with no accompanying phenomenology the Individual could consciously catch. That their source cannot be recovered afterwards is Source Opacity (Axiom 3), which holds whatever the latency.

Explanation:

By the time an Individual becomes consciously aware of wanting something in a social context, the mimetic signal has already been processed and fed into the Decision Hub. Mirror neurons (networks of neurons in premotor, parietal, and prefrontal cortex that activate both when an Individual performs a goal-directed action and when they observe another Individual performing that action) and social-reward circuits operate faster than conscious thought, automatically reading the goals observed in others and the value at the Objects those goals are directed to (Rizzolatti and Craighero, 2004; Caggiano et al., 2012).

The Timing Architecture:


	T = 0-100ms: Visual processing of observed action.

	T = 60-340ms (the Transmission Window): Mirror-neuron activation reads the Model’s goal and the value at its Object; valuation circuits in the ventral striatum begin modulating the Object’s subjective value.

	T = 300-500ms: Attentional gating and conscious awareness become possible.

	T = 500ms+: The Individual experiences wanting Object X as a present state.



By the time the Individual becomes consciously aware of wanting X (T = 300-500ms), the mimetic transmission is already complete and integrated (T = 60-340ms, the Transmission Window). The acquisition event (the moment when the Model’s desire became the Individual’s desire) occurred in a preconscious window that is structurally inaccessible to introspection.

The Libet Window:

The Libet Window (the 350-800 millisecond interval between neural initiation of action and conscious awareness of intention, established by Libet, Gleason, Wright, and Pearl, 1983) provides additional context. The brain begins preparing for voluntary action 350-800ms before the Individual consciously “decides” to act. This creates a temporal window during which mimetic inputs (which activate at 60-340ms) can influence the decision architecture before consciousness arrives. By the time the Individual reports “I decided to do X,” the neural systems have already integrated the mimetic signal, and consciousness confabulates a narrative (“I chose this because it aligns with my values”) that misattributes the M-driven choice to authentic A or I motivation.

Mirror Neurons and Predictive Activation:

Mirror neurons fire predictively, up to 480 milliseconds before an observed action occurs, indicating they represent the goal or intention behind the action, not merely the visible movement (Rizzolatti and Craighero, 2004). This predictive activation allows the brain to simulate others’ goals internally, which becomes one pathway through which the Observer reads a Model’s valuation: seeing someone pursue an Object activates the same neural circuits that would fire if the observer were pursuing it themselves, marking the Model’s goal Object as Salient in the observer’s field.

Social-reward circuits (including mirror neuron systems and related social-cognition networks) are why humans are such powerful social learners; they support language acquisition, skill transmission, and coordination. But they also make humans vulnerable to mimetic contagion when combined with Source Opacity. The same architecture that enables cultural learning enables status-driven desire transmission, and the system cannot distinguish between them.

Preconscious Transmission ensures that mimetic influence is experienced as a fait accompli of desire rather than a deliberative choice. The Individual does not experience “Person B wants X, should I also want X?” They experience “I want X” with no accompanying phenomenology indicating social origin. This timing architecture is why the acquisition event cannot be caught by conscious reflection; that its source cannot be recovered afterwards is Source Opacity (Axiom 3), which holds whatever the latency. The mimetic acquisition event is not merely forgotten or suppressed; it was never consciously registered in the first place.

This is why wisdom traditions’ prescriptions to resist covetousness or “examine your desires” have limited efficacy against M. The prescriptions assume the Individual can catch the desire at its inception and evaluate it. Preconscious Transmission means the desire has already been integrated before any catching is possible.

Foundational Citations:


	Libet, B., Gleason, C.A., Wright, E.W. & Pearl, D.K. (1983). Time of conscious intention to act in relation to onset of cerebral activity (readiness-potential). Brain, 106(3), 623-642. Libet’s landmark experiments establish the temporal gap between neural preparation for action and conscious awareness of intention, demonstrating that neural processes initiate actions before conscious decisions.

	Caggiano, V., Fogassi, L., Rizzolatti, G., Casile, A., Giese, M.A. & Thier, P. (2012). Mirror neurons encode the subjective value of an observed action. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 109(29), 11848-11853. Demonstrates that the observation responses of mirror neurons in macaque premotor area F5 are modulated by the value of the Object the observed action is directed to, so that the mirror system carries a reading of where value sits in an observed act and not only a representation of the movement.

	Chartrand, T.L. & Bargh, J.A. (1999). The chameleon effect: The perception-behavior link and social interaction. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 76(6), 893-910. Demonstrates automatic, non-conscious mimicry of social partners’ behaviours, postures, and mannerisms, establishing that social transmission can bypass conscious processing entirely.



4.3.8 Axiom 8: Bayesian Belief Dynamics

Canonical Statement: Human Belief revision follows Bayesian updating, where posteriors are computed from priors and evidence, posteriors become priors for subsequent updating cycles, and the updating process exhibits Content-Agnosticism: it operates identically regardless of the accuracy, quality, content, or crisis-potential of the Beliefs being processed.

Explanation:

The brain’s Belief-revision machinery does not care what it is updating about. It treats a Belief about breakfast preferences and a Belief about whether a neighbour is a threat with the same mechanical process. This Content-Agnosticism means that once a false prior enters the system (for example, via Confabulation), Bayesian updating will faithfully propagate and entrench it. The machinery cannot flag “this prior was confabulated” because it has no content-evaluation function.

In compact form, the updating rule is Bayes’ theorem:

P(H|E)=P(E|H)⋅P(H)P(E)P(H|E) = \frac{P(E|H) \cdot P(H)}{P(E)}

For AIM’s Confabulation dynamics, this becomes:

Pt(B)=P(Et∣B)⋅Pt−1(B)Pt−1(Et)P_t(B) = \frac{P(E_t \mid B) \cdot P_{t-1}(B)}{P_{t-1}(E_t)}

with each posterior Pt(B)P_t(B) serving as the prior for the next update, so that yesterday’s posterior enters today’s update as the next prior, regardless of whether the original prior entered the system through veridical inference or confabulated attribution.

Three properties of this architecture matter for AIM:


	Self-reinforcement. Each time an Individual articulates a confabulated explanation (“I want this because I genuinely love it”), the articulation becomes evidence for the Self-Model. The posterior probability that the explanation is correct increases. Repeated articulation (especially under challenge, which triggers defensive elaboration) drives the posterior toward certainty, not because the explanation is true, but because the updating machinery treats repeated articulation as repeated evidence.

	Content-Agnosticism. The updating process cannot distinguish accurate priors from confabulated priors. A prior that entered through veridical perception and a prior that entered through Confabulation are processed identically, and that identical handling is Content-Agnostic Processing. This means Confabulation is not a one-time error that might self-correct but a seed that the updating machinery will cultivate into a stable false Belief.

	Cascade potential. In social environments where Individuals observe and respond to one another’s expressed Beliefs, one Individual’s confabulated Belief becomes evidence for others’ updating. Their updated Beliefs become evidence for still others. Above a threshold the cascade is self-reinforcing, and at every level it is content-agnostic, while below the threshold perturbations self-correct (Appendix A, Section A.5.8.3): the machinery faithfully propagates the confabulated Belief through the network regardless of its truth-value. The formal parameters governing cascade dynamics (the conditions under which cascades become self-sustaining, and the mechanisms through which they might be interrupted) are developed in Chapter 13 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics).



This axiom becomes critical in Chapter 13, where Content-Agnostic Processing is shown to produce Confabulation Cascades at collective scale and those cascades are mapped onto the Crisis State Architecture (the framework describing how four continuous Crisis State Variables, measured across five Crisis State Phases from Grounded through Terminal and Reset, capture a social system’s trajectory toward or away from mimetic crisis) at Chapter 13, Section 13.6.2, and in Chapter 17 (Violence as Architectural Output), where the Crisis State Architecture’s trajectory is shown to issue in violence.

Foundational Citations:


	Helmholtz, H. von (1867). Handbuch der physiologischen Optik. Voss. Establishes perceptual inference as unconscious Bayesian-style updating under uncertainty, the foundational insight that the brain is a prediction machine that revises its models through evidence accumulation.

	Tenenbaum, J.B., Kemp, C., Griffiths, T.L. & Goodman, N.D. (2011). How to grow a mind: Statistics, structure, and abstraction. Science, 331(6022), 1279-1285. Develops the Bayesian framework as a unifying account of cognitive inference and learning, demonstrating that human learning across domains follows Bayesian updating norms.

	Friston, K. (2010). The free-energy principle: A unified brain theory? Nature Reviews Neuroscience, 11(2), 127-138. Formalises predictive processing and Bayesian Belief updating as a core organising principle of cognition, providing the computational architecture within which content-agnostic updating operates.



4.3.9 Axiom 9: Agent-Based Causal Default (Cognitive Closure through Agent Attribution)

Canonical Statement: Human causal cognition is architecturally optimised for detecting and modelling agents (predators, prey, rivals, collaborators) and defaults to agent-based explanations when causal demands arise, because the brain’s threat-detection systems, social-reasoning circuits, and theory-of-mind architecture converge on agentive causation as the computationally tractable mode of explanation. Systemic, emergent, or distributed causes exceed the computational capacity of these systems and are therefore structurally unavailable as default explanatory completions, ensuring that Confabulation (Axiom 4) characteristically takes agent-based form.

Explanation:

When something goes wrong, the brain’s first question is “who did this?” not “what systemic dynamics produced this?” Agent-detection was survival-critical in ancestral environments: the cost of mistaking a predator for a shadow (false negative) vastly exceeded the cost of mistaking a shadow for a predator (false positive). The resulting bias, what Barrett (2004) terms the Hyperactive Agency Detection Device (HADD), produces a systematic tendency to perceive agency where none exists.

The same architecture now provides the default template for Confabulation. When Source Opacity creates an information gap about why an Individual wants something, and Confabulation fills that gap, the gap is filled with an agent-shaped explanation because agentive causation is the computationally cheapest mode of explanation the brain’s causal-inference machinery can generate.

“Structurally unavailable as default explanatory completions” means systemic explanations are not spontaneously generated as the default automatic output when a causal gap arises. This does not mean systemic explanations are impossible to formulate with deliberate effort; the existence of AIM itself is an existence proof against that claim. The architecture is biased against generating systemic explanations, and biased toward generating agent-based alternatives. The Hypothesis that would have revealed Mimetic Desire (that wanting arises from a systemic, three-source interaction rather than from properties internal to a single Individual) is precisely the kind of explanation the architecture does not readily produce.

Where the Object being valued is itself another Individual, the classifier’s output is not a single label but a weighting across the agent kinds, and the valuation the Decision Hub integrates is correspondingly a weighted combination of what each kind implies. The formal treatment is at Chapter 11, Section 11.13.1.

This axiom explains why:


	Confabulation takes agent-based form. When Individuals explain their desires, they attribute them to themselves as agents (“I want this because I chose it, because I value it, because it reflects who I am”) rather than to systemic dynamics (“I want this because social-reward circuits copied a Model’s desire preconsciously and the Decision Hub integrated it before I could evaluate it”). The agent-based explanation is not more accurate; it is more computationally available.

	Scapegoating targets agents rather than systems. When collective distress accumulates (as it does during mimetic crisis), the brain’s default is to seek an agent responsible. The scapegoat mechanism (developed in Chapter 11, Confabulation, Projection, and the Scapegoat Mechanism) targets Individuals or groups rather than systemic dynamics because the causal-inference architecture cannot spontaneously generate systemic explanations under crisis conditions.

	The synthesis question was invisible. The Hypothesis that would have unified motivational science (“motivation arises from three structurally distinct sources whose interaction produces emergent phenomena invisible to introspection”) is a systemic Hypothesis. Axiom 9 predicts that this Hypothesis-type would not be spontaneously generated within any discipline whose causal-inference framework defaults to agent-based explanation, which is all of them.



The standing of this axiom.

Axioms 1 to 8 specify structure: how many sources there are, what the integrator does to them, what the integration destroys, what the components do with what survives it, and how the resulting Beliefs update. Every formal result in the AIM Framework derives from that structure. Axiom 9 specifies none of it, and enters the formalism only as a constraint on the classifier upstream of the fast loop (Appendix A, Section A.2.1). It is a claim about content, about which explanatory completions the architecture reaches for when a causal demand arises and the structure has left an information gap, and it is the one axiom whose subject is what fills the architecture rather than what the architecture is. The Structure-Content Distinction set out in 4.3.11 therefore bears on it as it bears on no other axiom.

Axiom 9 is not load-bearing for the architecture. Remove it and the four components remain, the integration remains, Source Opacity remains, Confabulation remains as the characteristic output of a Thinker resolving grounds from a tag-stripped Scalar, and the satiation dynamics, the transmission window and the updating rule are untouched. The mathematics is undisturbed for the same reason: the formal treatment takes Axiom 9 as a constraint on the classifier that feeds the fast loop rather than as a variable within it (Appendix A.2.1), so the loop-gain condition, the critical threshold, the fold geometry and the parasitism result are derived without it. An Individual whose causal cognition defaulted to systemic rather than agentive explanation would still be running this architecture, would still confabulate, and would still be subject to every result the loop dynamics establish. What would change is the shape of what was confabulated.

That shape is what Axiom 9 supplies. The architecture entails that a gap will be filled; it does not, on its own, say with what. Axiom 9 fixes the completion, and the completion converts a general result about Confabulation into the specific predictions the treatise makes: that the Individual attributes a mimetically installed desire to their own authorship rather than to a process that has no author; that a population under accumulating distress converges on a person or a group rather than on a dynamic; and that the systemic Hypothesis, the one that would identify the actual cause, is the Hypothesis the architecture is least likely to generate. The Scapegoat Mechanism does not follow from Axioms 1 to 8 alone.

It is carried as an axiom rather than as an empirical observation because it is presupposed at every scale the AIM Framework treats: in the Individual’s account of their own wanting, in the dyad’s reading of a rival, in the network’s convergence on a target, and in the institution’s search for a party to hold responsible. Its evidential standing is the standing of the findings cited below, and it is falsifiable on the same terms as the rest: a demonstration that causal cognition under closure-pressure does not default to agentive completion would refute it. Such a refutation would take with it the AIM Framework’s account of the form the failures take, and would leave the architecture that generates them standing.

Foundational Citations:


	Barrett, J.L. (2004). Why Would Anyone Believe in God? AltaMira Press. Develops the Hyperactive Agency Detection Device (HADD) account of agent-attribution bias under uncertainty, establishing that humans systematically over-attribute events to intentional agents.

	Heider, F. & Simmel, M. (1944). An experimental study of apparent behavior. American Journal of Psychology, 57(2), 243-259. Demonstrates spontaneous attribution of agency and intention to geometric shapes moving on a screen. Participants described triangles and circles as “chasing,” “bullying,” and “hiding,” revealing the depth of the agent-detection default.

	Rosset, E. (2008). It’s no accident: Our bias for intentional explanations. Cognition, 108(3), 771-780. Establishes the default preference for intentional-agentive causal explanations over non-agentive alternatives, even when non-agentive explanations are more accurate.



4.3.10 Three Layers Beneath the Agent-Based Causal Default: Update-Rate, Formation, and Scaling

Section 4.3.9 established that Confabulation characteristically takes agent-based form because agent-based explanations are the computationally cheapest completions available to the causal-inference architecture. Does Axiom 9 entail that systemic Hypotheses cannot be formed at all? It does not. Axiom 9 states that systemic explanations are structurally unavailable as default explanatory completions, not that they are unavailable as achievable completions under non-default conditions. The existence of AIM itself is proof that the systemic-Hypothesis type can be formed. What Axiom 9 explains is why formation is rare, not why it is impossible. This section supplies the proximate mechanism beneath that claim, traces its consequence for how systemic Hypotheses are formed, and identifies a further, independent consequence for how correct Hypotheses scale once formed.

The Configural Update-Rate Asymmetry. The Observer, as established earlier in this chapter, is the general perception channel of the architecture, not a dedicated social or agent-detection faculty. It samples the surrounding field continuously and attaches Salience to whatever it detects, whether or not that field contains another agent. The question this section answers is why a general-purpose channel of this kind ends up so heavily saturated with agent-based content in practice.

The answer lies in a simple asymmetry of information density. An apple hanging on a branch presents almost no state-change signal from one moment to the next, at most swaying slightly in the wind, and generates correspondingly little fresh data for a continuously-sampling perception channel to register. An animal in the same field can transition from static rest to pursuit, to attack, to flight within a fraction of a second, and each such transition constitutes a new, spatially localised, behaviourally significant configuration change. Heider and Simmel’s classic 1944 demonstration that observers spontaneously attribute intention and agency to moving geometric shapes, purely from their motion pattern and with no static-object cues present whatsoever, illustrates precisely this point: agency-attribution tracks configural change, not object-identity. A general-purpose perception channel sampling a field containing both an apple and an animal will therefore accumulate vastly more update events attributable to the animal, not because the channel has any built-in preference for agentive content, but because the animal is the only entity in the field generating a comparable rate of discrete, trackable state changes.

Diffuse systemic causes fare worse still on this measure than even a static object. A housing market, an institutional process, or a distributed regulatory failure has no single spatial location whose configuration can be tracked, no discrete transition from one observable state to another that a perception channel could register as an event. Systemic causes are not merely slow relative to agents, they are non-configural — they do not present the kind of unified, trackable entity-state that the Observer’s channel is built to accumulate evidence about at all. This is why systemic Hypotheses cannot simply be perceived and must instead be constructed.

The Transmission-Deliberation Asymmetry. This update-rate differential is the proximate cause of the timing asymmetry between how agent-based and systemic Hypotheses reach the Decision Hub. The Observer’s continuous sampling, dominated by agent-configuration data for the reasons just given, supplies the Thinker, through the Salience it delivers to the Decision Hub and the Scalar that returns, with Evidence already shaped by agent classification against the Agent-Type Vector, so that agent-based candidates require only classification against an already information-rich, continuously-updating stream. Constructing a systemic Hypothesis, by contrast, requires the Thinker to deploy Imagination, the generative operation that assembles candidate Hypotheses through novel connections between elements the Belief Register has not already flagged as jointly relevant, precisely because no equivalent continuous, configural evidence stream exists for systemic causes to be read off directly. This construction is necessarily slower, not because deliberation is inherently sluggish, but because it must build its evidentiary basis from a comparatively sparse and disconnected source rather than harvesting a dense, ready-made stream the way agent-detection does.

Under default closure-pressure conditions, this produces a race the fast channel wins almost by construction. The agent-based candidate, read off that dense stream, typically reaches the point of Belief-fixation before the systemic candidate has finished being built, and once the closure-demand that drove the search has been satisfied by the fast candidate, further search terminates before the slow candidate is completed. Critically, this is not an argument that systemic Hypotheses are architecturally excluded from the Hypothesis Space. It is an argument that a Bayesian system correctly assigns lower prior weight, in the first instance, to a Hypothesis-type built from a comparatively starved evidence stream, and that this starvation is itself a direct entailment of the Configural Update-Rate Asymmetry rather than an independent computational ceiling.

The asymmetry is conditional, not absolute, in exactly the way Chapter 11’s treatment of I-Override establishes. Where Epistemic Suspension holds the Interference Term above zero, the closure-demand does not terminate the search the moment the fast candidate arrives, giving the Thinker’s slower, evidence-starved construction the additional time it needs to complete despite its inherent disadvantage. Where AIM Vocabulary Acquisition has expanded the Hypothesis Space to admit systemic candidates directly, the Thinker’s construction task is shortened because the connecting concepts are already available rather than needing to be assembled from more primitive elements under time pressure. Both conditions are trainable capacities and available vocabulary, not fixed ceilings. The rarity of systemic-Hypothesis formation under ordinary conditions is therefore a statement about how infrequently these enabling conditions co-occur with sufficient causal demand to trigger the search in the first place, compounded by the update-rate deficit systemic causes inherently suffer, not a statement about an architectural impossibility.

The Scaling Asymmetry of Correct Hypotheses. A further and independent consequence follows once the first has been resolved. Suppose an Individual has, against both the update-rate deficit and the resulting Transmission-Deliberation Asymmetry, succeeded in constructing the correct systemic Hypothesis. Transmitting this Hypothesis to others is not simply a matter of clear articulation, because Axiom 8’s content-agnostic Belief-revision machinery processes the correct signal against listeners whose own priors have, independently and for the identical architectural reasons just described, already converged on an agent-based explanation supplied by their own update-rate-dominated perception channels. The correct Hypothesis therefore arrives at an already-decohered prior with a correspondingly high likelihood-ratio requirement, and this resistance compounds across a population through the exchange of Evidence as each listener’s continued expression of the dominant agent-based explanation becomes further endogenous evidence reinforcing that explanation in everyone else.

This is a distinct layer from the two above, not a restatement. The Configural Update-Rate Asymmetry and the Transmission-Deliberation Asymmetry describe why one Individual struggles to construct the correct Hypothesis. The Scaling Asymmetry describes why, even once constructed, that Hypothesis struggles to propagate — a problem resolved only by changing the listening population’s priors through repeated exposure or by reducing the population’s Coupling Strength, not by any further effort on the Hypothesis-holder’s part.

Together, these three layers complete the non-defeatist reading of Axiom 9 opened at Section 4.3.9. Agent-based attribution dominates because agents generate more perceptible evidence per unit time than objects or systems; this update-rate deficit is what makes systemic-Hypothesis formation rare rather than impossible; and a second, independent update-rate-driven deficit at the population level is what makes propagation of a correctly-formed Hypothesis rare rather than impossible. Each layer is named, each has an identified intervention point, and all three are consistent with the AIM Framework’s Non-Utopian Framing: vast improvement over the default trajectory is available without requiring that any of the three difficulties be eliminated outright.

4.3.11 Content and the Structure-Content Distinction

One further distinction remains: the relationship between AIM’s structural claims and the Content those structures process.

The Structure-Content Distinction:

AIM is a structural theory. It specifies the architecture through which motivation is generated, integrated, and experienced (three sources, Common-Currency Integration, Source Opacity, Confabulation, Object Parasitism, Differential Satiation, Preconscious Transmission, Bayesian Belief Dynamics). It does not specify the particular Content that fills these structures. Axiom 9 is the single exception, and a partial one: it constrains not which Objects fill the architecture but which explanatory completions the architecture generates when a gap arises, which is a claim about the form Content takes rather than about its substance. Its standing is set out at 4.3.9.

Content (the specific Objects, Beliefs, narratives, cultural materials, and situational details that fill AIM’s structural architecture in any particular case) is determined by the Individual’s environment, culture, personal history, and current circumstances. AIM predicts the dynamics of Content processing (what happens when Content enters the system), not the Content itself.


	Content varies; structure does not. The Objects that fill M-driven desire differ across cultures, historical periods, and Individuals: land in feudal societies, credentials in meritocratic ones, followers in digital ones. But the dynamics of M-driven desire in its special case (audience-dependence, non-satiation, rivalry escalation, reference-point reset) are structurally constant because they arise from the architecture, not from the Content.

	Structure determines Content-trajectory. Although AIM does not predict which specific Object an Individual will pursue, it predicts what will happen after they pursue it based on which source is dominant. A-driven pursuit will terminate upon acquisition (until deficit recurs). I-driven pursuit will deepen with engagement. M-driven pursuit will reset upon acquisition and recreate felt deficit. These predictions hold regardless of the specific Content.

	Content-determination is structurally governed. Which Content becomes Salient to an Individual is itself partly determined by structure: A renders deficit-relevant Content Salient (food when hungry, shelter when insecure); I renders engagement-relevant Content Salient (the next challenge, the next question, the next creative possibility); M renders Model-observed Content Salient (what the reference group is pursuing, displaying, or competing for).



The Undifferentiated Content Trap:

A common error in evaluating motivational theories is to focus on Content rather than structure. Two Individuals pursuing the same Object (the same house, the same career, the same relationship) appear to have the same motivation when examined at the Content level. The structural question (which source is dominant?) reveals that they may have entirely different motivations, entirely different satisfaction trajectories, and entirely different intervention needs.

The Undifferentiated Desire Fallacy (Chapter 5, Section 5.1) is, at root, a Content-level analysis mistaken for a structural one: because the Content of desire appears similar across Individuals, the structure of desire is assumed to be uniform. AIM’s contribution is to demonstrate that structurally different sources can produce Content-identical desires with fundamentally different properties.

The following table summarises the key Content-related principles:









	Principle
	Statement
	Implication





	Content-Agnosticism
	Belief updating operates identically across subject matters, with no internal variable for the Truth, moral value, or crisis-potential of the Belief
	The same updating dynamics apply to a Belief about a product, a party, or a scapegoat



	Content-Trajectory Independence
	The trajectory of Belief change is set by the structure of updating and the pattern of inputs, not by Content
	Structurally identical input patterns produce structurally identical trajectories whatever the Beliefs concern



	Content-Channel Asymmetry
	What spreads through mimetic channels can enable resistance to mimetic dominance where the Content is I-enabling rather than M-amplifying
	Diagnostic vocabulary travels by the same channels as status signals and can work against them





Falsification Condition:

If it could be demonstrated that content, rather than source, determines satisfaction trajectories (that pursuing a given Object produces the same welfare outcome regardless of whether the pursuit is A-driven, I-driven, or M-driven), the Structure-Content Distinction would be undermined and AIM’s predictive architecture would require fundamental revision. Consider black pepper. Its A-function (flavouring food, aiding digestion) and its I-function (its role in skilled culinary practice) have not changed in five centuries. What has changed is its scarcity, and with it, its M-Salience. In medieval and early modern Europe, black pepper was rare, expensive, and visibly displayed at feasts in locked spice boxes. It functioned as a Status marker precisely because scarcity made it a reliable signal of wealth. Acquisition did not satiate at culinary sufficiency; accumulation beyond any cooking requirement signalled rank, and reference groups constantly reset expectations upward. The same substance that today costs a few dollars per kilogram and satiates at household sufficiency (purchased, restocked when depleted, generating no further desire) once drove non-satiating positional competition among European elites. The pepper is the same. The flavour is the same. The culinary purpose is the same. What collapsed was the scarcity that made pepper M-Salient, and with it, the entire non-satiating trajectory.

No one today accumulates pepper beyond functional need, because pepper no longer signals Status. The A-trajectory (episodic satiation at sufficiency) and the I-trajectory (deepening engagement for the dedicated cook) remain available and unchanged. Only the M-trajectory disappeared, and the reason is specific. What collapsed was pepper’s capacity to discriminate positions. Observing another Individual value an Object installs a Mimetic signal toward it, and that remains as true of pepper as of anything else; scarcity is not a condition on installation (4.4.7.1). What abundance destroyed is the comparative-position content of the observation. Where everyone can have the thing, having it places no one relative to anyone, so the Observer’s assessment of it no longer carries the positional loading that drove accumulation past culinary sufficiency. Scarcity is not what M needs in order to install. It is what an Object needs in order to register rank. Three trajectories were available for one Object. Content did not change. Scarcity changed, M-Salience collapsed, and the satisfaction trajectory shifted from non-satiating accumulation to episodic sufficiency. AIM predicts this; undifferentiated models cannot.

4.3.12 Summary: The Axiomatic Foundation

These nine axioms form the non-negotiable core of the AIM Framework. They are treated as foundational premises that define the theory’s structure, generate its predictions, and establish its falsification criteria. Any claim, application, or extension within AIM must be consistent with these axioms, and any empirical finding that definitively contradicts one or more of these axioms would constitute serious evidence for revising or rejecting the framework.

The axioms are not independent; they form an interlocking system:


	Axioms 1 and 2 establish the three-source structure and its integration mechanism.

	Axioms 3 and 4 explain why the three-source structure is invisible to introspection.

	Axiom 5 explains why M operates parasitically on A and I rather than independently.

	Axiom 6 explains why satisfying different sources produces different welfare outcomes.

	Axiom 7 explains why Preconscious Transmission precedes conscious awareness, grounding Axioms 3 and 4 in neural timing.

	Axiom 8 explains how Content-Agnostic Processing propagates and entrenches Confabulation across update cycles.

	Axiom 9 explains why Confabulation defaults to agent-based causal attribution rather than systemic explanation.



The interlock is not uniform in what it bears. Axioms 1 to 8 are load-bearing for the architecture and for every formal result derived from it; Axiom 9 is load-bearing for the account of the form the architecture’s failures take. A refutation of Axiom 9 would cost the AIM Framework its explanation of why Confabulation is agent-shaped and why collective distress converges on scapegoats, and would leave the architecture, and the mathematics derived from it, standing (4.3.9).

Together, the axioms generate AIM’s explanatory power: the ability to predict when preference-satisfaction will produce welfare gains (A), when it will produce deepening engagement (I), and when it will produce only treadmill effects (M), which are predictions that undifferentiated models cannot make.



4.4 The Minimal Architecture and Its AIM Instantiation

AIM’s three-way decomposition of motivation into Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, and Mimetic Desire operates at a specific level of abstraction, and the claims the AIM Framework makes about that decomposition are calibrated to that level. A, I, and M are reading surfaces over a continuous and entangled neural substrate, in the same sense that the gauges on a vehicle’s dashboard are reading surfaces over the engine’s fuel, cooling, and lubrication systems. A fuel gauge resolves the state of a complex supply system along a single behaviourally actionable dimension. It is not the fuel system, and it does not claim the fuel system is simple. Its usefulness lies precisely in the abstraction: it tells the operator what can be acted on, at the level at which action is possible.

A, I, and M work the same way. Each summarises its substrate along a behaviourally actionable dimension: homeostatic deficit for A, conscious-cognitive engagement and Bayesian resolution for I, and continuous conditional Object-field Salience assessment for M. Each is effective for disaggregation not because the underlying neural systems are themselves cleanly modular (they are not), but because the behavioural patterns the three components pick out are consistent and reliable enough to support diagnosis and intervention. This is the Dashboard Gauge Principle, and it fixes the level at which AIM’s architectural claims are pitched. The AIM Framework does not claim neural-level granularity. It claims reading-surface granularity, which is the level at which its derivations and interventions operate.

A component specified at that level, rather than at the level of its neural substrate, is a Disaggregation Primitive. The separate identifiability of the Primitives is a property of observable behaviour and associational regularity, not a property of neural-module separability. The neural systems that produce A-behaviour, I-behaviour, and M-behaviour overlap and interact constantly, and nothing in the AIM Framework denies this. What the AIM Framework claims is that, when behaviour is watched closely enough, three distinct patterns and association dynamics emerge that are stable, recurrent, and diagnostically actionable. That is the level at which A, I, and M are separately identifiable. It is sufficient for everything the AIM Framework asks of the Primitives, and it leaves the underlying neural complexity unclaimed.

The minimal architecture set out below — the Minimal Architecture Specification (MAS), as it is referred to throughout the treatise — is specified at this level. Its functional statements about what A, I, M, and the Decision Hub each do are statements about what each component does at the reading-surface level, not about how the supporting neural systems are organised. The neural-substrate detail is developed in Chapter 9.

The nine axioms established in Section 4.3 fix what the system is. Axiom 1 establishes the three-source taxonomy. Axiom 2 establishes Common-Currency Integration and supplies the integrator. Axiom 3 establishes Source Opacity, which is a mathematical entailment of Axiom 2 via the many-to-one integration and the Data Processing Inequality. Axiom 4 establishes Confabulation as the characteristic output of the narrative-construction function operating on tag-stripped input. Axiom 5 establishes Object Parasitism as M’s operating mode. Axiom 6 establishes the differential satiation dynamics across A, I, and M. Axiom 7 establishes the Preconscious Transmission window within which M-signals are integrated before conscious awareness. Axiom 8 establishes Bayesian Belief dynamics as the updating rule. Axiom 9 establishes the agent-based causal default under which Confabulation characteristically produces agent-shaped attributions.

The axioms do not yet specify, at the component-function level, what each source does operationally, how the components interact over time, which component maintains the priors the other components rely on, or what the architecture’s characteristic failure mode looks like when the interaction is corrupted. This section supplies that specification. The four components are set out in §§4.4.1–4.4.3 and 4.4.7; §4.4.6 supplies how the order of experience shapes the Thinker’s multi-Hypothesis ground-resolution; the Minimum Installation Condition on Observer-side Mimetic installation is stated in 4.4.7.1; the Belief Register mechanism that mediates downstream access to the Thinker’s posteriors at preconscious timescales is set out in 4.4.8, the operational loop that couples the components in 4.4.9, the failure mode the architecture entails in 4.4.11, and the consolidation of localisations and derived consequences in 4.4.12, and the crisis geometry that the coupled loop entails in 4.4.13, with 4.4.10 providing a summary table. Each component sub-section specifies the component’s function abstractly, in terms any system instantiating the architecture would satisfy, and then identifies what the AIM Framework claims instantiates that function in the human motivational system.

The minimal architecture and its AIM instantiation are separately falsifiable. The human system might fail to instantiate a minimal architecture that remains a valid specification for some other system. This separability is not an escape from the record: if the human instantiation is falsified, the AIM Framework has failed as a theory of human motivation, whatever residual validity the abstract specification retains for some other system. The minimal architecture might require revision in ways that leave the AIM instantiation claim untouched.

For ease of reference, the four components specified in this section are referred to throughout by reader-facing names. The integrator and action-selector is the Decision Hub. The homeostatic-deficit signaller is the Body Manager. The prior-maintainer and Bayesian ground-resolver, the component that performs deliberative inference, is the Thinker. The continuous conditional Object-field Salience assessor is the Observer. These names are chosen to identify each component by what it does at the reading-surface level, in the spirit of the Dashboard Gauge Principle, and to avoid the unwieldy technical compounds that the function-specification work in this section would otherwise propagate through the rest of the treatise.

4.4.0 The Signed Valuation Principle

Each of the three input-bearing components (the Body Manager, the Thinker, and the Observer) supplies the Decision Hub with a signed valuation signal, not an unsigned magnitude. The signal can take positive values (informing attraction toward the Object), negative values (informing avoidance of the Object), or zero (informing indifference). The sign is intrinsic to the signal: it is not a separate avoidance channel running alongside an attraction channel, but a single signed Scalar per component per Object per moment. The Decision Hub’s integration is consequently an integration over signed terms, and the integrated value V can take any real value, positive (net attraction), negative (net avoidance), or zero (net indifference). Action-selection on V therefore selects approach actions when V is positive, avoidance actions when V is negative, and disengagement when V is at or near zero. This is the Signed Valuation Principle.

Disengagement is a selection outcome and not the absence of one. The loop has run, the integration has occurred, and no motor output has issued, so the interval is behaviour without action. Intervals of that kind are not gaps in the record; they are where several of the framework’s diagnostics do their work, and 4.4.1 sets out why.

The architectural consequences of the Signed Valuation Principle are three. First, each component is independently valence-sensitive: each can independently contribute attraction, avoidance, or indifference toward the same Object simultaneously, and the Decision Hub integrates the three signed contributions into a single net signed Scalar. The Body Manager can signal a current internal deficit (hunger) and a current internal aversive state (nausea after ingestion), and these are the same signed channel taking different values under different conditions, not two separate channels. Binding either signal to an Object that has not contacted the body is the Observer’s locative job, conditioned by the Thinker’s priors. The Thinker can resolve an engagement as deepening (positive I-valuation) or as cognitively threatening, boring, or value-violating (negative I-valuation). The Observer can flag an Object as Model-pursued and comparative-position-elevating (positive M-valuation) or as Model-avoided, low-status, or comparative-position-degrading (negative M-valuation).

Second, the source-opacity result holds with full force at the integration step: V carries no information about which component supplied which sign or which magnitude, and an Individual experiencing a strongly negative V toward an Object cannot introspectively distinguish A-aversion from I-aversion from M-aversion any more than they can distinguish A-attraction from I-attraction from M-attraction. The Knowledge Patch’s Two-Question Diagnostic and Presumption Against Scapegoating apply symmetrically to the avoidance side of the architecture. Third, the four derived consequences set out in 4.4.12 (the I-Supremacy Result, the A-Disadvantage, the I-Template Override Result, and the I-Corrective Asymmetry) all hold on the avoidance side, though a net-negative reading cannot compound through the loop, so the amplification that makes template configuration most consequential is an approach-side property: cultural configuration of the Thinker’s templates can produce systematic Object-aversion (the heretic, the unclean, the contaminated, the scapegoat) by the same channel-count arithmetic that produces systematic Object-attraction, with the Belief Register mechanism carrying the cultural aversion-templates at action-execution timescales just as it carries the attraction-templates. The scapegoat appears in that list under one of two aspects the Observer’s channel carries toward the same figure, and 4.4.7 separates them once the Observer has been specified.

The Signed Valuation Principle is not an additional axiom; it is a feature of the minimal architecture that follows from the requirement that the architecture be capable of producing avoidance behaviour, which Axiom-1 and Axiom-2 already implicitly require. The Signed Valuation Principle simply makes that feature explicit, so that downstream derivations can refer to it directly.

The crisis-geometry results stated later in this chapter and derived in Appendix A (the threshold at which the Internal Loop Gain reaches one, the Saddle-Node Default, and the Hopf exclusion) hold for exogenous drives of either sign, provided the couplings that close the fast loop are one-signed (Appendix A, Section A.5, the Signed-Input Stability Corollary). The case in which one of those couplings itself changes sign is a named specialist task (Appendix A, Section A.7, Task 12b), and the chapter’s crisis-geometry claims should be read as covering one-signed couplings.

Because the three inputs are not of one kind, the loss that Axiom 3 states (Section 4.3.3) is not confined to identity. All three are directed at Objects, which is what makes them commensurable enough to sum. The Body Manager encodes a deficit, a departure from a homeostatic set-point that some Object would close, which may be a condition of the Individual’s own body and then needs no third thing to be corrected through. The Thinker encodes a deficit of the same form, the absence of an Object that would support the engagement it seeks, whether an instrument, a problem, a material, a collaborator, or a condition of the Individual’s own body such as fitness, which is an Object in the same sense as any of them and needs no third thing to be pursued through.

The Observer encodes no deficit. It encodes Salience, a signed reading of which Objects in the environment are marked as valued and which as to be kept from, and its function is to point the other two channels at targets, since a deficit signal with no Salience reading is a drive with nowhere to go. The integrated Scalar admits one interpretive category, a demand for correction, and its sign states which correction is demanded: a positive V demands that the Individual obtain or approach the Object, a negative V that the Individual escape, expel or keep away from it. Integration therefore does not merely strip the Observer’s tag. It converts a signal that reports where value is located into a signal that reports that something must be corrected, and it leaves the Individual no operation by which the reading could be received as a reading.

A further feature of the minimal architecture follows immediately from the Signed Valuation Principle. Because the Observer’s Salience contribution is a signed input to the same Common-Currency Scalar that carries the Body Manager’s and the Thinker’s signals, and because that Scalar is acted on solely as a signed demand for correction, the Salience contribution cannot be integrated and yet experienced as Salience: it is necessarily felt as the correction its sign demands. A positive reading is felt as a lack, a pull toward the Object. A negative reading is felt as a threat, a recoil from the Object, which under Phenomenological Collapse is experienced as fear, disgust or contempt, and as a state emanating from the body itself. The felt lack and the felt threat each carry the magnitude of V and nothing of its sources. This is the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle (Chapter 2). On the positive pole a pointer to where value sits arrives wearing the form of a lack: acquiring the Object closes nothing, there having been nothing open, and no introspective operation will disclose that. Where the dominant Salience contribution is mimetically installed — set because a Model was observed valuing the Object, with no A-deficit or I-opportunity Referent beneath it — the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle entails a felt deficit for which no corrective mechanism exists, which is the architectural root of M’s non-satiation (Axiom 6). The Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle is not an additional axiom; it makes explicit a consequence already entailed by Axioms 2 and 3 operating on the Observer’s signed input, so that downstream derivations can refer to it directly.

The negative pole is installed and revised by the same means as the positive. Where the dominant negative Salience contribution is mimetically installed — set because a Model was observed recoiling from, shunning or condemning the Object, with no A-aversion or I-aversion Referent beneath it — the Individual feels a threat with no Referent beneath it. Avoidance discharges the felt threat: once the Object is out of the field or out of reach, the Observer’s reading of it falls, V returns toward zero, and the felt state ends (Chapter 8, Section 8.11.3). The template that set the sign is a Belief like any other and is revised as any other is, by Evidence (Section 4.4.8). Three routes carry that Evidence. A Model observed approaching the Object without harm enters through the same observation channel by which the avoidance was installed. Testimony enters the Belief Register as Evidence weighted by Coupling Strength (Section 4.5; Appendix A, Section A.5.7.3). And the Individual’s own contact with the Object, followed by no harm, is Evidence of the most direct kind. Avoidance closes the third route and leaves the other two open. While the Individual keeps the Object at a distance, the Individual’s own conduct supplies no Evidence against the template, so a mimetically installed aversion is revised chiefly from outside the Individual who holds it: by Models who approach what that Individual avoids, and by what that Individual is shown and taught. That avoidance prevents the disconfirmation of the threat it is aimed at is the established account of how avoidance maintains anxiety (Salkovskis, 1991), and that aversion toward a group falls with contact, including the indirect contact of knowing an in-group member who has it, is the finding of the contact literature (Allport, 1954; Wright et al., 1997). In the formal system the internal cycle can raise V above its exogenous forcing and cannot carry it below it, so a negative reading does not compound through the fast loop. What carries it between encounters is the Belief Register, and the Belief Register moves under Evidence (Appendix A, Section A.5, the Signed-Input Stability Corollary). A felt aversion that sustains engagement with its Object, rather than distance from it, is not the negative pole: what is selected there is approach, and Section 4.4.7 separates the two aspects under which the Observer’s channel carries the same figure.

4.4.1 The Decision Hub (Integrator and Action-Selector)

Axiom grounding. The Decision Hub is the direct architectural rendering of Axiom 2 (Common-Currency Integration). Axiom 3 (Source Opacity) is an immediate consequence of the Decision Hub’s operation under the Data Processing Inequality and is not an independent architectural stipulation.

Function-only specification. The Decision Hub is the component whose primary function is action-selection. It receives valuation inputs from the other three components, integrates them into a single Common-Currency Scalar, and emits a selected action for execution. It also returns the integrated Scalar to the Thinker as the feedback signal on which Bayesian ground-resolution operates. The valuation of a candidate the Decision Hub does not select is not discarded: its Scalar returns to the Thinker on the same path, and an unselected claim the Belief Register cannot already resolve is held as a prior about what will be required next, where it competes at later selections (Chapter 12, Section 12.3.1). Action-selection is single-channel: the Decision Hub emits one selected action at a time, and the direction of attention is among the actions it selects. The Decision Hub is therefore the bottleneck through which the body’s energy budget is spent and the point at which the components compete (Section 4.1).

The Decision Hub integrates unlike motivational signals into one Common-Currency Scalar. The integration is tag-stripping: the integrated Scalar does not carry information about which source contributed what weight. This is the Source Opacity Theorem, proved via the Data Processing Inequality.

The result is opacity of the source decomposition, not opacity of value, and it does not depend on the integrated representation being one-dimensional. What the summation destroys is the correspondence between contribution and source; whatever further structure the integrated representation carries, it does not carry that. A finding that valuation is represented with more structure than a single number therefore leaves Source Opacity where it was, provided the integrated representation still maps many source combinations onto each of its states, because the result rests on the map being many-to-one and not on the count of dimensions on the far side of it. Appendix A states the result for a scalar output (Sections A.2 and A.6.2).

Source Opacity and the two barriers at the Decision Hub.

Source Opacity, as the term is used throughout, names the fact that the Individual has no introspective access to the source-decomposition of an integrated valuation, and it is the product of integration alone (Axiom 3; Appendix A, Section A.2, restatement M5a). Self-knowledge of the M-contribution is barred by more than Source Opacity: Chapter 9 sets out three independent barriers to it, of which Source Opacity is one. Two of those barriers can be stated here, because they bear directly on the Decision Hub, and because an objection to Source Opacity sometimes turns on which of the two is doing the work.

The first barrier is Preconscious Transmission (Axiom 7). The Observer’s Salience signal is generated and integrated within the Preconscious Transmission Window (on the order of 60 to 340 ms in the human instantiation), before the Thinker can subject it to deliberative scrutiny. The claim is about timing, and it holds independently of how the components are wired. It makes no difference whether the M-contribution reaches the Thinker only through the Decision Hub or also through some hypothetical direct Observer-to-Thinker channel, because on either routing the signal arrives faster than the Thinker can evaluate it. Timing therefore forecloses conscious interception of the M-contribution at the moment of action-selection, because the M-contribution arrives with no phenomenology the Thinker could catch; reading its source decomposition afterwards is foreclosed by the integration itself, whatever the timing. This barrier is not Source Opacity and does not produce it: relaxing the timing changes how fast action-selection runs, not what the integration destroys.

The second barrier is integration itself, and it is Source Opacity proper (Axiom 3, an entailment of Axiom 2). Common-Currency Integration maps the three signed source-inputs onto a single Scalar V many-to-one, and the Data Processing Inequality establishes that no downstream operation can recover the source decomposition the integration step has destroyed. The claim is about information, not about timing, and it would hold even if the Thinker had unlimited time to deliberate over V.

The independence of the two barriers is clearest in the counterfactual that the second forecloses. Suppose, contrary to the architecture, that integration were lossless, so that no many-to-one summation occurred and V retained a source-tag recording how much of the valuation the M-channel had supplied. On that counterfactual the timing barrier would still hold (the signal would still arrive preconsciously), but a retained M-tag would constitute an in-principle backup, a residual record available to later deliberation that some quantified portion of the valuation driving the decision had entered through a preconscious mechanism. The Thinker could in principle read that tag after the fact and weight its ground-resolution accordingly, attributing the corresponding portion of its wanting to M rather than confabulating an A-ground or I-ground. The Data Processing Inequality is precisely what forecloses this counterfactual. The many-to-one summation at integration destroys the tag irreversibly, so the in-principle backup that lossless integration would have preserved does not exist downstream of the Decision Hub.

The two barriers therefore do distinct work. Preconscious Transmission is decisive on its own at the moment of action, denying real-time conscious interception. Integration is decisive on its own across all time, denying even retrospective disaggregation by destroying the source-record that retrospective disaggregation would require. Source Opacity is the second of the two and not their conjunction, which is why the relaxation of the specific timing window leaves Source Opacity intact. The timing window is a relaxable empirical calibration of the first barrier, whereas the destruction of the decomposition is an essential entailment of Common-Currency Integration and is not relaxable without abandoning Axiom 2.

What integration destroys is the decomposition, not the contributions. The Scalar carries all three contributions as their sum: it rises and falls with each of them, and none is recoverable from it. Because the three obey different termination dynamics (Axiom 6), the Scalar’s course across conditions that move one contribution and not the others, a deficit corrected, an audience removed, a task completed, differs according to which contribution led, so the leading channel can be inferred from that course and from the behaviour it drives, though never read off any single value (Appendix A, Section A.2, restatement M5a). The inference returns the leading channel and not the weights. It is available to an observer and, through the same contrasts run on oneself, to the Individual, and because it is inference rather than introspective reading it routes around Source Opacity and does not breach it. An Individual who confabulates an A-ground or an I-ground is therefore short not of information but of the Hypothesis that could use it, which is the Confabulation Rationality Lemma’s account (Chapter 11, Section 11.2).

The integration maps many source combinations onto each value of its output, so the representation that would carry source-tags does not exist downstream of it. The Decision Hub emits action selections based on the integrated Scalar, not on the component signals directly. The signals received from the Body Manager, the Thinker, and the Observer are each signed scalars (positive, negative, or zero), per the Signed Valuation Principle (4.4.0), and the integrated Scalar V is therefore itself signed, with action-selection consequently selecting approach when V is positive, avoidance when V is negative, and disengagement when V is at or near zero.

The Decision Hub does not interpret, ground, or explain its outputs. It does not maintain priors. It does not resolve Salience into the grounds that the other components supply signals from. Interpretation is the Thinker’s function, not the Decision Hub’s. The Decision Hub’s feedback to the Thinker is the tag-stripped Scalar itself, not three separately-tagged source-contributions. This feedback-architecture feature is what makes ground-resolution a Bayesian inference problem rather than a lookup: the Thinker receives a Scalar from which the information required for perfect ground-attribution has already been destroyed, and must infer the source-composition using its own priors.

The Scalar converts to an action, and that conversion is the transduction. The Scalar is not replaced at the boundary by a different quantity; it is carried across into a medium in which it can move something, which as a signal inside the body it cannot. What the Individual does about a valuation, and what anyone else can see of it, is that same Scalar continued in the medium that admits of motion. The action is not a sign standing at some remove from the valuation that produced it. It is that valuation, carried across.

The action the Decision Hub selects is directed at an Object, and that action is the transduction: it puts the same Scalar into a medium in which the Scalar can occupy an Object. The Object then carries the signal for as long as action is directed at it. Because the Decision Hub does not interpret its outputs, it does not distinguish an Object that satisfies the deficit from one that only unlocks a further Object, and is therefore indifferent to which Object occupies the intermediary position and to how many occupy it in series.

The minimum the transduction requires is an effector and a deficit that the effector’s engagement closes. It does not require that anything outside the Individual be reached. Where the deficit is a condition of the Individual’s own body, the body is the Object, and the action corrects the deficit directly: the Individual scratches the itch, shifts off the numbed limb, withdraws the hand from the heat. Nothing is acquired, nothing is obtained, and no third thing stands between the effector and the correction. The chain of actions just described is what the architecture does where the correcting condition is not already to hand, where the Object that closes the deficit lies at a distance, is held by another, or is itself gated, and the length of that chain is a fact about the deficit’s circumstances rather than a condition on action. The limiting case, in which the effector reaches the correcting condition with no intermediary at all, is not a degenerate instance of the architecture but its shortest complete run.

The word is exact rather than figurative. Transduction is the conversion of a signal from one medium into another with its pattern preserved, and that is what the selected action performs. The integrated Scalar is a signal inside the body, and nothing moves because of it until the action converts it into force applied to an Object. A loudspeaker performs the same operation on an audio signal. The signal arriving at it is a varying voltage, and a voltage moves nothing in a room. The coil converts that voltage into motion of the cone, the cone vibrates the air, and the travelling pressure waves are the sound. The voltage stays in the device. What is now in the room is the same signal, in a medium that can propagate. Each parcel of air displaces the next, and the pattern is what travels, until it reaches a listener or dissipates.

So here: the neural Scalar stays in the body and is re-emitted for as long as the deficit stands. What occupies the Object is that same signal, now in a medium that admits of motion, which is why the Object thereafter carries the signal rather than standing for it. The Objects that follow are not further speakers. They are the air: each carries the signal, once transduced, and hands it on where it is itself gated, until the Object that satisfies the deficit is reached.

The same image carries the integration and its cost. An orchestra recorded to a single channel reaches the loudspeaker as one voltage. The violin and the timpani are both in it, summed, and neither is labelled: probe the cable and there is one quantity varying over time, with no part of it marked as belonging to either instrument. That is the shape of what the Decision Hub does to A, I and M, and it is why the Individual reads a magnitude and never a provenance. Then the cone vibrates the air and the listener in the room hears the violin. Nothing was restored to the cable, and nothing needed to be. What changed is that the pattern is now in a medium that can be attended to, and attending to a medium is a different operation from reading a signal.

Behaviour stands in the same relation to the sources, and it is wider than action. The action is where the signal enters a medium that can be observed, and once it is there it takes on a shape across time and context that no single value of the Scalar it came from contains. That shape is not read off the action alone. It is read off the interval the action sits in, and the informative part of the interval is frequently the part in which nothing was done: whether the pursuit stops when the Object is obtained, whether it survives the removal of an audience, whether it resets at the same remove once the Object is held. Each of those is a comparison between an action taken and an action not taken, so the channel they occupy is a channel of behaviour rather than of action, and an Individual asleep, or declining, or waiting out a stretch with no audience is supplying it. Those are the Behavioural Signatures, and reading them is not the reduction run in reverse. The summands remain unrecoverable from the sum, as 4.3.3 establishes and the Data Processing Inequality guarantees; the second channel the Signatures occupy is available because transduction opened it, and it is wide because behaviour extends past the moments transduction occupies.

Mapping onto the AIM instantiation. In the AIM Framework, the Decision Hub is localised in the human substrate to the ventromedial prefrontal cortex and the ventral striatum, per the foundational citations to Axiom 2. The weighted-sum approximation of the Decision Hub’s integration, in which the integrated value is the sum of the Appetitive, Intrinsic and Mimetic valuations of the Object each multiplied by its weight, with the weights state-dependent and summing to one, is the AIM-level rendering of the minimal architecture’s Common-Currency Scalar. The weighted-sum approximation is load-bearing for prediction under ordinary conditions and is sufficient for the derivations the treatise requires. Finer specifications (non-linear interactions, context-dependent weight adjustment, temporal dynamics within a single choice episode) are compatible with the weighted-sum approximation as first-order descriptions and are developed where downstream chapters require them.

The Integration Equation’s surface symmetry (three sources contributing on equal terms to a weighted sum) is surface only. The three weighted terms reflect three channels of direct input to the Decision Hub, not three symmetric sources of influence over the integrated value. Why that matters, and what the resulting asymmetry implies, is developed after the remaining components have been specified, in 4.4.12.

A note on individual variation. The weights an Individual assigns to A, I, and M inputs at the Decision Hub vary across the population, and this variation accommodates what is commonly termed neurodivergence without requiring the weights to be explained by reference to any partition between innate and acquired contributions. The neural firing sequences that produce the weights are the joint product of all prior genetic expression and all prior input, processed through a connectome that is itself that same joint product. The partition the nature–nurture dichotomy presupposes is not well-defined at the firing-sequence level and therefore not well-defined at any level that supervenes on it. Chapter 9 develops this point in the context of the architectural consequences of Common-Currency Integration.

4.4.2 The Body Manager (Homeostatic-Deficit Signaller)

Axiom grounding. The Body Manager is the direct architectural rendering of the A-component of Axiom 1 (Three-Source Taxonomy). Axiom 6 (Differential Satiation Dynamics) establishes the Body Manager’s termination condition: consumption or repair satiates, and the signal cycles with the underlying deficit.

Function-only specification. The Body Manager is the component whose primary function is homeostatic deficit signalling and deficit-repair termination. It produces valuation signals scaled to the deficit states of the body or body-analogous system it monitors, and it terminates those signals on consumption or repair.

The Body Manager generates deficit signals indexed to internal physiological state. Signal magnitude tracks deficit magnitude. The Body Manager terminates on consumption or repair. Among the deficits the Body Manager signals is the state of the body’s energy budget itself. The drive to breathe reports the oxygen supply, and with it the clearance of carbon dioxide, on which every expenditure runs, and it falls due within minutes; hunger, fatigue and sleep pressure report the envelope running down over hours and days. The Body Manager reports the supply and does not allocate it. Allocation is the Decision Hub’s selection, and the dominance of elevated A-signals at the Decision Hub described below is the budget protecting its own supply. This termination is the canonical closed-loop termination condition in the minimal architecture, the reference case against which the other components’ termination dynamics are specified. The Body Manager carries high legibility phenomenology: its deficits are registered in the system as sensations that the system’s conscious-cognition component can detect directly. This legibility constrains confabulation about the presence of a deficit, though not about the source or cause of the deficit.

Body Manager signals are signed per the Signed Valuation Principle (4.4.0): they take positive values when a current internal deficit is in force (hunger, thirst, cold) and negative values when a state already inside the body is itself aversive (nausea after ingestion, heat already on the skin, pain from tissue already damaged). The same channel carries both. The Body Manager does not index those signals to Objects that have not contacted the body. Anticipatory avoidance of an Object still in the field, spoiled food, a predator still outside contact, a tree falling toward the Individual, is Observer-signed Salience conditioned by the Thinker’s priors as read from the Belief Register, including priors about what will damage the body if it is not avoided. That signal is fear under Phenomenological Collapse (Chapter 2). The Body Manager does not issue it.

Consumption and repair are two terminations rather than one. Consumption closes a deficit by taking in what the Individual did not have: food, water, warmth drawn from a source beyond the body. Repair closes a deficit by restoring a bodily condition, and the effectors can frequently do that unaided, the itch scratched, the numbed limb shifted, the deeper breath drawn, the eyes closed against the glare. The deficit is registered, the action is selected, the effector engages, the signal terminates, and nothing is acquired at any point in the cycle. Repair is therefore the case against which the requirements of action are most economically read. An action requires a valuation, a threshold crossing on it, and engagement of an effector, and it requires nothing further. That an Object beyond the Individual must be reached is a contingent fact about which deficits the body is carrying, not a fourth requirement. Where the correcting condition is not already to hand, the chain of actions lengthens through intermediaries as 4.4.1 sets out; where it is, the correction is a single action.

The Body Manager requires no priors to perform its function. Deficit signalling is generated by the body’s physiological state, not by inference, and therefore has no Hypothesis Space that priors could inform. Its signalling can be modulated by learned information already inside the body; what it lacks is the deliberative cognitive apparatus, which is the Thinker’s. What the architecture does not assign to the Body Manager is the classification of an Object in the field as a future threat. That classification is a Thinker prior, delivered as signed Salience by the Observer. The abstraction claims the component’s functional role, not that the underlying substrate is a single anatomical module or that it carries no learned or anticipatory signal. The Body Manager accordingly has no upstream channel: no component sends templates, priors, or instructions to it, because the Body Manager is not performing the kind of operation that templates or priors could assist. The Body Manager also has no outward template-supply function: it does not supply priors to the Thinker, because it does not maintain priors, and it does not supply priors to the Observer, because prior-supply is the Thinker’s function. The Body Manager’s sole channel of influence over the integrated value is its direct output to the Decision Hub.

The consequence for the system as a whole is that the Body Manager is structurally incapable of correcting drift in the Thinker or the Observer. When the Thinker’s priors have been configured such that engagement with the Body Manager’s deficits is discounted (the fast, the vigil, the ordeal, the Glory-template’s reframing of bodily sacrifice as honour), the Body Manager continues to fire at full magnitude, but its signal can be outvoted at the Decision Hub by the Thinker’s direct input and the Thinker’s upstream shaping of the Observer’s input. The Body Manager cannot feed back into the Thinker to update the priors that are overriding it.

Mapping onto the AIM instantiation. In the AIM Framework, the Body Manager is A, Appetites, as defined in Axiom 1. The deficit states A signals include oxygen and the drive to breathe, hunger, thirst, thermoregulation, sleep pressure, tissue damage and reproductive drive, together with the bodily state that sustained stress produces when it shifts those set-points (Section 4.3.1). A’s boundary is the body: material circumstances such as income, shelter, safety and healthcare reach A only through their bodily consequences, and what defines the category within that boundary is the satiation dynamic (once the deficit is corrected, the demand for deficit correction ends). Stress acts on the body the Body Manager reads, whatever set it off, the circumstance or the Thinker’s appraisal of it. The route runs through the body and is not a channel; it is usually set off by circumstances the Individual does not wholly control, and it acts over hours and days rather than within a pass of the loop, which is why the formal treatment takes A as an exogenous input on the fast timescale (Appendix A, Section A.3).

When A-signals are elevated, A characteristically dominates the Decision Hub, and what it displaces is the I-process, not the Thinker. Identifying which Object would repair the deficit, and how to reach it, remains the Thinker’s work (Section 4.4.3); what the Thinker stops doing is setting goal states for itself and pursuing them, the activities that are rewarding in the doing. Under deficit, finding food or medicine is provisioning, a process the Body Manager commissions, and it runs on the priors the Belief Register already holds about A-repair. The Thinker’s serial deliberation is occupied by it, and the work that needs that line free is the work that goes: long-horizon planning, the systemic Hypotheses that only Imagination can assemble (Section 4.3.10), and creative search, which is recruited, if at all, to the deficit. A does not displace M. The Observer’s process runs for as long as the Individual is conscious and perceiving (Section 4.4.7), a running-down envelope narrows the field it selects from without stopping it (Section 4.1), and under deficit the Salience it forms falls first on whatever within reach would repair the deficit, which is usually an inanimate Object rather than another Individual; its inflation of those Objects is Object Parasitism operating on A-Objects (Section 4.4.11). Imagination is closed from both sides: A occupies the Thinker’s serial line, and the Observer, still active, withholds the quiescence Imagination requires (Section 4.4.4). This is not a failure of the Decision Hub but the minimal-architecture specification operating correctly, treating deficit-repair as the action-priority the deficit-scaled signal says it is. The dominance is conditional, however, on I’s priors permitting A to dominate. Where I’s priors have been culturally configured to discount A-signals, A’s dominance can be overridden at the Decision Hub even when A-magnitude is large. The architectural basis for that override, and its consequences for Glory-culture, kamikaze, seppuku, martyrdom-for-name, and heroic last-stand mythology, is set out in 4.4.12 as the I-Template Override Result, once the Thinker and the Observer have been specified and the channel count on which the override depends has been established.

4.4.3 The Thinker (Prior-Maintainer and Bayesian Ground-Resolver)

Axiom grounding. The Thinker is the direct architectural rendering of the I-component of Axiom 1. Its ground-resolution function operates under Axiom 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics), which supplies the updating rule. Axiom 4 (Confabulation) is the characteristic output of the Thinker when its Hypothesis Space is impoverished. Axiom 9 (Agent-Based Causal Default) constrains the form the confabulated output takes when the ground-resolution reaches for a substitute attribution.

Function-only specification. The Thinker is the component whose two architecturally inseparable primary functions are, first, continuous maintenance of the priors that make assessment, recognition, and resolution possible for the whole system, and, second, Ground-Resolution, the evaluative operation that resolves whatever the Thinker is attending to into its best-supported explanation by redistributing probability mass across the Hypothesis Space, of which the resolution of the Decision Hub’s tag-stripped Scalar into a ground-attribution is the source-attribution special case. The Thinker is the locus of deliberative inference in the architecture, and its operation is one contribution to Conscious Cognition rather than the whole of it: the Thinker is what we mean when we speak of thinking, and the deliberative work of inference, Hypothesis-formation, vocabulary acquisition, and revision of Belief is what the Thinker does. The Thinker’s capacity is serial: the Thinker holds one line of Ground-Resolution at a time, within a working-memory capacity distinct from the Observer’s attention (Section 4.4.7). That capacity limits what the Thinker can resolve at once. It is not a reservoir that effort exhausts (Hagger et al., 2016), and the fatigue that degrades deliberation is the body’s energy budget running down, signalled by the Body Manager (Section 4.4.2).

Ordinary sensory input, including information received from other Individuals, reaches the Thinker at its deliberative timescale and is not routed through the Decision Hub. Speech, reading, inspection, and the rest of realtime intake remain the channels any account of perception and inference already grants. The architecture assumes those channels and does not contest them. What it specifies in addition is the Decision Hub path: the channel by which integrated valuation returns to the Thinker as source-opaque feedback. That path interacts with the ordinary architecture. The AIM Framework’s work is to bring the additional channel into the same accounting as the channels already granted, not to replace them.

The Thinker’s ground-resolution function is not invoked on every action-selection cycle. The Thinker is associated with two stores, and they do different work. The Memory Store is the inclusive record of encoded content, retaining episodic traces and semantic content without commitment, holding contradictory fragments, dormant facts and propositions never endorsed alongside those currently believed. The Belief Register holds what the Thinker currently commits to, and is the only one of the two that downstream components read. The Hypothesis Space over which Ground-Resolution runs is constituted from the Memory Store, which fixes a limit the architecture cannot circumvent: a Hypothesis whose constituent content is absent from the Memory Store cannot be formed at all, and is therefore not improbable but unavailable. Neither store is read by the Decision Hub.

Where the Decision Hub’s cached-value (habit) store already holds a value adequate to the current context, action-selection proceeds at habit timescales on that store without recruiting the Thinker. The Thinker is recruited only by an open question: an Object the Belief Register cannot already resolve, either because no committed posterior exists for the Object or because the context diverges from what the stored posterior predicted. The Object need not arrive from the perceptual field. An Object the Thinker has assembled from the Memory Store and holds unresolved is an open question on the same terms as one perception delivers, so the activation condition can be met from within the Thinker as well as from outside it, and no problem posed by the world is required. A problem is the special case of an open question whose resolution bears on action. Novelty, prediction-mismatch and the self-set question are therefore the Thinker’s activation condition rather than incidental inputs; Curiosity is the felt signature of that recruitment, and Boredom is the felt registration of its exhaustion.

The prior-maintenance function stores and continuously updates four classes of prior. Priors about the Body Manager are the phenomenological recognition templates for its signals (what each deficit feels like, when each is to be honoured versus endured or suppressed), the Object-classes that repair each deficit, and the causal pathways by which acquisition and consumption produce repair. These priors are held by the Thinker for its own use in ground-resolution and in shaping the Observer’s input, not exported to the Body Manager, which does not require them. Priors about itself are the record of which engagements deepen capacity, which Objects the Thinker has previously resolved as engagement-rewarding, which domains the system has developed engagement in, and which activities produce flow. Priors about the Observer are the identification of which Individuals count as Models, Reference Set composition, comparative-position templates, Model-valuation-tracking templates, and the Hypothesis that a given Salience may be Observer-tracking of comparative position rather than a Body Manager deficit or a deficit of what the Thinker’s process requires. Priors about the Object field are the categorical vocabulary through which perceptual input is parsed into candidate Objects in the first place.

Three of these four prior-classes remain internal to the Thinker’s own operations. The priors about the Observer, however, are supplied outward to the Observer as the templates that condition the Observer’s computation. This outward template-supply is the Thinker’s sole channel of upstream influence over another component’s operation, and it is load-bearing for the whole architecture. The Observer is not an independent Object-field evaluator; its computation is conditional on the Thinker-supplied priors, and the signal it produces therefore reflects both the Observer’s distinctive input stream (observed pursuits, observed valuations, comparative-position data) and the Thinker’s templates applied to that stream. When the Thinker’s priors about Models and Reference Sets and Object-Salience are culturally configured in specific ways, the Observer’s output reflects those configurations upstream of the Decision Hub, not merely the raw observation data.

The Bayesian ground-resolution function receives the tag-stripped integrated Scalar from the Decision Hub as an item of Evidence and performs Bayesian updating over the Thinker’s Hypothesis Space to return a ground-attribution, which is fed back to the Decision Hub for action-initiation. The Scalar enters that updating on the same footing as any other Evidence reaching the Thinker, because the rule stated at Axiom 8 indexes on neither the origin of an item nor its subject matter, so the architecture holds no operation reserved for motivational feedback. The Object the Scalar concerns reaches the Thinker through its own perceptual intake, which is not routed through the Decision Hub. What does not reach it is the Observer’s reading of that Object, the Observer’s only output going to the Decision Hub and being tag-stripped there. The ground-resolution is performed necessarily on incomplete data, because the tag-stripping at the Decision Hub has already destroyed the source-identity information that perfect ground-resolution would require.

The quality of the resolution depends on the quality of the Hypothesis Space the Thinker holds. When the Hypothesis Space includes an adequate Hypothesis about Observer-driven Salience, Salience of that kind is available to be recognised as such. When the Hypothesis Space does not include that Hypothesis, Observer-driven Salience is resolved to the nearest available ground-attribution, characteristically a Body Manager deficit or a deficit of what its own process requires, and the system acts on an attribution that is high-confidence and wrong. This is not a cognitive failure, it is Bayesian reasoning operating correctly on an impoverished Hypothesis Space.

When resolution returns an I ground, the Thinker sustains engagement with the Object as a self-sustaining process that deepens with engagement and terminates only through endogenous termination (when novelty and capacity-deepening are exhausted, per Axiom 6) or through interruption (typically by an intruding deficit signal or by another system). Thinker valuations are signed per the Signed Valuation Principle (4.4.0): they take positive values toward engagements the Thinker resolves as deepening, capacity-building, or value-affirming, and negative values toward engagements the Thinker resolves as boring (Axiom 6 termination signal), value-violating, epistemically threatening, or otherwise aversive on Thinker-relevant grounds. The same channel carries both, with sign determined by the resolution the Thinker returns.

That the I-process does not satiate is entailed by the prior-maintenance and ground-resolution function itself, the function operates continuously and in private, and the deficits it signals are for the Objects whatever process it is running requires rather than for the function itself, so correcting one closes that deficit and leaves the function running, and non-satiation is architecturally guaranteed by the function specification, not an additional empirical claim, and the satiation of I-enabling Objects is the complementary entailment, the Object is contingent on the task and terminates with it while the process is not and does not. The consolidation of this point with the Body Manager’s and the Observer’s termination dynamics is the Satiation-Function Entailment of 4.4.12.

Three features of the Thinker jointly determine the whole system’s failure mode and its intervention target. These features are stated here; their joint consequences are drawn out in 4.4.12.

First, the Thinker is the sole prior-maintaining component in the architecture. The Body Manager does not bear priors. The Observer does not bear priors of its own; it draws on the Thinker’s priors as cached for downstream access (per 4.4.8). The Decision Hub does not bear priors. All cognitive content of any kind (priors, templates, Hypothesis Space, categorical vocabulary, causal knowledge) is maintained by the Thinker, and what the Belief Register holds is what the Thinker has committed there. No other component maintains priors that could be modified by external input or by the system’s own experience.

Second, the motivational feedback on which the Thinker’s ground-resolution function operates arrives only through the Decision Hub’s tag-stripped Scalar. Source-identity information has already been destroyed at the moment this feedback enters the Thinker’s ground-resolution function. The rule the feedback enters is content-agnostic in the sense Axiom 8 specifies, and the feedback itself is source-opaque: it reports that the integrated value was high or low, not which source drove it. The Thinker therefore cannot, from the feedback alone, distinguish a high Scalar driven by A-signal from a high Scalar driven by M-signal-shaped-by-I-priors, or distinguish a correct ground-attribution from a confabulated one that merely produces a consistent Scalar on the next iteration. The Confabulation architecture is, at this level, Bayesian updating on feedback from which the decomposition has been structurally removed, so that detection must run through a Hypothesis Space holding the M-Hypothesis.

Third, no feedback channel exists from the Body Manager into the Thinker’s prior-maintenance function, and no feedback channel exists from the Observer into that function either. The Body Manager cannot update the Thinker’s priors about itself, because the Body Manager does not bear priors of its own from which to send corrections. The Observer cannot update the Thinker’s priors about itself, because the Observer is downstream of those priors and its output is therefore not independent evidence against them. The only input channel the Thinker has from its own architecture for updating its priors about which source drove an integrated valuation is the Decision Hub’s Scalar, alongside the recall of its own prior state, and that feedback is source-opaque. Further Evidence continues to reach the Thinker through sensory input, including information received from other Individuals, and none of it carries the destroyed decomposition either.

The Thinker does not detect Salience in the perceptual field. Salience detection is the Observer’s function. It does not select actions. Action-selection is the Decision Hub’s function. The Thinker maintains the priors the Observer uses and updates on the Evidence that reaches it, whether through sensory input, including information received from other Individuals, or through the Decision Hub’s Scalar, the resolution of which into a ground-attribution is that same updating applied to the source question.

What the Thinker does signal is deficit. Axiom 3 establishes that the Thinker encodes a deficit of the same form as the Body Manager’s, the absence of an Object its process requires, and the Signed Valuation Principle at 4.4.0 has that deficit entering the Common-Currency Scalar alongside the Body Manager’s. The two components differ in what closes the deficit and in whether it recurs, not in whether they signal one. Deficit-signalling is not a third Thinker function: Ground-Resolution, applied to what the process the Thinker is running requires, returns the absence of a required Object as its result, and that result is the signal.

Mapping onto the AIM instantiation. In the AIM Framework, the Thinker is I, Intrinsic Motivation, as defined in Axiom 1 and elaborated in subsequent chapters. The engagement-reward phenomenon that Self-Determination Theory and flow research have measured and described is the observable output of I’s ground-resolution function operating in cases where the ground returns as I, with the accompanying deepening-through-engagement dynamic and termination-by-boredom-or-interruption pattern. I’s Private Persistence, the hallmark diagnostic for I-driven engagement being the activity’s continuation when no audience is present and no external reward is contingent on performance, follows from the ground-resolution specification: once the ground is resolved as I, engagement is self-sustaining and requires no external reinforcement. I-enabling Objects (tools, instruments, access that the process requires) satiate upon functional adequacy, because the deficit the Thinker signals for them closes when they are obtained, not because the I-process itself satiates. The Body Manager’s deficit recurs on a physiological cycle; the Thinker’s does not recur once the process has what it requires. That difference in recurrence, and not any difference in whether a deficit is signalled at all, is what separates the two satiation profiles.

Because the Thinker’s activation condition is novelty and prediction-mismatch, and because M-driven Salience presents a prediction-mismatch that no consumption or repair discharges, the recruitment does not end with a single resolution: the ground-resolution function is run repeatedly against an explanandum it cannot close, and the candidate set expands rather than converging. That consequence is the Confabulation Proliferation Corollary, derived at Chapter 11, Section 11.2.1.

Confabulation in AIM’s sense is the ground-attribution output of I when the Hypothesis Space about M is impoverished: the confident-but-wrong attribution of M-driven Salience to A or I. Mimetic Desire (the felt output) and Confabulation (the ground-attribution output) are the same emergent phenomenon viewed from different angles, both arising when I’s Bayesian ground-resolution operates on the tag-stripped integrated Scalar with a Hypothesis Space that does not adequately include the M-Hypothesis. The Knowledge Patch in AIM operates on I’s priors about M because I is the only component whose priors are architecturally modifiable. The architectural reasons the Patch must operate on I and must be externally installed are developed in 4.4.12.

4.4.4 The Observer-Quiescence Corollary and the Architectural Basis of Thinker Privacy

Axiom grounding. The Observer-Quiescence Corollary is jointly entailed by Axiom 8, Bayesian Belief Dynamics, as it applies specifically to Imagination, the generative operation of the Thinker, and by the Magnitude Clause of the Minimum Installation Condition set out in 4.4.7.1, which conditions the Observer’s Salience weighting on the Thinker’s cached priors as delivered through the Belief Register.

Function-only specification. The Thinker’s ground-resolution function, specified in 4.4.3, presupposes a prior generative step: before probability mass can be redistributed across candidate Hypotheses, those candidates must first be constructed. This generative step is Imagination, and its output determines the boundary of what Bayesian ground-resolution can subsequently operate on. The Observer’s Salience output, conditioned on the Belief Register’s current state per 4.4.7 and 4.4.8, does not only weight Objects for action-selection at the Decision Hub. Because the Thinker’s own Hypothesis-construction draws on the same cached priors that condition the Observer, elevated Observer-channel activity at a given moment reflects a prior landscape, and through the Scalar supplies Evidence that tends to reinforce it, weighted toward Model-relevant, comparative-position-relevant candidates. Under these conditions the generative operation’s search is disproportionately populated by status-legible Hypotheses, and Hypotheses with no comparative-position payoff are not constructed at all, so Ground-Resolution never has them to act on. Under low Observer activity, this weighting relaxes, and the generative operation is free to assign non-trivial amplitude to Hypotheses that carry no Model precedent and no status payoff, including Hypotheses that describe the Individual’s own social field systemically rather than through a single legible target. This is the Observer-Quiescence Corollary: low Observer activity is the architectural precondition for the construction of systemic Hypotheses, not a correlate of it.

Section 4.4.3 specifies the Thinker’s activation condition as an open question, whether presented by the perceptual field or set from the Memory Store, and the generative operation inherits that condition. An Object the generative operation has itself assembled from the Memory Store occupies the Hypothesis Space on the same footing as an Object perception delivers. Where the Belief Register holds no posterior adequate to a question the Individual has set, the search for one is what Imagination performs, so recruitment of Imagination may be endogenous as well as exogenous.

Section 4.4.3 further specifies Ground-Resolution as returning the most probable Hypothesis given the available Hypothesis Space and the evidence, under an updating rule that does not index on what a Hypothesis is about. Content-agnosticism at the evaluative half is what produces Confabulation, because the operation cannot detect that the true Hypothesis is absent from the Hypothesis Space. The generative half inherits the same property: Hypothesis construction draws on the Knowledge the Memory Store holds and proceeds under one rule, whether the assembled Hypothesis describes a state of affairs that can obtain or one that cannot. Constructing a candidate answer to a question the world poses and constructing a candidate state of affairs that could never obtain are therefore one operation running one rule, and the architecture holds no second generative capacity for the second case.

The two cases diverge downstream of the generative operation and at no point within it. They diverge in reach, because Imagination is bounded by the Memory Store and a Hypothesis whose constituent Knowledge the Memory Store does not hold is unavailable rather than improbable, so two explananda drawing on different Knowledge meet that bound at different points. They diverge in how available the evidence bearing on them is, since Ground-Resolution scores on what reaches the Thinker, and a constructed Hypothesis whose disconfirming evidence is out of circulation is scored on whatever else reaches it, which is typically what other Individuals appear to hold. They diverge in termination, since an explanandum the available evidence can settle terminates by resolution, while one it cannot terminates by Boredom or by interruption, which 4.4.3 specifies as the terminating conditions of the I-process.

Why Thinker privacy is architecturally required. Section 4.4.3 established that I’s Private Persistence is the hallmark diagnostic for I-driven engagement, because once a ground resolves as I, engagement is self-sustaining and requires no external reinforcement. The Observer-Quiescence Corollary supplies the missing mechanism for why the Thinker’s highest-value generative function characteristically operates behind that same privacy boundary. Audience presence does not merely fail to add anything to Imagination — it actively narrows the space Imagination can search, because an observed Individual carries elevated live Observer Salience conditioned on Model-tracking and comparative-position templates, and that elevated Salience, through the Scalar it loads, feeds back into which Hypotheses the generative operation constructs with meaningful amplitude in the first place. Privacy is therefore not a contingent condition under which the Thinker happens to prefer to work. It is the state in which the Observer-conditioned pre-filter on Hypothesis construction is at its weakest, and it is for this reason a structural precondition for the Thinker’s capacity to generate genuinely novel or systemic Hypotheses, rather than an incidental feature of how creative work is customarily performed. This result is additive to, and independent of, the Reafference Pathway specified in 4.4.9.1: the Pathway explains why self-observation continues to reinforce wanting even in solitude, while the Observer-Quiescence Corollary explains why solitude nonetheless remains the precondition for the generative operation’s widest search, because the Pathway’s residual self-observation carries lower Model-density and weaker comparative-position content than externally audienced observation, and therefore imposes a correspondingly weaker pre-filter on Hypothesis construction.

Mapping onto the AIM instantiation. In the AIM Framework, this Corollary explains why imagination, creativity, and problem-solving present as a single private function of I rather than as three separate capacities. Each is an instance of the Thinker’s generative operation constructing candidate Hypotheses under conditions of low M-conditioned pre-filtering, followed by Bayesian Updating resolving among them. The novelist drafting alone, the scientist working through a problem with no one watching, and the individual quietly reconsidering a settled Belief are all instances of the same architectural event: Observer-conditioned Salience weighting is quiescent, the generative operation’s search is unconstrained by status-legibility, and the resulting candidate Hypotheses are available for Bayesian Updating to test against evidence on their merits rather than on their comparative-position payoff. The novelist and the scientist are not two capacities sharing one condition of privacy, and neither is the Individual assembling a state of affairs that cannot obtain: each is the generative operation constructing candidate Hypotheses from the Memory Store against an explanandum the Individual has set, and what separates them is the closure available downstream rather than the operation upstream.

4.4.5 Flow as the Low-Crowding Limit of Observer-Driven Crowding-Out

Section 4.4.4 established the Observer-Quiescence Corollary: low Observer activity is the architectural precondition for the Thinker’s generative operation, Imagination, to conduct its goal-directed search of the Hypothesis Space without status-conditioned pre-filtering. This section shows that the quiescence in question is not a distinct architectural event but the low-intensity end of a single continuous process — the crowding-out of the Thinker’s generative search by the Observer’s read of observable valuing agents — and that flow is simply the name for the state at that end of the continuum.

The one process, stated as a continuum. On any operating cycle the Observer continuously samples the field for valuing agents and, on each perception of another Individual exhibiting directional valence toward an Object, installs a Mimetic signal (the Minimum Installation Condition, 4.4.7.1) whose Salience is conditioned by the priors the Thinker holds in the Belief Register. Under the Configural Update-Rate Asymmetry (4.3.10), agents generate a categorically higher rate of discrete, Salient configuration-change events than static objects or diffuse systems, so the Observer’s sampling load scales with the number and Salience of observable valuing agents in the field. This sampling-and-updating load competes with the Thinker’s generative operation at the Decision Hub, the single channel through which both are spent (Section 4.1): where the Observer’s Salience dominates the Scalar, the Decision Hub’s selection follows it and the Thinker is returned that Scalar to resolve. The load is therefore a dial, not a switch: as the density and Salience of observable valuing agents rises, the Observer’s read progressively crowds out the Thinker’s goal-directed search; as it falls, the search is progressively freed. There are not two states here and not two mechanisms — there is one process running at varying intensity.

Flow is the low-crowding limit. Flow is the state at the low-intensity end of this continuum: the condition in which few observable valuing agents are present in the field, or the Observer is rendered low-Salience with respect to those present, so that Observer-driven crowding-out of the Thinker’s generative search approaches its minimum. Being in flow is, precisely, the Thinker not being crowded out by the Observer’s sampling of observed agents. This is why flow is reliably associated with clear goals and a skill-challenge match rather than with aimlessness (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990): Imagination remains the Thinker’s goal-directed generative operation in service of ground-resolution throughout, so the task’s own structure continues to target the search; what the low-crowding condition removes is only the competing Observer load, not the search’s aim.

The two signature features are one de-crowding, described twice. Flow is distinguished by two of its most robust reported features: a loss of self-consciousness, and a marked compression or apparent disappearance of subjective time (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). AIM’s architecture identifies these not as two independently-caused symptoms but as two descriptions of the single low-crowding condition. Loss of self-consciousness is the crowding-out process at its minimum on the self-directed channel: the Observer’s comparative-position, status-conditioned read — including its read of the self as an observed, socially-rankable agent — falls quiet, which is what the recent active-inference literature independently characterises as the inhibition of higher-order self-conceptualisation with pre-reflective bodily awareness preserved (Parvizi-Wayne et al., 2024). Time compression is the same minimum, described on the duration-tracking channel: subjective duration tracks the density of discrete, attention-worthy events registered per interval rather than clock-time (Block and Grondin, 2014), and Event Segmentation Theory establishes that the prototypical event-boundary is a change in an agent’s goal, action, or configuration (Zacks and Swallow, 2007) — the very event-stream the Configural Update-Rate Asymmetry identifies as the Observer’s dominant input. When the Observer’s read of observable agents falls to its minimum, the event-stream that duration-perception counts falls with it, and felt time compresses. The loss of self-consciousness and the loss of felt time are therefore the same event — the Observer’s read of observable valuing agents dropping toward zero — registered on two different downstream channels.

Relation to crowding-out at other scales. This is the individual-architectural, real-time form of the crowding-out already named at other scales in the framework: Motivation Crowding-Out, the empirical suppression of intrinsic-reward activity by controlling extrinsic reward, and the I-Crowding-Out Dynamic, the sectoral displacement of I-engagement by M-intensive activity. In each case the Mimetic channel’s operation displaces intrinsic engagement; flow is simply the limiting case in which that displacement, at the level of the single Operational Loop, approaches zero. Naming flow this way removes a redundant construct: it is not a separate phenomenon requiring its own corollary but the low-crowding boundary condition of the Observer-Quiescence Corollary itself.

4.4.6 How the Order of Experience Shapes the Thinker

The Thinker’s ground-resolution has a further property, and it follows directly from what has already been said.

At any given moment, the Thinker is usually holding more than one Hypothesis about the same subject matter. It may be weighing whether a pull toward a new car is about a genuine transport need, about the enjoyment of driving, or about how the car will be seen by others. It may be weighing whether a colleague’s coolness reflects something the Individual has done, something going on in the colleague’s own life, or nothing at all. The Hypotheses are not always in strict competition (they often describe different sides of the same situation), but they are acting on the same subject matter, and each carries some probability that the Thinker updates as new evidence comes in.

The property is this. When two or more Hypotheses are acting on the same subject matter, the order in which evidence arrives changes where the Thinker ends up. Bayesian updating moves probability from one Hypothesis to another with each new piece of information. Each move reshapes the landscape for the next piece. An observation that would have strongly supported one Hypothesis if it arrived first can have a much smaller effect, or even the opposite effect, if it arrives after other observations have already shifted the distribution. Two people can start from the same priors, receive exactly the same evidence over their lives, and end up with different Beliefs simply because the evidence reached them in different sequences.

Four consequences follow.


	The order of experience matters, not just the content. What the Individual encounters first, second, and third changes the Belief they end up with, even when the total body of evidence is identical.

	Differences between Individuals are architecturally expected. Each person moves through the world in a personal order, meeting particular Models, Objects, and social responses in a sequence no one else shares. Divergence of Belief across a population is the normal output of the Thinker’s operation, not a sign that some people are reasoning badly.

	Competing Hypotheses interact rather than update in isolation. The weight the Thinker ends up placing on any one Hypothesis depends on what has been happening to the others along the way.

	The Knowledge Patch works with this property rather than against it. Epistemic Suspension (Chapter 18) is the practice of holding more than one Hypothesis open for longer than the Thinker would naturally tolerate, so that the Individual’s Beliefs are less dominated by the accident of early experience. The Patch does not remove order-sensitivity (that is architecturally given); it makes room for more evidence to bear on the outcome before the Thinker collapses onto a single answer.



The consequences for Confabulation are direct. Under an impoverished Hypothesis Space, Confabulation resolves Salience onto a wrong ground with high confidence. Order-sensitivity is the reason that two Individuals sharing the same impoverished space will confabulate onto different specific grounds, and the reason that a single Individual’s confabulated ground can shift across time without any new evidence arriving. Where unpatched Individuals do land on the same confabulated ground, the convergence reflects shared sequences of experience (shared Models, shared Reference Sets, shared cached priors carried by the Observer’s reafference pathway and the Belief Register’s slow updating), rather than accurate resolution.

None of this claims the Thinker is departing from Bayesian updating. Strict conditionalisation on a fixed evidence set with fixed likelihoods is order-invariant: the same total evidence yields the same posterior in either order. Order-dependence enters because the evidence an observation yields is state-dependent: the Scalar on which the Thinker updates is itself shaped by the Belief-state the observation meets, which is the accumulated product of what came before, through the recall that re-enters prior belief as Evidence and through the templates under which the Observer computes (Appendix A, Section A.5.6). The likelihood the Thinker assigns stays content-agnostic, which is what keeps the Belief race monotone. That state-dependence is architectural (Source Opacity and Common-Currency Integration), not a failure of Bayesian discipline, and it is developed in Chapters 13 and 14, with the formal statement at Chapter 14, Section 14.9.

4.4.7 The Observer (Continuous Conditional Object-Field Salience Assessor)

The Perceptual Primacy of the Observer. The Observer is the general perception channel of the architecture, not a dedicated social faculty. Its continuous conditional Salience assessment runs over the entire parsed Object field, tracking the directional movement and Salience of any Object for action-guidance, the branch moved by the wind, the vehicle through the corner, the cup on the table, the tree falling toward the Individual. Mimetic installation is the special case entailed when the perceived field contains an Individual whose conduct toward another Object carries valence, because a channel that tracks directional movement in general necessarily tracks the directional valence of other Individuals by the same apparatus, other Individuals being Objects in the field whose movement is tracked for the same action-guiding reason as any other Object. Adopted desire is therefore architecturally entailed and requires no separate channel: a system that perceived directional movement in general but selectively failed to perceive the directional valence of agents would require a second, agent-blind perceptual channel the architecture does not contain. The general perceptual function includes threat-priors about Objects that have no agency: a falling tree is read against the Thinker’s prior that unmanaged mass will damage the body, and the Observer emits negative Salience without a Model in the field. The Minimum Installation Condition specified in 4.4.7.1 is the social special case of this general perceptual function.

Axiom grounding. The Observer is the direct architectural rendering of the M-component of Axiom 1. Axiom 5 (Object Parasitism) describes the Observer’s operating mode: it does not generate its own Objects but operates on the Object-field parsed through the Thinker’s categorical priors, attaching Salience to Objects that already carry A- or I-functional roles. Axiom 7 (Preconscious Transmission) specifies the timing within which the Observer operates in the human substrate, the 60 to 340 millisecond window before conscious awareness.

Function-only specification. The Observer is the component whose primary function is continuous conditional Salience assessment over the perceived Object field, conditioned on priors maintained by the Thinker. The reading is locative as well as scalar: it marks which Objects in the field are valued and where in the field each one sits, which is what allows a deficit signal to be pointed at a target. The Observer’s distinctive contribution is the input stream that no other component receives, and its only output goes to the Decision Hub. The reading reaches neither the Body Manager, which has no upstream channel from the other components of the MAS, nor the Thinker, which receives the integrated Scalar and not the reading that was one of its inputs. That is what produces the error modes: a report of the specific magnitude of the Salience signal is destroyed at integration rather than delivered onward, and nothing downstream can recover it from what survives.

Rendered at the level of the Decision Hub’s inputs, the Observer’s output is the Salience signal: it enters common-currency integration as one signed Salience contribution alongside the Body Manager’s deficit signal (A) and the Thinker’s deficit signal (I). Because that Salience contribution is integrated into a Scalar whose function is the selection of corrective action, it is necessarily rendered as, and experienced as, the correction its sign demands rather than as Salience — the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle — which is why M-driven wanting presents phenomenologically as felt lack indistinguishable from a genuine need, and M-driven aversion as felt threat indistinguishable from a genuine danger.

The Observer operates continuously whenever the system is conscious and perceiving. It takes five input streams: the perceived Object field parsed through the Thinker’s categorical priors; the Thinker’s priors about the Body Manager’s current deficit state (which permit weighting by current deficit relevance); the Thinker’s priors about its own current deficit state, the Objects whatever process it is running requires; the Thinker’s priors about the Observer itself (Models, Reference Sets, comparative-position templates); and the Observer’s distinctive input stream, which comprises three kinds of observation, first, what other Individuals are pursuing, what they appear to value, and where they sit relative to one another, second, the Individual’s own action once it has been executed, as re-perceived after the fact, and third, how other Individuals react to the Individual’s own executed action, including whether they now appear to value the same Object more or less and whether the Individual’s comparative position has shifted as a result.

These three are architecturally distinct and must not be collapsed. The first is Model observation proper, the ignition stream carrying what others pursue and value. The second is Reafference: the Individual’s own executed action re-perceived through the Observer, on the fast valuation timescale. The third is the Observability coupling: that same executed action, having been observed and valued by others, returning as an altered reading of the environment. The second and third both begin with the Individual’s own executed action, which is why they are readily taken for one stream; they differ in whether the return path passes through another Individual. Reafference does not, and the Observability coupling does, which is why the latter is the pathway by which one Individual’s realised valuation becomes another Individual’s Salience. Neither is the memory self-coupling of the Belief Register, which is a slow-layer Evidence channel treated at 4.4.9.1: all three of these streams are Observer inputs, and the self-coupling is not.

The Observer outputs Salience and value signals over Objects, weighted by the joint contribution of the Thinker’s priors and the Observer’s distinctive input. Observer Salience signals are signed per the Signed Valuation Principle (4.4.0): they take positive values toward Objects flagged as Model-pursued, comparative-position-elevating, or otherwise positively M-charged in the cached templates, and negative values toward Objects flagged as Model-avoided, low-status, comparative-position-degrading, contaminated, or scapegoat-coded. The same channel carries both, with sign determined by the Object’s position in the cached M-template field. Negative-valenced Observer signals are the architectural source of socially transmitted aversion (the heretic, the unclean, the scapegoat) and of the avoidance side of the derivations in 4.4.12. The same negative pole carries the general case in which the Thinker’s prior is that the Object will damage the body if unmanaged, whether or not a Model is present.

Where the Object is another Individual, the flag on which the sign depends is the Agent-Type Vector, the classifier’s four-coordinate weighting of that Individual-Object across Collaborator, Rival, Predator and Prey (Axiom 9; Chapter 11, Section 11.13.1). A Predator-weighted reading is the case in which the valuation returned is aversive, and a Prey-weighted reading the case in which it is extractive. The classifier operates on the Object field the Observer already reads and modulates the salience weight specified here (Appendix A, Section A.2.1). Where the Thinker already holds an Agent-Type hypothesis for that Individual-Object, the hypothesis reaches the Observer through the Belief Register on the channel Section 4.4.8 specifies. Where it holds none, the read runs on the inherited template the Belief Register supplies for Individuals of that presentation, and the Thinker’s resolution of the Scalar that read contributed to commits the first hypothesis for that Individual-Object.

The scapegoat carries both signs. The same Individual-Object is read negatively as contaminated and positively as a target for elimination, and the two readings are the same signed channel run under two aspects rather than a contradiction between them. The negative reading is the one the cached template carries: it is why scapegoat-coding sits among the negative flags enumerated above, and what it governs is contact, association, and the untouchability of the figure. The positive reading is the one presentation supplies: a Prey-weighted vector returns an extractive valuation, and what the Observer emits toward a vulnerable, visible and reciprocity-exempt Individual-Object is approach. Pursuit and elimination run on the second aspect; avoidance of contact runs on the first.

Which aspect is in force on a given cycle is decided by where each coordinate of the Agent-Type Vector is computed, and the two loci run at different speeds. The Predator and Prey coordinates are the ones an Individual-Object’s presentation supplies, so they move in the Observer’s limb at the architecture’s shortest time constant, read under templates the Thinker writes (Appendix A, Section A.5.9); the Collaborator and Rival coordinates require behavioural evidence accumulated across encounters, so they move in the Thinker’s limb at its longest (Chapter 11, Section 11.13.1). Vulnerability is legible in a single exposure. Standing as a collaborator or a rival is not, and a figure whose Prey-weight has moved on presentation faster than any Collaborator-weight could accumulate is selected before the evidence that would have told against the selection could arrive.

Neither aspect leaves a trace the Individual can read, because the classifier’s four-coordinate weighting reaches the Decision Hub as nothing richer than a modulation of the signed Salience weight (Appendix A, Section A.2.1). The Observer’s output carries the sign and not the coordinate that produced it. The Thinker’s ground-resolution therefore has no evidence by which to separate an elevation that arose from a Prey-weighted reading from one that arose from an aversive template, and the most probable available ground for approach toward an Individual-Object the Individual classifies as an enemy is a threat. The resolution returns Predator-framing for a selection that ran on Prey-weight. Dual-Role Confabulation is that output: selection on prey-criteria, framing on predator-criteria, held sincerely in one attribution. The diagnostic Dual-Role Confabulation supplies is developed at Chapter 11, Section 11.19.

The Observer has no termination condition. Conditional assessment over a perceived field cannot complete while perception continues and while the conditioning inputs (the Body Manager’s deficit state, the Thinker’s deficit state, social-world observations) continue to exist. The Observer therefore does not satiate; non-satiation is architecturally guaranteed by the function specification, not an additional empirical claim on top of it. This is the minimal-architecture rendering of Axiom 6’s claim that M does not satiate.

The Observer’s field is unbounded and its operation does not close, but the attention it spends on the field is finite. The body’s energy budget is finite and part of it is spent holding attention on one thing rather than another (Section 4.1), so at any moment the Observer selects only so much of the field for assessment, and over any period it spends only so much. The two properties are distinct and must not be collapsed. Non-closure belongs to the Observer’s operating condition: while the system is conscious and perceiving there is always further field to assess, and no reading of it is terminal. Finitude belongs to the Observer’s supply: what is assessed is drawn from a fixed budget, so Salience placed on one Object is attention not placed on another. The budget is the Observer’s own and is distinct from the Thinker’s working-memory capacity, which bounds deliberative intake. The Thinker does not draw on the Observer’s budget, but it sets how that budget is allocated through the templates it writes, so that where the Thinker is loaded the allocation falls back on raw Salience. Where the architecture describes M, or anything M drives, as unbounded, the term carries the first property and not a claim about magnitude: M has no terminus of its own, while the magnitude it reaches at any time is limited by the saturation of the valuation response (Appendix A, Section A.4) and by the attention the Observers involved can supply (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.4). The population-scale consequence, that the Status a population can confer is bounded by the attention its members can spend on one another, is derived at Chapter 8, Section 8.12.7.

Where the escalating pathologies live. Non-closure belongs to the general case, and in the general case it relocates without escalating: Salience over a field of Objects moves from one Object to the next as each is reached, and nothing in the field reads the Individual’s reading back. The escalating pathologies of M require the special case. Rivalry needs a second Individual whose reading converges on the same scarce Object; contagion and Coupling need readings that pass between Individuals; the inflation of the Mimetic Premium needs a market of observed valuations; the scapegoat needs a figure several Individuals read together; and the fold is the loop-gain condition met on exactly those inputs (Appendix A, Section A.5). Each needs one Individual’s reading to feed back into another’s, and only the special case supplies that return path. The general case is not free of pathology. Source Opacity and the Salience-Deficit Conflation operate in it as everywhere, so a brightly coloured package can be wanted as a lack and given a confabulated reason; but a choice no one observes feeds no one else’s reading, and it ends where it is made. Most of M’s pathology, and all of its escalation, lives in the special case.

The Observer does not maintain priors. It operates on the priors supplied by the Thinker through the Belief Register mechanism set out in 4.4.8, conditioning its live computation on the Belief Register’s current state at each cycle. Storage, updating, and revision of those priors are Thinker functions and are not performed by the Observer. The Observer is therefore a prior-consumer rather than a prior-maintainer, and nothing in its own operation can alter the priors it consumes; alteration occurs only when the Thinker updates the Belief Register, on the Decision Hub’s Scalar, on the recall of its own prior state, and on Evidence received from other Individuals. The Observer does not pursue Objects. It does not produce desire-as-wanting-to-pursue. It does not ground Salience in the Body Manager’s deficits or in the Thinker’s. It does not initiate acquisition. These are downstream functions of integration at the Decision Hub, ground-resolution at the Thinker, and action-selection at the Decision Hub.

The Observer has no upstream channel into the Thinker for its Salience output. That output is the Salience signal it delivers to the Decision Hub, and that signal is subsequently compressed with the other direct inputs into the tag-stripped Scalar. The Observer’s output therefore cannot serve as independent evidence that the Thinker could use to correct its priors about the Observer, because by the time the Observer’s output returns to the Thinker (as a component of the Decision Hub’s Scalar), it has been tag-stripped and combined with the other direct inputs. This is the architectural reason the Observer cannot self-correct errors in the Thinker’s priors about the Observer: the Observer’s output is structurally indistinguishable from the other direct inputs at the point where it could have served as corrective evidence. The restriction is on the Salience path, not on perception as such. The Thinker continues to receive ordinary sensory input, including information received from other Individuals, at its deliberative timescale, as Diagram 4.1 records.

The Observer’s distinctiveness as a component lies in the input stream that no other component receives: the observed pursuits and observed valuations of other Individuals, and comparative-position data derived from those observations. The Observer’s conditional dependence on priors maintained elsewhere does not collapse it into the Thinker, because the distinctive input stream is neither produced nor stored by the Thinker. The Thinker supplies the templates by which the entities in the distinctive input stream are parsed, and the Observer does the continuous assessment work using those templates against live observation. Without the Observer, the other components’ priors would still modulate Salience, but the Salience function would be blind to the distinctive input stream.

Mapping onto the AIM instantiation. In the AIM Framework, the Observer is the M input channel, and Mimetic Desire in Girard’s sense is the phenomenological output that the Individual experiences when the M-driven component of a Salience signal is integrated at the Decision Hub, tag-stripped there, and then resolved by I’s Bayesian ground-resolution under a Hypothesis Space that does not adequately include the M-Hypothesis. At the architectural level the source and the wanting it produces are not the same thing. The source, M, is the continuous salience-assessment function that operates on the perceived Object field with the Observer’s distinctive input stream. Mimetic Desire in Girard’s sense, the wanting the Individual experiences, is the emergent property that arises when the M-driven Salience is integrated and tag-stripped at the Decision Hub and then mis-resolved by I into a confabulated ground-attribution (a Body Manager deficit, a deficit of what a process requires, or both), at which point the Individual experiences the wanting as their own in a way that is phenomenologically indistinguishable from A-driven or I-driven wanting.

The Preconscious Transmission window identified in Axiom 7 (60 to 340ms) is the temporal signature of the Observer’s operation in the human substrate, placing the Observer’s output within the Decision Hub’s input stream before conscious awareness of the signal is possible. In the human substrate this timing secures the absence of a phenomenological residue from the Observer’s contribution, and it is what ensures that the Observer’s output enters the Decision Hub through the same preconscious pathway as the Body Manager’s output, denying the Individual any phenomenological cue that would support source-discrimination at the point of input. In the human substrate that absence is secured by the speed of transmission (Axiom 7); the source decomposition is unrecoverable afterwards whatever the speed, because integration discards it (Axiom 3). The inaccessibility rests on the residue being absent rather than on the transmission being quick.

With all four components now specified, the instantiation claim can be stated in a form the reader can assess. The AIM Framework claims that the human motivational system instantiates the minimal architecture, with A instantiating the Body Manager, I instantiating the Thinker, M instantiating the Observer, and the Decision Hub instantiating the integrator-and-action-selector role. The instantiation claim is separately falsifiable from the minimal architecture itself. If the human motivational system were shown not to instantiate the architecture, for example if Salience computation were found not to be conditional on priors, or if prior-maintenance were found to be distributed across the A and M components, the instantiation mapping would be refuted while the minimal architecture might still stand as a valid specification for some other system, though a falsified human instantiation is a failure of the AIM Framework as a theory of human motivation whatever residual validity the abstract specification retains.

4.4.7.1 The Minimum Installation Condition

The Observer’s function specification in 4.4.7, read jointly with the Signed Valuation Principle of 4.4.0, entails a two-clause condition on what is required for the Observer to install a Mimetic signal toward an Object from another Individual’s conduct on any given operating cycle. This is M’s social special case; the general case, the Observer’s reading of the Object field against the Thinker’s priors, requires no Model (4.4.7). The condition is stated here as the Minimum Installation Condition (MIC). MIC is valence-signed: installation occurs in the positive-valence and the negative-valence direction alike, the valence that signs it is the perceived Individual’s own, and the downstream dynamics differ by sign.

Gate clause. The Observer installs a Mimetic signal toward an Object on any cycle in which its distinctive input stream contains perception of another Individual exhibiting directional valence toward that Object. Directional valence is either positive (approach, pursuit, reaching, acquisition, lingering gaze, positive display directed at the Object, expressed valuation) or negative (avoidance, recoil, withdrawal, contamination-coding, scapegoat-coding, expressed revulsion directed at the Object), and any conduct toward the Object discriminable from indifference carries it. The sign of the observed valence is the sign of the installed signal. Nothing further is required at the gate. The gate does not require that the Object carry A-functional or I-functional relevance for the observing Individual, that the observing Individual possess prior familiarity with the Object, that the Object be scarce, or that any particular slow-loop state obtain. Two conditions do not open it: another Individual merely co-present with the Object, and another Individual oriented toward the Object, by a passing glance or by position, with no valence readable in the orientation.

The gate is keyed to valence and not to co-presence because the elevation that co-presence produces has a target of its own. An Individual in the perceived field generates a categorically higher rate of trackable state-change than any static Object near it (the Configural Update-Rate Asymmetry, 4.3.10), so a continuously sampling Observer registers a Salience elevation on Individual-detection as such. The Observer’s only output is signed Salience over an Object, and the perceived Individual is itself an Object in the field (Individual-as-Object), so the elevation binds to the perceived Individual. It is the Observer’s reading of that Individual: it draws attention to the Individual and along the Individual’s orientation, and it installs no valuation of anything else in the field. What passes from the perceived Individual to another Object is the Individual’s relation to that Object, and the relation carries a sign only where the Individual’s conduct toward the Object is discriminable from indifference. Attention follows orientation; Mimetic installation from another Individual follows valence.

The gate has no reverse. An observation event that has opened the gate has already delivered its installation to the Decision Hub, within the Preconscious Transmission window of Axiom 7, and no later act of the Individual withdraws it. What has been seen cannot be unseen, and what has been observed cannot be un-observed. Conscious refusal, correction and recantation all operate downstream, on the weight the Thinker assigns to what was installed, and never on the installation event itself.

Magnitude clause. The Salience weight applied to the installed signal is conditioned by the Thinker’s priors about the Body Manager’s current deficit state, its own current deficit state, and the Object field, as supplied read-only to the Observer through the Belief Register (specified in 4.4.8; Appendix A, Section A.5.9), and by the strength of the perceived Individual’s directional valence toward the Object. An observation event that carries directional valence therefore opens the gate whatever the slow loop’s state, and produces an installed M-signal whose sign is set by what the perceived Individual was doing and whose magnitude is set by the slow loop’s current posteriors at the moment of observation and by how strongly the valence was expressed. An Individual whose deficit-state currently flags food as a high-priority deficit-repair category receives, on observing a Model reach for food, an installed M-signal of greater weight than the same Individual would receive in a sated state.

The Minimum Installation Condition is the social special case of the Observer’s general perceptual function (the Perceptual Primacy of the Observer), the Observer tracks the directional movement of any Object in the field for action-guidance, and Mimetic installation is entailed when the tracked Object is itself an Individual whose conduct toward another Object carries valence, requiring no separate channel. The Minimum Installation Condition is accordingly subject to Installation Carrier Neutrality, the gate is keyed to the decoded observation event and not to the carrier or sensory format in which that event reaches the Observer, so the physical medium and the modality-specific form are incidental to installation. This is the input-side counterpart of Source Opacity (Section 4.4.1), carrier and format are immaterial upstream of the Decision Hub, just as the source decomposition is destroyed at and downstream of integration. The emergent crisis dynamics the treatise develops are properties of the coupling between many such channels, not of the perception channel in isolation.

4.4.8 The Belief Register

Axiom grounding. The Belief Register is the architectural form in which the Thinker’s posteriors are made accessible to downstream operations that must run at timescales shorter than the Thinker’s deliberative ground-resolution cycle permits. The Belief Register mechanism follows from Axiom 7 (which places the Observer’s operation within the Preconscious Transmission window of 60 to 340 milliseconds in the human substrate, faster than any process that requires conscious deliberation) operating jointly with Axiom 8 (Bayesian Belief dynamics, which produce the posteriors that are cached).

Function-only specification. The Belief Register (btb_t in Appendix A.5.6) is the architectural form in which the Thinker’s current posteriors and salience-conditioning templates are made available for downstream access at timescales shorter than the Thinker’s deliberative cycle permits. The Belief Register is the architecture’s state component: the persistent store over the Hypothesis Space, written only by the Thinker, read by the Observer, and computing nothing. The Belief Register is not a fifth processing component, and the minimality of the specification is a claim about the components that compute, which remain four. The Belief Register is also the architectural channel through which the Thinker’s updating propagates to the Observer. The Belief Register stores the Thinker’s Beliefs and Salience templates, not a decomposition of valuation into A, I, and M contributions, because the Scalar on which the Thinker updates is source-opaque. The Belief Register is also the architectural channel through which the magnitude clause of the Minimum Installation Condition (4.4.7.1) is realised, because the slow-loop posteriors that set the Salience weight of each installed M-signal, in both the positive-valence and negative-valence direction, reach the Observer only through the Belief Register.

The two functions of one store. The Belief Register discharges two functions. The first is storage: the Belief Register holds the posteriors the Thinker commits through Ground-Resolution, so that a conclusion survives the cycle in which the Thinker reached it and stands as the prior for the next cycle. The second is salience-conditioning: on every Observer cycle the Belief Register furnishes the configuration under which the perceived field is parsed and weighted, which Models count, which Objects are M-charged or aversion-coded, which deficit categories are currently live, and the vocabulary through which the field is divided into Objects at all. An Individual whose Thinker has resolved that a given Object repairs a given deficit has, by that commitment, altered the Salience that Object carries when the Object is next in the field.

The second function is not a second store. What the Thinker supplies is the stored posterior itself: one distribution over the Hypothesis Space, put to two uses. The architecture is committed to the asymmetry between the two components and not to the mechanism that spans them. The Thinker maintains the posteriors; the Observer operates on the posteriors and cannot alter them; whether the configuration is fetched by the Observer or projected onto the Observer is immaterial to the architecture’s derivations. What the Observer never does is hold priors of its own. Nor does salience-conditioning exhaust the Observer’s output, because the Observer also marks Objects for which the Belief Register carries no prior, which is how content on which the Thinker has not yet performed Ground-Resolution enters the loop. The weight the Decision Hub places on the Observer’s channel is meanwhile the Decision Hub’s own, applied at integration: the Thinker’s control of the Observer’s channel is control of what is salient, not of how heavily the channel counts. The Belief Register reaches the integrated value only through the Observer (Appendix A, Section A.5.6).

Both functions are discharged by content that Ground-Resolution writes and that nothing else writes. A ground-attribution resolving onto the wrong ground therefore changes what the Individual subsequently notices, and the insight-behaviour lag runs at the rate at which Belief-Register Updates accumulate rather than at the rate the Thinker reaches conclusions.

Belief and desire. Belief issues in action. The Decision Hub selects on valuations formed under the Thinker’s posteriors, which reach it on two routes: as the Thinker’s own evaluative input, and, through the Observer’s read of the Belief Register, as the configuration under which the field is made Salient. On either route what a Belief supplies is direction: which Object, reached by which action, would close which deficit. It does not supply the magnitude the Decision Hub acts on. That magnitude is always a deficit to be corrected, because the integrated Scalar admits no other interpretive category (Section 4.4.0), and every action the Decision Hub selects is therefore driven toward closing one. Three things can stand open to be closed. The Body Manager’s deficit is a departure from a homeostatic set-point (Section 4.4.2). The Thinker’s deficit is the absence of an Object that would support the engagement it seeks (Section 4.4.3). The third is a felt lack: the Observer’s Salience, received under the only category integration allows, presents as something missing although nothing was open (the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Section 4.4.0). Desire, in the architecture, is the Common-Currency Scalar directed at an Object, the felt urge to act (Section 4.5), and Belief is what fixes the Object. Neither issues in action without the other. A Belief with no deficit or felt lack beneath it supplies direction and no drive, and a deficit with no Belief to locate its correction is a drive the Observer must point unaided. This is the architectural form of the familiar explanation of action by a belief paired with a desire (Davidson, 1963), with the pairing specified: the two are two functions of one loop rather than two independent causes. The deficit makes an action necessary, the Belief makes it this action, and the Scalar that follows returns to the Thinker as the evidence on which the Belief is next revised. That Scalar falls where the deficit closed and stands where it did not. Where the lack was felt rather than open, acquiring the Object closes nothing and the Scalar stands, which is the architectural root of M’s non-satiation (Axiom 6).

Two such timescales are architecturally important. The first is the Observer’s live operating timescale, within which the Observer conditions its computation on the Belief Register’s current state at each cycle without awaiting fresh ground-resolution. The second is the habit timescale, within which action-selection at the Decision Hub is driven directly by the Decision Hub’s intrinsic cached-value (habit) store, executing familiar action without requiring a fresh ground-resolution cycle at all; the Observer’s read of the Belief Register conditions live Salience but is not the route through which habitual selection runs.

The Belief Register is read-only from the downstream side. The Observer reads the Belief Register at each operating cycle to condition its Salience computation, and action-selection at habit timescales is driven by the Decision Hub’s intrinsic cached-value (habit) store without recourse to the Thinker, but neither the Observer nor habit-routed action-selection can write to the Belief Register or alter its state. Belief-Register Updates are a Thinker function, performed via Bayesian updating on the Decision Hub’s Scalar, and the revised posterior is the Belief Register’s state, which moves on the slow timescale of repeated updating rather than in a single pass. That write is Ground-Resolution’s output rather than a further operation performed on it: the posterior a cycle returns is the posterior the Belief Register holds, and there is no step between resolving and storing. The Belief Register therefore preserves the architectural commitment that the Thinker is the sole prior-maintaining component: the Thinker is the only writer, so the priors the Belief Register holds are the Thinker’s however long the priors persist there, and no other component maintains priors of its own.

The cached habit store accounts for several otherwise puzzling features of the architecture’s behavioural output. The hand’s automatic reach for the door keys on returning home, the foot’s adjustment to a familiar uneven step, the fingers’ navigation of a familiar keyboard, and the entire repertoire of skilled practice are driven by the Decision Hub’s intrinsic cached-value (habit) store; action-selection at habit timescales runs on that store, which is why these actions proceed without conscious deliberation and why they persist even when the Thinker’s deliberative posteriors have begun to drift away from the values the store currently holds. A distinct and faster protective layer sits beneath this one: blink reflexes, flinching or ducking from a looming object, and jerking the hand back from a hot surface are executed within milliseconds by subcortical circuitry (spinal reflex arcs, the brainstem, and the superior colliculus), well before any deliberative or value-based cycle could complete. These protective responses are not value-based action-selection and do not run through the Belief Register or the habit store; the specification does not model them, noting only that they occupy a separate fast layer that the value architecture presupposes rather than implements.

The individual-scale basis of the Double Opacity Problem developed in Chapter 9 is the Decision Hub’s cached-value store and not the Belief Register: habitual behaviour runs on the store, which bypasses the real-time integration cycle entirely, so the source composition of the integrations that formed the habit was destroyed when they were integrated, and the current instance involves no deliberation to inspect. The Individual whose deliberation has revised their posteriors will continue to act, at habit timescales, on the values the cached store still holds, because revising the Belief Register does not retune the store. This is the architecturally explained version of the familiar phenomenon in which an Individual knows better but continues to do otherwise.

Mapping onto the AIM instantiation. In the AIM Framework, the Belief Register is the store through which I’s current posteriors reach M’s preconscious salience-assessment function, and through M’s read of the Belief Register they reach the Decision Hub’s live integration. Habit-routed action-selection is not on that path: it runs on the Decision Hub’s own cached-value store, which holds a value and no record of what produced it, and which I does not write. Repetition is what conditions that store. Each repeated cycle of fresh integration in a stable context lays down the value the store comes to hold, so the store is written by what the Individual has done and not by what I currently believes. The Belief Register is what makes M’s contribution to the integration stream operate at preconscious speeds; M does not deliberate, because M reads the Belief Register and applies it. The Belief Register is also what makes culturally installed I-templates (the Glory-template, the martyrdom-template, the kamikaze-template, the seppuku-template, the heroic-last-stand-template) reach the Decision Hub at action-execution speeds rather than at deliberation speeds, through M’s read of the Belief Register within a single operating cycle, which is why a soldier going over the top or a kamikaze pilot in final approach need not reconsider in the moment of action; the Belief Register has already been written, and M’s reading of it is already in the integration when the action proceeds. The Belief Register also accounts for the characteristic challenge the Knowledge Patch faces in operation. Even when I’s deliberative posteriors are updated by Patch-supplied content (AIM vocabulary, the Two-Question Diagnostic, behavioural signatures, presumption against scapegoating), the Belief Register must also be revised, through repeated Belief-Register Updates, before M’s live computation tracks the updated posteriors. Habitual action-selection does not track them at all: the cached-value store is not read against current posteriors, so it is reconditioned only as repeated cycles of fresh integration lay down new values. The period between deliberative update and behavioural change is the period in which the Individual knows better but continues to act on outdated priors, and Patch-supplied insight does not translate into Patch-conforming behaviour without repetition. Both lags are architecturally entailed features of the routes that carry them rather than a contingent failure of will or attention.

4.4.9 The Operational Loop

Axiom grounding. The operational loop is the dynamic arrangement of Axioms 2, 3, 4, 7, and 8 operating together over time. Axiom 2 supplies the integration. Axiom 3 supplies the tag-stripping. Axiom 4 supplies the confabulated ground-resolution output. Axiom 7 places the M-signal’s entry into the loop prior to conscious awareness. Axiom 8 supplies the updating rule by which ground-resolution outputs become posteriors that are written to the Belief Register and become priors for the next cycle.

Function-only specification. The four components operate in a continuous loop with the following structure. At each cycle: the Body Manager reports its current deficit state; the Observer, conditioned on the Belief Register’s current state, performs continuous assessment over the perceived Object field using its distinctive input stream; the Thinker’s ground-resolution output from the previous cycle contributes its direct input; these three streams enter the Decision Hub; the Decision Hub compresses them into a tag-stripped Scalar and selects an action; the Scalar is fed back to the Thinker for Bayesian ground-resolution on the next cycle; the resulting ground-attribution becomes an updated posterior that is both used directly by the Thinker for the next ground-resolution and written to the Belief Register, where it becomes the basis on which the Observer’s next cycle conditions its computation. Habit-routed action-selection proceeds on the Decision Hub’s own cached-value store, which repetition conditions and the Thinker does not write. Within each cycle, the Observer’s installation of Mimetic signal onto Objects in the perceived field is governed by the Minimum Installation Condition specified in 4.4.7.1, with the gate clause determined by the valence of the Model-directed observation in the distinctive input stream for that cycle, the magnitude clause determined by the Belief Register’s current state, and the post-acquisition re-ranking of the Object-field producing the next cycle’s Salience distribution.

Why this is the minimal architecture. Remove any component and the system cannot produce the observed outputs. Remove the Observer and the social world cannot enter Salience computation. Remove the Thinker and priors collapse, leaving the Observer with nothing to condition its assessment on and leaving integrated valuations with no resolver. Remove the Body Manager and deficit-repair termination is unavailable. Remove the Decision Hub and the signals cannot be integrated for action-selection. Remove the Belief Register and the Thinker’s posteriors cannot condition the Observer’s live computation, severing the slow path from the fast path.

Diagram 4.1 — The minimal architecture. The three signed source signals (A, I, M) converge on the Decision Hub for integration and tag-stripping (Source Opacity) and action-selection; V returns to the Thinker for Bayesian ground-resolution over the Hypothesis Space, which is constituted from the Memory Store; the Thinker writes the Belief Register, which conditions the Observer by top-down projection and not by any read from the Decision Hub; the Decision Hub holds its own cached habit store. Action-selection issues in an action where V crosses the threshold and in behaviour without action where it does not, and both are observed and both return through the reafference pathway. Sensory input reaches all three source components, the Body Manager interoceptively and the Observer as the external perceptual and social field, both preconsciously, and the Thinker only as far as it can process at its deliberative timescale. That deliberative-timescale path is the ordinary sensory and communicative channel. It is assumed by the architecture and is not routed through the Decision Hub. Fast protective reflexes are a separate subcortical layer the architecture presupposes and does not model.
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The propagation of the Thinker’s updated posteriors to the Observer operates through Belief-Register revision: updated posteriors are written to the Belief Register through a Belief-Register Update, and the Observer’s next cycle reads the revised Belief Register. At habit timescales, action-selection at the Decision Hub proceeds on the Decision Hub’s intrinsic cached-value store without a fresh ground-resolution cycle, which is why routine action proceeds without conscious deliberation and why habits persist even when the Thinker’s deliberative posteriors have begun to drift away from the values the store currently holds.

Where a signal goes when it subsides. The loop does not lose a signal when the signal subsides, as the conservation discipline of Section 4.1 requires. While the Observer’s Salience for an Object is raised, the Salience passes into the integrated Scalar at every cycle. The Scalar is spent in the action the Decision Hub selects, which draws on the energy envelope, and returns to the Thinker. Where the Scalar poses an open question, Ground-Resolution writes the resolution to the Belief Register, which returns it to the Observer as the templates under which the Object is next read. Where the same selection is repeated, the repetition conditions the Decision Hub’s cached-value store. When the Salience subsides, the Observer’s reading is returning to rest after its content has been carried into the action, the Belief Register and the cached-value store. An Object that draws no Salience sends no signal, and nothing upstream has stopped. A habituated Object belongs with these: habituation lowers its Salience, action-selection runs on the cached-value store, and the Thinker is recruited onto the habit only where the habit no longer serves the deficit it was conditioned on, or fires in a context it was not conditioned for. Because the cached-value store does not register outcomes, that mismatch reaches the Thinker through the Scalar of a competing valuation or through ordinary deliberative intake (Appendix A, Section A.5.6).

This loop is the architectural basis for iterated Confabulation. The ground-attribution the Thinker returns on cycle t becomes an updated posterior for cycle t+1. If the Thinker’s Hypothesis Space does not include an adequate Hypothesis about the Observer, the cycle t ground-attribution is confabulated, and the cycle t+1 posterior is updated toward greater confidence in the confabulation. The Scalar from the Decision Hub on cycle t+1 is consistent with the prediction the updated posterior produces, because the Scalar is source-opaque and matches the prediction regardless of which source drove it. Confabulation is therefore self-reinforcing across cycles, not because the Thinker is failing to update, but because it is updating correctly on source-opaque evidence using priors that include no Hypothesis capable of generating the correct ground-attribution.

This is the individual-scale locus of the Bayesian Lock-In that Chapter 13 develops at population-scale. The individual-scale version operates through the Thinker’s updating cycle alone, and produces entrenched confabulated priors within a single Individual. The population-scale version operates when each Individual’s confabulated output becomes evidence for other Individuals’ Thinker prior-maintenance, producing cascading lock-in across a social network.

Mapping onto the AIM instantiation. In the AIM Framework, this loop is the AIM Operational Loop. At each cycle in an Individual’s ongoing operation, A-signals from the body, M-signals from the Observer conditioned on the cached I-supplied priors, and I’s prior ground-resolution output converge at the Decision Hub, are compressed into a tag-stripped Scalar, and the Scalar is returned to I for Bayesian ground-resolution that both triggers the next action-initiation and updates I’s posteriors (including its posteriors about M) in the Belief Register. The cycle repeats continuously, and the individual-scale Bayesian Lock-In that characteristically develops when I’s Hypothesis Space about M is impoverished is the AIM instantiation of the minimal architecture’s iterated-Confabulation dynamic.

4.4.9.1 The Reafference Pathway, A Second Fast Loop Through the Observer

The operational loop described in 4.4.9 closes within a single cycle. The Decision Hub integrates the inputs, passes the combined signal to the Thinker for resolution, and the Thinker’s resolution is returned to the Decision Hub for action-initiation. A second loop closes across cycles, and it runs through the Observer rather than through the Thinker.

When the Individual executes an action, the action itself becomes something the Observer can watch. Three kinds of self-observation follow. First, the Individual registers what they have just done at the moment of doing it, before any external evidence about the outcome has arrived. Second, the Individual perceives the action’s outcome, whether the Object was acquired, whether the engagement began, whether the pursuit succeeded. Third, other Individuals respond to the Individual’s executed action, and their responses, their renewed attention, their valuation shifts, their own comparative repositioning, become new observations in the Observer’s distinctive input stream.

The Pathway runs on behaviour and not on action alone. An Individual who declines an Object observes the declining, and an Individual whose pursuit lapses across a stretch observes the lapse; both re-enter the Observer on the following cycle exactly as an executed action does. This is what makes an interception consequential beyond the moment it occurs. The interval the interception produces is itself observed, is itself written to the Belief Register through the ordinary cycle, and therefore conditions the Observer’s next assessment in the way the action it displaced would have.

All three re-enter the Observer on the cycle following execution. The Individual’s own completed action, and the social world’s reaction to it, are for the architecture observations in exactly the same sense that a Model’s pursuit of an Object is an observation. The Observer does not distinguish between “someone else pursued this” and “I pursued this,” because at the level the Observer operates the source-identity information is not available. The consequence is that the executed action loads the next Observer cycle with elevated Salience for the Object just pursued, which loads the Decision Hub on that next cycle through the Observer’s channel, directly and, once the Thinker has written the resulting attribution, through the templates the Observer reads. The loop can therefore compound, a pursued Object carries higher Salience on the next round, and higher Salience makes further pursuit more likely.

This second loop is the architectural reason that actions taken tend to reinforce the wanting that produced them, that public performance of a preference intensifies the preference over time, and that privacy attenuates but does not eliminate the reinforcement. Self-observation continues even when no one else is watching, because the Individual is always an observer of their own behaviour, which is why Private Persistence is a diagnostic for the presence of genuine engagement but not a guarantee that no observation-driven reinforcement is occurring.

The localisations of 4.4.12 do not change under the Pathway. The crisis geometry does: a diagonal self-observation term would move the threshold below 1, which is why the term is held outside the fast-layer formalism as a named specialist task (Appendix A, Section A.7, Task 12a). It is specified here because the diagnostic tools the AIM Framework relies on, audience-removal, Private Persistence, the Revelation Effect, the Care-Substitution Test, and the Gap Behaviour Test, all presuppose that the Individual’s own executed action and the reactions of others to it re-enter the architecture through the Observer, and the intervention channels that reduce observability operate on this Pathway specifically. The Pathway is specified at the Disaggregation Primitive level, what any system instantiating the minimal architecture would satisfy; the question of what in the human neural substrate instantiates it is a separate question, developed in Chapter 9.

The Pathway is not the Self-Coupling Permanence channel formalised in Appendix A as κself\kappa_{self}. That parameter is the strength with which the Belief Register’s own prior state is recalled from memory and re-enters as Evidence. Reafference is self-observation of executed action through the Observer. The two are related but distinct, and the appendix’s Observability channel sums over other Individuals only, so a diagonal self-observation term is not carried in the fast-layer formalism. Opening that term is a named specialist task in Appendix A: it would add a second fast cycle alongside the one that runs from the M signal through the integrated valuation and the Salience field back to the M signal, and move the Critical Loop Gain below one by the gain of that second cycle, while leaving the Hopf locus at negative loop gain for every value of the self-observation gain, so that the Saddle-Node Default survives the Pathway. Until that task is discharged, the Pathway remains functionally specified here and is not identified with κself\kappa_{self}.

4.4.10 Summary Table

The four processing components and the Belief Register, with their inputs, their outputs, their termination conditions, and their AIM-instantiation identities, are summarised below. The rows supply the minimal-architecture specification. The final column identifies the AIM-instantiation component. The Observer row of the table is to be read subject to the Minimum Installation Condition of 4.4.7.1, which specifies that the Observer’s output of Salience and value signals over Objects is gated on observation of Model-directed valence (gate clause, signed positive or negative), weighted by the Belief Register’s current state (magnitude clause), and subject to the asymmetric termination conditions of 4.4.7.1, positive-valence installation is interminable in the M-channel until acquisition, which then re-ranks the Object-field, while negative-valence installation terminates pursuit while retaining monitoring-Salience.












	Component
	Primary purpose
	Input
	Output
	Termination
	AIM instantiation





	Decision Hub (integrator and action-selector)
	Action-selection from integrated valuation, the Scalar to the Thinker
	Body Manager’s output, Observer’s output, Thinker’s ground-resolution output
	Action selection plus tag-stripped integrated Scalar fed back to the Thinker
	Continuous selector, no termination condition
	Decision Hub (vmPFC and ventral striatum, per Axiom 2)



	Body Manager (homeostatic-deficit signaller)
	Homeostatic deficit signalling and deficit-repair termination
	Internal physiological state
	Deficit-scaled valuation signals
	Consumption or repair satiates (per Axiom 6)
	A, Appetites (per Axiom 1)



	Thinker (prior-maintainer and Bayesian ground-resolver)
	Prior-maintenance (about Body Manager, itself, Observer, Object field), deliberative inference, and Bayesian ground-resolution on the Scalar
	Experience, diagnostic evidence, structural knowledge (for priors); tag-stripped Scalar (for resolution)
	Posteriors written to the Belief Register; ground-attribution fed back to Decision Hub
	Endogenous termination of engagement, or interruption (per Axiom 6)
	I, Intrinsic Motivation (per Axiom 1)



	Observer (continuous conditional Object-field Salience assessor)
	Continuous conditional Object-field Salience assessment
	Belief Register (current state) plus the distinctive input stream (observed pursuits, observed valuations, comparative-position data)
	Salience and value signals over Objects
	No termination condition (architectural; per Axiom 6)
	M input channel (per Axioms 1, 5, 7); Mimetic Desire is the emergent phenomenological output of M-signal integration, tag-stripping, and mis-resolution under an impoverished M-Hypothesis



	Belief Register (state component)
	Persistent storage of the Thinker’s committed posteriors, and salience-conditioning of the Observer
	Belief-Register Updates written by the Thinker following Ground-Resolution
	Current posteriors over the Hypothesis Space, supplied to the Observer as salience-conditioning configuration
	No termination condition; the Belief Register holds state and computes nothing
	No AIM-source identity; the store through which I’s posteriors reach M’s live computation





4.4.11 The Failure Mode, Object Parasitism as Architectural Consequence

Axiom grounding. The failure mode is the joint consequence of Axioms 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, and 8 operating together in the specified component-architecture. Axiom 5 supplies Object Parasitism as M’s operating mode. Axioms 2 and 3 supply the tag-stripping that makes the mis-resolution possible. Axiom 4 supplies the confabulated ground-attribution output. Axiom 7 places the M-signal’s entry into the loop before conscious scrutiny is possible. Axiom 8 supplies the updating dynamic that makes the failure mode iterated and self-reinforcing rather than one-time.

Function-only specification. The minimal architecture’s characteristic failure mode is Object Parasitism, formalised at the fast layer as the Parasitism Theorem (Appendix A, Section A.5.4). Object Parasitism is generated by the specification given above without additional mechanism; it is not an independent claim about the architecture. Object Parasitism follows directly from the Observer’s satiation dynamics as specified in 4.4.7. Because the Observer is non-satiating and generates no Objects of its own (Axiom 5), the only Objects available for it to attach Salience to are those the Thinker’s categorical priors have already parsed into the field, that is, Objects already carrying A-functional or I-functional roles. A non-terminating, Object-less Salience function operating on a field of A-Objects and I-Objects can do nothing other than displace the valuation of those Objects, upward under a positive reading and downward under a negative one, which is Object Parasitism. The failure mode and the satiation asymmetry of 4.4.12 are therefore the same architectural fact seen from two sides.

The failure mode arises through the following sequence (the Confabulation Rationality Lemma at Appendix A.5.6 establishes that, under an impoverished Hypothesis Space, this sequence is a rational Bayesian output rather than a cognitive error). The Observer emits a Salience signal for an Object, weighted substantially by the Observer’s distinctive input stream (observed pursuits and observed valuations of other Individuals, and comparative-position data). The signal enters the integration stream at the Decision Hub. The Decision Hub integrates it with the Body Manager’s output and the Thinker’s ground-resolution feedback, producing a tag-stripped Common-Currency Scalar. The Thinker receives the tag-stripped Scalar and performs Bayesian ground-resolution on it. Under an impoverished Hypothesis Space that does not adequately include the Observer-driven-by-distinctive-input-stream Hypothesis, the Thinker returns a high-confidence ground-attribution (a Body Manager deficit or a deficit of what a process requires) that is systematically wrong for the Salience at hand. The Decision Hub initiates acquisition or engagement on the wrong ground. Neither deficit-satiation nor engagement-termination engages upon completion of the action, because no deficit of either kind was closed. The acquired Object resets the Model-tracking and comparative-position data that the Observer uses on its next iteration, the Belief Register is updated in ways that lock in the wrong ground-attribution, and the loop restarts.

Four features of the architecture jointly make the failure mode structurally available rather than contingently occasional.

First, the Observer’s signal generation is sub-filterable at its operating timescale: it cannot itself refrain from emitting the signal while the distinctive input stream is live, and (in the AIM instantiation) the signal is generated within the 60 to 340 millisecond window before conscious awareness is possible.

Second, the Decision Hub’s tag-stripping is irrevocable: the source decomposition is destroyed at the moment of integration and cannot be recovered from the Scalar downstream.

Third, the Thinker’s ground-resolution operates on incomplete data. The resolution is Bayesian reasoning on a signal from which source-identity has already been destroyed, and the resolution’s correctness depends entirely on whether the Hypothesis Space includes the Hypothesis that would allow the leading source to be inferred from the course of the tag-stripped signal across contrasting conditions. When the Hypothesis Space does not include that Hypothesis, wrong ground-attribution is the predictable output of correct Bayesian reasoning on impoverished Hypothesis data, not a malfunction of the Thinker.

Fourth, no component in the architecture other than the Thinker holds priors. The Body Manager cannot correct the Thinker, because the Body Manager does not bear priors from which corrections could be sent. The Observer cannot correct the Thinker, because the Observer is downstream of the Thinker’s priors and its output is not independent evidence against them. The Decision Hub’s feedback to the Thinker is source-opaque and cannot distinguish confabulated ground-resolutions from accurate ones. The failure mode is therefore not merely available; it is architecturally protected against within-system correction.

The failure mode is therefore architectural, not contingent. It is available in any system that instantiates the minimal architecture with a Thinker whose Hypothesis Space about the Observer is impoverished. An adequate Hypothesis Space does not abolish the failure mode, because self-coupling still returns the incumbent attribution, but it removes the restriction that compounds it (Appendix A, Section A.5.6). The Thinker’s Hypothesis Space about the Observer is therefore the one intervention target from inside the Individual that corrects the Thinker, and the loop’s other loci are set out at Section 4.4.13.5 and Appendix A, Sections A.5.1 and A.5.5.

Mapping onto the AIM instantiation. In the AIM Framework, Object Parasitism is the failure mode of the AIM Operational Loop, and it compounds when I’s Hypothesis Space about M is impoverished, as it characteristically is in cultures that lack M as a source of wanting in their vocabulary. The impoverishment is what the Camouflage Architecture’s Layer 7 (the Vocabulary Gap, or Hilbert Collapse) names at the cultural level, and what the full Camouflage Architecture (developed in Chapter 5, Section 5.8) explains at the civilisational level. The Knowledge Patch, developed in Chapter 18, is the architecturally available intervention because it operates on I’s Hypothesis Space about M, which is the only target at which the Thinker’s own drift can be corrected (Appendix A, Section A.5.9). Iterated operation of the failure mode under social observation of other Individuals’ failure-mode outputs produces Confabulation Cascades at individual and collective scale, which Chapter 11 and Chapter 13 develop at their respective scales. The failure mode’s architectural availability is what makes Object Parasitism, Confabulation, scapegoating, and terminal mimetic crisis the structurally predictable outputs of the unpatched architecture rather than contingent cultural pathologies.

4.4.12 Architectural Localisation and Derived Consequences

The minimal architecture is not symmetrical across its components. The preceding sub-sections have specified each component in isolation, the Belief Register that mediates downstream access to the Thinker’s posteriors, the loop that couples the components, and the failure mode the coupling produces. What the specification makes available, once all four components and the Belief Register are in view, is an account of the architecture’s load-bearing asymmetries and of the consequences those asymmetries have for intervention. This sub-section states the localisations first, then draws the asymmetries out as derivations rather than as additional claims.

Load-bearing localisations. The following localisations must be preserved in any instantiation for the architecture’s derivations to follow.


	All signalling of homeostatic set-point departure is in the Body Manager. The Body Manager has set-points. The Body Manager has no stored cognitive content. The Body Manager has no upstream channel from any other component, because deficit signalling is generated by underlying state and does not require templates or priors to perform its function.

	All cognitive content (priors, templates, Hypothesis Space, categorical vocabulary, causal knowledge) is maintained in the Thinker. This includes priors about the Body Manager, priors about the Thinker itself, priors about the Observer, and priors about the Object field. Downstream operations that run at timescales shorter than the Thinker’s deliberative cycle permits access the Thinker’s current posteriors through the Belief Register, which is read-only from the downstream side. The Observer’s live computation is that operation. Action-selection at habit timescales is not: it runs on the Decision Hub’s intrinsic cached-value store, which the Thinker does not write and which repetition conditions, and that independence is what makes a habit insensitive to a posterior the Thinker has since revised. Belief-Register revision is a Thinker function performed via Bayesian updating on the Decision Hub’s Scalar. No other component maintains priors of any kind.

	All outward template-supply in the architecture is from the Thinker to the Observer, routed through the Belief Register. The Thinker does not supply templates to the Body Manager, because the Body Manager requires none. No component supplies templates to the Thinker, because no other component bears priors.

	All Salience computation over the perceived Object field is in the Observer. The Observer’s computation is conditional on Thinker-supplied priors as cached, but the Observer’s distinctive input stream (observed pursuits, observed valuations, comparative-position data) is the Observer’s alone.

	All integration and action-selection is in the Decision Hub. The Decision Hub does not interpret; it integrates and selects. The Decision Hub’s output to the Thinker is the tag-stripped Scalar, not three separately-tagged source-contributions. At habit timescales, action-selection at the Decision Hub is driven directly by the Decision Hub’s intrinsic cached-value (habit) store, bypassing the Thinker’s deliberative ground-resolution cycle; the Observer’s read of the Belief Register conditions live Salience but is not the route through which habitual selection runs.

	All ground-attribution (Bayesian resolution of the Decision Hub’s Scalar) is in the Thinker. The Confabulation failure mode is specifically the Thinker’s output when its Hypothesis Space about the Observer is impoverished.



The satiation-and-termination asymmetry. The three input-bearing components do not merely happen to differ in how their signals terminate. Each component’s termination dynamic is entailed by the function the component performs, and could not be otherwise without changing the function. This is the Satiation-Function Entailment, a derived consequence of the specifications in 4.4.2, 4.4.3, and 4.4.7, not an additional claim laid over them.

The Body Manager’s function is to signal departure from a homeostatic set-point and to terminate on deficit-repair (4.4.2). A component whose signal is generated by a set-point deficit necessarily ceases to signal when the deficit is corrected and necessarily signals again when the deficit recurs. Episodic satiation followed by cyclic recurrence is therefore not a behavioural regularity observed of A and then attributed to it, it is what a deficit-signalling function does. Remove the set-point and the dynamic disappears, fix the function and the dynamic is fixed with it.

The Thinker’s function is to maintain priors and to perform Bayesian ground-resolution, that is, to compute and to drive action (4.4.3). The component performs that function continuously and in private, because computation, recall, problem-solving, and the resolution of attention do not require an audience or an external reward to proceed. It follows that the Thinker’s function does not satiate: the deficits the Thinker signals are for the Objects whatever process it is running requires, not for the function itself, so correcting one closes that deficit and leaves the function running, and engagement deepens as competence and inference develop because deepening is the function operating, not a separate reward attached to it. A process the function sets terminates on completion, on the exhaustion of resolution, which is boredom, or on interruption (Section 4.2; Axiom 6).

The I-enabling Object, by contrast, does satiate, because the Object’s value is contingent on the particular task the Thinker is performing. Once the task is performed the Object is no longer required, and once functional adequacy for anticipated tasks is reached no further Object is required, the Object remains available for future tasks but generates no further demand. Function-non-satiation and Object-satiation are therefore the same function viewed from two sides, the function is not contingent on completion and so does not satiate, the Object is contingent on the task and so does. Non-satiation of the Thinker’s function is architecturally guaranteed by the function specification, not an additional empirical claim on top of it. It differs from the Observer’s non-satiation in 4.4.7 in one respect the formalism records: the Thinker’s contribution for a given Object closes when the deficit for that Object is corrected, where the Observer’s contribution has no closing term (Appendix A, Section A.2, restatement M5b).

The direction of this dynamic can now be stated positively rather than as a mere absence of a termination condition. Because the ground-resolution function is recruited by the unresolved, the process continues for as long as unresolved structure remains and is drawn onward to the next unresolved Object when the present one is exhausted. Novelty and prediction-mismatch are the Thinker’s activation condition, not incidental stimuli, and Curiosity is the felt presence of that recruitment. Engagement is the same function continuing to run as resolution deepens, which is why an Object that sustains unresolved structure sustains engagement, and why the I-process is self-sustaining, the deficit it signals being for what the process requires, so that closing it supplies the process rather than ending it.

Boredom is the complementary signature: the felt registration of the exhaustion of the activation condition, the state reached when an Object’s novelty and capacity-deepening potential have been consumed and no unresolved residue remains for the ground-resolution function to operate on. Boredom is not a failure of the Thinker but the correct endogenous termination signal of the I-process, and it is the signal that recruits the Thinker toward the next unresolved Object. The impoverishment of a field of anything novel, unusual, or unresolved is the impoverishment of the conditions the ground-resolution function requires, and Boredom is the felt registration of that impoverishment. Curiosity marks the presence of the activation condition; Boredom marks its exhaustion.

The Observer’s function is continuous conditional Salience assessment over the perceived Object field, conditioned on the Thinker’s cached priors and driven by the distinctive input stream (4.4.7). A conditional assessment over a perceived field cannot complete while perception and the conditioning inputs persist, so the Observer has no termination condition and does not satiate. Acquisition does not end the signal, because Salience attaches to the Object as pursued rather than as possessed: acquisition removes the condition that produced the signal, and the signal collapses at its source without closing any deficit, since none was recorded. The integration that makes this signal felt as a lack is adaptive, since it directs deficit-driven action toward whatever the environment marks as valued; the pathology lies not in the mixing but in the emergent properties the same operation entails once the Observer’s domain is unbounded and coupling is high. As 4.4.7 has already established, this non-satiation is architecturally guaranteed by the function specification. The Observer is not deficit-driven, so it cannot satiate in the Body Manager’s sense, and it does not depend on conscious engagement, so it cannot terminate in the Thinker’s sense. As long as the Individual is conscious and observing, the Observer continues to feed the Decision Hub Salience signals over Objects, conditioned on the Belief Register it is reading at each cycle. On the emission side, M’s non-satiation is further entailed by the Salience-Emission Asymmetry: the drive to be Salient has an exogenous, event-shaped terminator and therefore no closable loop, and it recurs positionally per the Salience Ratchet Principle. This complements the incentive-Salience (wanting-liking) account, which explains the urgency of the recurring demand, without displacing it.

The Salience-Emission Asymmetry needs no machinery of its own. The drive to be Salient runs on the channel already specified: the Individual’s own executed action re-enters through the same stream that carries everything else the Observer watches, as the responses of others to what was done, so the emission side is that stream closed through the social world rather than a second drive bolted onto the first. The architecture acquires the drive to be Salient in acquiring the capacity to observe, which is why no component had to be added to account for it.

The consequence for the framework is that the three satiation profiles are three readings of three component functions, not three independently posited empirical regularities. This is what protects the satiation dynamics against the charge that they are asserted because the framework requires them. They are required by the framework, but they are not asserted, they are entailed by the component functions specified independently of the uses the framework later makes of them, and they are behaviourally observable for exactly the reason they are introspectively inaccessible. The termination dynamic is a property of the signal’s relationship to its generating condition (set-point, engagement, observation), and that relationship is expressed in when the behaviour stops, while Source Opacity (Axiom 3) destroys the source-tag at integration and so denies introspection the same information that behaviour displays. The satiation dynamics are the behavioural surface on which source-discrimination is inferable precisely where introspection cannot recover it, which is why they, and not introspective report, are the load-bearing diagnostic of the entire framework.

Three conditions hold together at the Observer’s channel, and each answers a different question.

The first is that the Observer’s contribution leaves no phenomenological trace. A deficit signal has a Referent that persists: the hungry Individual goes on feeling hunger, and the Individual who lacks the Object their engagement requires goes on feeling that absence. Those states remain available to notice alongside the wanting, and they are what allows an Appetitive or Intrinsic contribution to be inferred once its tag is gone. The Observer’s reading persists in nothing. It is integrated before awareness of the wanting arrives, and Axiom 7 fixes the timing of that in the human substrate, but it is the absence of the residue rather than the speed of the transmission that constrains the Individual: introspection has nothing to work on, because the Mimetic channel is the one input that leaves nothing behind. This ordering of the three channels by what they leave available to notice is the Legibility Gradient.

The second is that the signal so made traceless is a Salience reading and not a deficit. The third is that integration destroys the tag that would have marked it as one.

Each alone would be survivable. A traceless deficit signal would still terminate of its own accord once its Object was obtained. A tagged Salience reading could be held as a reading. A Salience reading that left a trace could be examined against the wanting it accompanied. Holding together, the three entail that a Salience signal is invisible as a Salience signal, unidentifiable by introspection as anything but a lack, and inexhaustible in what it asks. The results derived downstream, non-satiation and the Mimetic Treadmill (the Treadmill), Confabulation and Projection, the Mimetic Premium and its accumulation into Status, and the escalation dynamics that follow from all of them, are consequences of these three conditions obtaining at once.

The channel-count asymmetry. The Integration Equation carries three weighted terms (wA·UA, wI·UI, wM·UM), and its surface symmetry suggests that three sources contribute on equal terms to the integrated value. They do not. The physical channel count is one to one to one (Thinker, Observer, Body Manager), since each component supplies one channel of direct input. The asymmetry is in control, not channel number: the Thinker controls two of the three arguments of the integrated value, its own direct input and the templates under which the Observer’s input is classified and sign-coded, the Observer computing on cached I-maintained priors that shape its Salience upstream, while the Body Manager controls one and the Observer controls none. Counted by controlling component, the arithmetic of influence over the integrated value is therefore two to one in the Thinker’s favour, the Body Manager being the one genuinely independent input, and no deadlock between the Body Manager and the Observer against the Thinker is possible because the Observer cannot oppose the Thinker with content the Thinker did not supply. The asymmetry holds at every subcritical operating point, and because loop closure amplifies all three arguments equally, template configuration is most consequential where the loop gain is highest. In the AIM instantiation: I contributes to V through direct UI and through cached I-maintained priors that shape UM upstream; M contributes to V through UM, upstream-conditioned by I’s cached priors; A contributes to V through UA alone. The fast-layer formalisation of this asymmetry, and of the four derived consequences below, is at Appendix A.5.9.

This channel-count asymmetry is the architectural arithmetic underlying four derived consequences, none of which is an additional claim over and above the specification above.

The I-Supremacy Result. Because the Thinker’s priors shape both its own direct input and the Observer’s output, cultural investment in the Thinker’s templates loads two of the three channels of direct input to the Decision Hub simultaneously. The Body Manager’s channel cannot be similarly amplified, because the Body Manager bears no priors and has no upstream channel for cultural input to modify. The consequence is that cultural configuration of the Thinker’s templates can override Body Manager-sourced priorities, whenever the templates code the observation stream at all, at the Decision Hub, even when the Body Manager is reporting a survival-level deficit already inside the body (starvation, injury already occurring).

The A-Disadvantage. The Body Manager has no reciprocal cultural amplifier, because homeostatic set-points are biologically fixed and the Body Manager has no upstream channel to receive cultural shaping. The other two channels of influence over V are both either the Thinker itself or Thinker-shaped. Errors in cultural configuration therefore compound against the Body Manager’s channel systematically, not symmetrically. This is the architectural reason that prolonged fasting, voluntary endurance of pain, celibacy against reproductive drive, martyrdom, suicide and other high-A-override cultural practices are structurally achievable at all.

The I-Template Override Result. Dying-for-the-Object outputs are within the reachable output set of any culture whose Thinker-templates, once written to the Belief Register, supply the priors required to make the override region reachable at the Decision Hub. When I’s templates have been configured to discount A-signals (the Glory-template, the martyrdom-template, the kamikaze-template, the seppuku-template, the heroic-last-stand-template), the sum wI·UI + wM·UM can exceed wA·UA even for large A-magnitudes, because UI and UM are both I-shaped while UA is not. The Belief Register carries the override at action-execution timescales through the Observer’s read of it, the Observer’s template-conditioned Salience reaching the Decision Hub within a single operating cycle, which is why the soldier going over the top and the kamikaze pilot in final approach need not reconsider in the moment of action. The override is not a malfunction; it is the minimal architecture’s arithmetic operating correctly on the I-templates the culture has supplied and cached.

The I-Corrective Asymmetry and the externality of the Knowledge Patch. Errors in the Thinker’s priors compound through both of the Thinker’s channels of influence over V, and they cannot be corrected from within the architecture because no component outside the Thinker holds priors from which corrections could be sent, and the feedback the Thinker receives is source-opaque. The Thinker’s Hypothesis Space is therefore the only architecturally available intervention target, and the intervention cannot come from within the architecture itself. This is the architectural justification for the externality of the Knowledge Patch developed in Chapter 18: the Patch cannot operate as an internal correction channel because no such channel exists; the Patch must supply the Thinker with priors, procedures, and behavioural diagnostics that the Scalar alone cannot generate. The Belief Register compounds this: even when the Patch has updated the Thinker’s deliberative posteriors, the Belief Register must also be revised, through repeated Belief-Register Updates, before the Observer’s live computation tracks the updated posteriors. Habit-routed action-selection does not track them at all, the cached-value store not being read against current posteriors, so it is reconditioned only by repeated cycles of fresh integration laying down new values. Patch-supplied insight therefore does not translate into Patch-conforming behaviour without repetition, and the two routes lag for different reasons: the Observer’s because the Belief Register has not yet been rewritten, the habit route’s because it never consults the Belief Register.

Mapping onto the AIM instantiation. In the AIM Framework, these localisations are instantiated as follows. All signalling of bodily state is in A, which has homeostatic set-points and no stored cognitive content, and which receives no templates from any other component. All cognitive content is maintained in I, including priors about A, priors about I itself, priors about M, and priors about the Object field. All outward template-supply is from I to M, routed through the Belief Register. I does not supply templates to A, because A requires none. All Salience computation over the perceived Object field is in M, conditional on cached I-supplied priors, with M’s distinctive input stream (mirror-neuron-mediated Model-observation, observed valuations, comparative-position data) being M’s alone and carried in the human substrate by mirror-neuron-mediated pathways operating within the Transmission Window of 60 to 340 milliseconds per Axiom 7. All integration and action-selection is in the Decision Hub, localised to the ventromedial prefrontal cortex and the striatum per the foundational citations to Axiom 2: the ventral striatum carries the value-integration function, and the dorsolateral (sensorimotor) striatum carries the cached-value (habit) store on which habitual selection runs. The dorsolateral localisation is held at best-current-mapping, resting largely on rodent lesion work and on the corticostriatal homologies drawn from it (Yin and Knowlton, 2006; Balleine and O’Doherty, 2010), with the human evidence for a posterior dorsolateral contribution to habit learning more recent and narrower (Tricomi, Balleine and O’Doherty, 2009). What the localisation rests on is the outcome-insensitivity of habitual responding: an instrumental response established under a reinforcer continues after that reinforcer is devalued, where a deliberatively controlled response does not (Adams and Dickinson, 1981; Dolan and Dayan, 2013). That insensitivity is the property the architecture requires of the cached-value store, and it is what makes the cached route a distinct route rather than a fast setting of the deliberative one. How much repetition establishes a habit is not fixed by the architecture and is not settled for the human case, where attempts to induce habit by extended training have repeatedly failed to produce the insensitivity the animal work reports (de Wit et al., 2018). The architecture holds that repetition conditions the store, not that any given quantity of it suffices. The Hypothesis Space over which the Thinker resolves is constituted from the Memory Store, and no component other than the Thinker reads either store. The Decision Hub’s output to I is the tag-stripped Scalar V, not the three weighted terms that contributed to it, and at habit timescales the Decision Hub draws on its own intrinsic cached-value store. All ground-attribution is in I, and Confabulation is specifically I’s output when its Hypothesis Space about M is impoverished. The Knowledge Patch operates on I’s priors about M, which is the only target at which drift in the Thinker’s priors can be corrected.

The four derived consequences, in the AIM instantiation, are the I-Supremacy Result (cultural investment in I-templates loads two of the three channels of direct input to the Decision Hub simultaneously, while A has no reciprocal cultural amplifier), the A-Disadvantage (errors in cultural configuration compound against A systematically), the I-Template Override Result (Glory-cultures, kamikaze training programs, martyrdom traditions, honour-regimes, and religious austerity can systematically produce override of A-signalling even when A-magnitude is high, because cultural investment in I-templates loads both the I and M channels simultaneously while A has no reciprocal cultural amplifier, with the Belief Register mechanism carrying the override at action-execution timescales), and the I-Corrective Asymmetry (I is the sole priors-bearing component in the architecture, operating on the Scalar from which source-identity has been stripped, with no internal channel through which A or M could correct I’s priors; external supply of I’s priors through the Knowledge Patch is therefore the only intervention the architecture admits, a Belief-Register Update is a necessary second step for the Patch to reach M’s live computation, and habit-routed selection is reconditioned only by repetition).

These localisations are load-bearing for the treatise’s derivations of Object Parasitism, the Status-Reward Asymmetry, scapegoating, Confabulation Cascades, terminal mimetic crisis, and the Knowledge Patch’s architecture. Every downstream derivation presupposes them, and every downstream derivation’s correctness depends on their being preserved exactly as stated here.

4.4.13 Crisis Geometry — How the Loop Tips Over

The components and the loop have now been specified. Decision Hub, Body Manager, Thinker, Observer, Belief Register, and the operational loop that couples them have each been described in turn, the Failure Mode has been named as Object Parasitism, and the architectural localisations and derived consequences have been worked through in §4.4.12. The loop’s dynamics emerge as it runs over time.

A coupled loop does not just have a static description. It has a dynamic. Once the components are talking to each other, every signal one component sends affects what the next component does, which affects what the first component receives on the next cycle. Sometimes those cycles settle down. Sometimes they run away. Appendix A supplies the full mathematical treatment.

4.4.13.1 The Loop Has a Volume Knob

Imagine a microphone close to a loudspeaker. If the volume on the loudspeaker is low, the microphone picks up a small amount of sound, the loudspeaker plays it back at low volume, the microphone picks up an even smaller amount on the next cycle, and the sound dies away. If the volume is high, the microphone picks up the sound, the loudspeaker plays it back louder, the microphone picks up more on the next cycle, the loudspeaker plays it back louder still, and within a second or two the room is filled with the screaming feedback noise that everyone has heard at a school concert. The volume knob does not change what the microphone is doing or what the loudspeaker is doing. It changes how much of each cycle’s output becomes the next cycle’s input.

The coupled AIM loop has a volume knob of the same kind. It is called the Internal Loop Gain, and the symbol used for it in the formal treatment is G. G is not a single setting. The formal treatment expresses it as the product of four factors: the salience-to-M coupling, κS\kappa_S (how strongly the ambient Salience field drives the Observer’s M signal, upstream of the Decision Hub entirely); the Decision Hub’s weight on M, β\beta (how strongly the integrated valuation weights the M-channel once that signal arrives; labelled wMw_M elsewhere in this chapter); the Status feedback gain, γ\gamma, from realised valuation to environmental salience; and the slope, σ′(V*)\sigma'(V^*), at the current operating point, of the bounded monotone mapping from realised valuation to environmental salience. The slope is steep where a small change in how much an Object is wanted makes a large difference to how visible and status-bearing it becomes, and flat where valuation is too low to register in the field or where the field is already saturated. The fast loop closes from the M signal through the integrated valuation and the Salience field back to the M signal, and does not pass through the Thinker; the Thinker’s ground-resolution sits on the slow Belief layer and couples into the fast layer through weights and likelihoods.

Because the four factors combine multiplicatively rather than additively, turning down any one of them turns down G as a whole. The Reafference Pathway specified in §4.4.9.1 is self-observation of executed action through the Observer; it is not the memory self-coupling κself\kappa_{self} that contributes to GslowG_{slow}, and it is not carried as a diagonal term in the appendix’s Observability channel (§4.4.9.1). The channels in §4.4.13.5 distinguish the within-Individual fast layer, the slow Belief layer, and the network layer accordingly.

4.4.13.2 Below the Tipping Point and Above It

Stay with the microphone-and-loudspeaker image. There is a particular volume setting, a particular threshold, at which the loop crosses from “fine” to “screaming feedback”. Below the threshold, the system is stable: any chance noise dies away. Above the threshold, the system is unstable: any chance noise grows until it dominates everything else. The threshold is not a region. It is a sharp line. Engineers who design audio systems describe sound below the threshold as subcritical and sound above it as supercritical, and the same vocabulary is used here.

The AIM loop has thresholds of the same kind, and there are two questions to ask rather than one. The first is whether the loop is capable of running away at all, which is fixed by how strongly the four factors are set. The second is where the system is sitting, which is fixed by its history. Where the four factors are weak enough, the loop has one resting state at any level of input: perturbations of the fast valuation and salience loop decay, the Observer’s Salience signals are absorbed without compounding, and there is no threshold to cross because nothing lies on the other side of it. Where they are strong enough, a second resting state exists, inflated far above the A-I functional baseline, and the loop can be carried into it.

The critical value at which the loop tips is GcritG_{crit}, and the formal treatment establishes that it is exactly 1, however fast or slow each stage of the loop responds: those speeds set how quickly a runaway develops, not where the threshold sits. Above it, each iteration of the loop loads the next with more M-charge than it received, and the Individual enters a cycle in which the desire-objects keep growing in apparent significance no matter how much is acquired. (The three-layer additive stability statement of Appendix A.5.7.4, Gtotal(3)=Geff+Gslow+Gcross+GnetΛ+GnetK<GcrittotalG_{total}^{(3)} = G_{eff} + G_{slow} + G_{cross} + G_{net}^{\Lambda} + G_{net}^{K} < G_{crit}^{total}, is a leading-order engineering heuristic for weakly coupled loops: GslowG_{slow} carries the leading cross-coupling product of order O(∥Csf∥⋅∥Cfs∥)O(\|C_{sf}\| \cdot \|C_{fs}\|), and GcrossG_{cross} stands for the corrections of higher order in the cross-coupling norms. The possession-coupled expansion of Appendix A.9.5 adds the Treadmill and Model-Convergence gains and is written Gtotal(H)G_{total}^{(H)}. The exact stability criterion in either case is the largest real eigenvalue of the full block-Jacobian. See Appendix A Sections A.5, A.5.7.4, and A.9.5.) This is not a metaphor. It is the same dynamical pattern as the loudspeaker, applied to a different system.

The runaway does not continue without limit. Real feedback does not either. The howl rises for a moment and then settles into a sustained scream, held at the ceiling of what the equipment can deliver. The AIM loop behaves the same way, because the mapping from realised valuation to environmental salience saturates: large valuations stop producing proportionately larger salience. The level of realised valuation at which that mapping has flattened to nothing is the Salience Ceiling. What the loop reaches after it tips is that second resting state. A system sitting there is not escalating. It has escalated, and it goes on sitting there under no further input, because a resting state is a place a system stays rather than a place it passes through.

The two thresholds are not in the same place, and anyone who has handled a microphone knows this from experience. The feedback starts at one setting of the volume knob. Turning the knob back to that setting does not stop it. To silence the room the setting has to go lower still, past the point where the feedback began, and only then does the howl cut out. The setting at which the loop ignites and the setting at which it releases are two different settings, and the release is the lower of the two. Hysteresis is the property of a loop whose state depends not only on where its inputs sit now but on where they have been, and it holds in the AIM loop for the reason it holds in the room: above the tipping point the loop has two resting states, and which one it occupies is fixed by the path it took. The formal statement is the Ignition-Release Asymmetry at Appendix A.5.3, which fixes the release level below the ignition level and shows the gap widening as the loop’s capacity rises.

When the loop does release, the inflated valuation does not vanish. The drop in the integrated Scalar is a departure from what the Belief Register predicts, so it recruits the Thinker, and Ground-Resolution moves the Belief Register off the Hypothesis that had carried the inflated state onto the next most likely one, with recall of the old Hypothesis slowing the move without reversing it. How firmly the new Hypothesis is held depends on the Individual. Under pressure for Cognitive Closure it is adopted with near-certainty, and the templates it writes can direct the Observer’s Salience to new Objects. An Individual exercising Epistemic Suspension holds it provisionally, with the competing Hypotheses still open (Appendix A, Section A.5.6).

The loudspeaker image carries one further fact. Feedback systems fail in one of two shapes: they run away, or they swing, overshooting, being pulled back, and overshooting the other way. Swinging has a strict prerequisite. Somewhere in the circuit there must be a component that answers a rise with a push in the opposite direction, the way a thermostat answers heat with cooling. Walk the AIM loop component by component and no such component exists: observation raises the Observer’s Salience, Salience raises the Decision Hub’s valuation, realised valuation raises Observability and Status, and Status raises Salience again, every connection passing a rise along as a further rise.

The slower Belief machinery does not supply the missing push-back either. The Monotone Belief-Race Lemma, stated formally in Appendix A, Section A.5.6 and developed at Chapter 13, establishes that Hypotheses competing for the Belief Register form a race with a blind referee: the support Evidence lends a Hypothesis does not depend on that Hypothesis’s current popularity, so the race sorts steadily toward the best-supported Hypothesis and cannot circle, and recall of past belief, however strong and however delayed, slows the sort without reversing it (Appendix A, Section A.5.6); what entrenches an incumbent is that recall, which returns the prior as Evidence, and not the race itself, and a better-supported late entrant still gains ground from the moment it enters, because the grading stays blind. A circuit built entirely of one-way amplifiers, refereed blind, can sit quietly below its threshold or run away above it. It cannot swing where one Hypothesis dominates the belief state, which is where the Fold is derived; where belief is spread across several Hypotheses, the joint case is a named specialist task (Appendix A, Section A.7, Task 11).

4.4.13.3 Why the Tipping Point Is Hard to See Coming, and What Tipping Costs

The shape of this transition determines how much warning the system gives before it tips and how costly the tip is when it occurs. Some transitions are gradual: as the volume rises, the sound gets noticeably louder for a while, and a careful operator notices and turns it down before feedback begins. Other transitions are abrupt: nothing seems to be happening, the system seems stable, and then with a tiny final increment of the knob it tips suddenly into the supercritical regime, with no rise in level to warn of it. This abrupt kind of transition is called a Saddle-Node Fold, and under the architectural conditions established in Appendix A.5.3 (no restoring force on the M-channel, no error-correction under Source Opacity, monotone concealment until collapse, with the Hopf exclusion derived in closed form there and carried to the slow and network layers at A.5.6 and A.5.7.6), it is the default geometry the AIM loop’s three-node skeleton produces. The level gives no warning. What changes is the recovery: near the threshold, each small disturbance takes longer to die away, and the variance of the output rises (Appendix A, Section A.5). That slowing is the only warning the Fold gives, and it can be read only by an operator who is measuring for it.

Two further features of the Saddle-Node Fold determine what recovery looks like after the system tips. The first is that the transition is a collapse rather than a degradation. The stable operating point the system had been running in does not become noisy or unreliable; it disappears. Once the fold has occurred, the operating regime the system used to occupy no longer exists, and the system is forced into a different regime entirely. Recovery is therefore not a matter of removing whatever pushed the system over the edge and waiting for things to settle. The conditions under which the original operating point existed have to be reconstructed before the system can return to it, and that reconstruction takes a long time. During the reconstruction, the system is not operating in a degraded version of its former mode; it is not operating in that mode at all. The colloquial verb that fits is “breaks”: the system breaks at the fold, and rebuilding it back to the optimal operating range is a slow and effortful process distinct from the failure itself.

The second is that this collapse is genuinely different from the alternative dynamical regime, the architecturally inaccessible Hopf Sub-Case (Appendix A.5.3 establishes that Hopf requires introducing a new state variable with intrinsic negative feedback, or reversing the sign of one of the loop’s four couplings, and is unreachable by any positive-coupling parameter choice within the three-node skeleton). Audio equipment separates the two conditions with which collapse is confused, and it separates them cleanly. When a signal is pushed harder than the equipment can cleanly reproduce, the peaks of the waveform flatten against the equipment’s upper limit and the sound becomes harsh. What is holding the level here is the ceiling, not anything regulating the signal. This is clipping, and it is the everyday form of Saturation Hold: the system is not escalating, because it has nowhere left to rise, and it is not being governed, because nothing is pushing back.

A limiter does something else. It reads the level and reduces gain in proportion before the ceiling is reached, so the signal never flattens, the output stays clean, and headroom is preserved. This is the everyday form of a Governed Band, and it is what a restoring node supplies when it introduces a state variable of its own, acts on a coupling in the loop gain, and acts against rather than with, at moderate gain and lag. The Hopf Sub-Case is the limiter. It is not the clipping.

The difference between the two decides what happens next. A limiter runs indefinitely: it holds the level below the ceiling, and when the input falls the limiter stops acting and the system returns by the path it came. Clipping does neither. Equipment held against its ceiling eventually fails, a component overheats, a driver tears, a transformer burns out, and that failure is the breakage the Saddle-Node Fold names. Nor does clipping release the way a limiter does. The signal has to fall further than the level at which the flattening began before clean reproduction resumes, which is hysteresis in audible form. A system in Saturation Hold is therefore not in a milder condition that a further push would worsen. It is in the supercritical condition already, held there by its own ceiling, with the fold beneath it and the way back longer than the way in. Sustained societal conflict is what this looks like at scale, and it is the period during which collapse is approaching rather than the period during which collapse has been averted.

The breakage the Saddle-Node Fold names, at the civilisational scale at which the AIM Framework’s later chapters operate, is not abstract. The human system has nuclear weapons. The collapse-mode available to a sufficiently escalated supercritical regime at the civilisational scale is nuclear war, and nuclear war is a Saddle-Node Fold from which the operating point of organised human civilisation does not recover within any timescale that matters to the Individuals alive at the moment of collapse. The Saddle-Node Fold is the default geometry for the AIM instantiation, and it is the geometry the rest of the AIM Framework’s crisis-derivations presuppose; the Hopf Sub-Case is the lower-stakes alternative that is architecturally inaccessible within the three-node skeleton (Appendix A.5.3), reachable only by augmenting the architecture with a fourth state variable carrying intrinsic negative feedback, or by reversing the sign of a coupling in the loop. Where that augmentation is installed and correctly tuned it holds the system in a Governed Band, and a Governed Band is a destination. Saturation Hold is not, and the two are routinely confused because both look bounded from outside. When the AIM Framework speaks of subcriticality and of Subcriticality Maintenance, it is speaking of keeping the system below the threshold at which sustained conflict ignites the Fold that ends civilisation in nuclear war.

4.4.13.4 Why the M-Channel Is Architecturally Parasitic

The Failure Mode subsection at §4.4.11 named the failure mode as Object Parasitism. Five properties of the M-channel as it operates in the loop together are what the formal treatment calls the Parasitism Theorem.

First, the M-channel does not turn itself off. The Body Manager turns itself off when the deficit it signals is repaired (the hunger goes away when the Individual eats). The Thinker’s contribution closes when the process it is running completes, the state it was for being reached, and a process also ends on the exhaustion of resolution, which is boredom, or on interruption (Section 4.2). The M-channel has nothing equivalent. There is no condition the M-channel can reach that makes it stop firing.

Second, the M-channel does not have its own dedicated apparatus. The Body Manager has the body. The Thinker has its priors. The M-channel works by borrowing the operating channels of the other components: it loads the Observer’s input stream, it rides the Decision Hub’s integration, and it rides the mapping from realised valuation to Observability and Status. It has no equipment of its own; it uses everyone else’s.

Third, the M-channel does not stabilise the loop it is part of. It loads the loop without damping it. A signal that loads a loop without damping it is a signal that increases gain without contributing anything that pulls the loop back toward equilibrium.

Fourth, the M-channel has no say over its own activation threshold. The threshold GcritG_{crit} is fixed at 1 by the topology of the loop, and the gain that is measured against it is made entirely of host parameters (Appendix A, Section A.5.4, Property 4). M cannot decide to activate itself or to refrain from activating itself. Both the threshold and the gain are set elsewhere.

Fifth, once the loop is above threshold, the M-channel does not need its original trigger any more. The cycle sustains itself once ignited. The Model that was being observed at the time can disappear, and the cycle continues; removing Models lowers the operating point but does not remove the cycle, provided the point at which the inflated state would release lies below the forcing the remaining Appetitive and Intrinsic inputs supply; where it lies above, removing Models releases the system to its functional baseline (Appendix A, Section A.5.4, Property 5). This is why removing the originating trigger does not stop the failure mode: the cycle has become parasitic on the host architecture, not on the trigger.

These five properties together are what makes Object Parasitism architectural rather than contingent. They are not extra claims; they are five different ways of reading the same loop equations.

4.4.13.5 The Five Channels Through Which the Volume Can Be Turned Down

G is not the only quantity that determines whether the loop runs away. G governs the loop within a single Individual at the fast valuation timescale, and it is the product of four factors: the strength with which Observer-borne Salience loads the Decision Hub’s M-input, the Decision Hub’s weight on the M-channel, the Status feedback gain from realised valuation to environmental salience, and the slope of the valuation-to-salience mapping at the current operating point. The Reafference Pathway is self-observation through the Observer and is not identified with the slow-layer memory self-coupling κself\kappa_{self} (§4.4.9.1, §4.4.13.1). That is the within-Individual fast layer.

There are two further layers at which the same loop logic operates, the within-Individual slow layer at which Bayesian Belief revision runs on a longer timescale, and the network layer at which Beliefs and observed actions propagate between Individuals, and each of those layers has its own loop-gain quantity governed by its own architecture. To leading order, the stability condition combines the three layers additively; the exact condition is the largest real eigenvalue of the full block-Jacobian. Subcriticality requires the total to sit below the threshold, not each individual layer in isolation, and an intervention that reduces the within-Individual fast loop gain G is one of the five channels through which the Knowledge Patch turns the total down. The architecture’s full set of loci (Appendix A, Sections A.5.1 and A.5.5) also includes reducing the observed Model stream itself, the Status feedback gain, and the salience-to-M coupling, and the Institutional Buffer that sits outside the loop.

The first channel works inside the Individual at the fast valuation timescale, and it is the one the I-Override gate developed in Chapter 18 installs. The Patch introduces a gate between the Decision Hub’s integrated valuation and motor output at which the Individual’s diagnostic competence can intercept an action that the integrated valuation would otherwise produce. The diagnostic competence does not work by introspectively identifying the felt valuation as M-loaded, which Source Opacity makes impossible; it works on situational pattern-recognition, the Individual’s learned capacity to recognise the kinds of situations in which M-loading is statistically likely (the presence of Models, the Salience of comparative-position information, the absence of a homeostatic deficit that would warrant the A-reading, the absence of an Object-requirement of the Thinker’s that would warrant the I-reading), and to apply heightened scrutiny in those situations even though the source of the felt valuation cannot be directly perceived. The heightened scrutiny is the recruitment of the Thinker: a strong valuation in a situation recognised as M-likely presents the prediction-mismatch that recruits the Thinker before motor output, and only a recruited Thinker can perform the I-Override (Section 4.3.3). The pattern-recognition is itself the cached output of the slow Bayesian work the next two channels install; channel one is the fast-layer deployment of the diagnostic competence that channels two and three build at the slow layer, with the Belief Register of §4.4.8 supplying the bridge between them.

When the gate intercepts, the effective weight the Decision Hub places on the M-input drops, and because the within-Individual fast loop gain G is proportional to that weight, G drops with it. The formal treatment calls this β-reduction, because β is the formal name for the Decision Hub’s weight on M (labelled wMw_M elsewhere in this chapter and Chapter 9), and the Patch reduces it in proportion to the Patch-Interception Probability, the probability that the diagnostic competence intercepts a candidate action given the integrated valuation and the environmental salience (Appendix A.6.4): the effective weight is the share of β that survives interception, and the reduction is operative whenever the gate is active. The reduction is not a structural rewiring of the Decision Hub; it is the architectural consequence of an Individual exercising the situational pattern-recognition the Patch installs at the moment between valuation and action.

The second channel works inside the Individual on the slow Bayesian layer rather than the fast valuation layer, and it is the architecturally prior channel: nothing channels one or three accomplish is possible without it. The Thinker’s Bayesian ground-resolution runs over a Hypothesis Space, the set of candidate explanations available to the Thinker for the felt valuation it has received from the Decision Hub. If the Thinker does not have the Hypothesis available that the felt valuation may have been produced by Mimetic Desire rather than by a homeostatic deficit or a deficit of what a process the Thinker is running requires, the Bayesian update concentrates posterior weight on the Hypotheses it does have, and the resulting Evidence the Thinker emits into the Belief Register is more strongly M-driven than the Thinker can detect. AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, the explicit learning of the architectural vocabulary stated in this treatise, enlarges the Hypothesis Space by adding the M-Hypothesis to the set the Thinker can entertain. The formal treatment expresses this as a reduction in the Restriction-Induced Concentration Factor that previously inflated the Bayesian layer’s contribution to total loop gain.

Three consequences follow. First, enlarging the Hypothesis Space attenuates that Bayesian-layer contribution directly, which lowers the total. Second, with the M-Hypothesis available as a live direction, the Two-Question Diagnostic becomes deployable: it can route probability mass through the expanded subspace toward H_M where the underlying motivation is M-driven, which it could not do in the restricted subspace. Third, the Thinker’s posteriors about which Objects in the Individual’s experience are M-charged become accurate where they were previously concentrated on the wrong Hypotheses, and the Belief Register of §4.4.8 propagates those updated posteriors to the Observer’s live Salience computation at preconscious timescales. The Observer, operating on accurate priors, attaches Salience appropriately rather than inflating Salience over Objects the cached priors have not yet diagnosed. This is the architectural mechanism by which slow-layer Bayesian work calibrates fast-layer Salience computation, and it is the route by which channel two’s work reaches channel one.

The third channel also works inside the Individual at the slow Bayesian layer, alongside the second, but it operates on a different feature of Bayesian updating rather than on the Hypothesis Space. Once the M-Hypothesis is in the Hypothesis Space, the Thinker can hold open the question of which Hypothesis best explains the felt valuation, rather than collapsing immediately onto whichever Hypothesis the prior favours. Holding the question open is Epistemic Suspension, and Epistemic Suspension has an architecturally measurable consequence: the residual coherence between competing Hypotheses (the Interference Term in the formal treatment) is sustained for longer rather than being prematurely resolved. A sustained Interference Term reduces the rate at which the Thinker emits high-confidence Evidence propositions into the Belief Register, which is the slow-layer analogue of the I-Override gate’s effect at the fast layer. The formal name is a reduction in the Evidence-Emission Coefficient.

The Two-Question Diagnostic of Chapter 18 deploys across channels two and three together: it routes probability mass through the subspace channel two has expanded, under the maintained interference that channel three sustains, which together prevent the narrative-closure drive from collapsing the Bayesian update onto the wrong Hypothesis before the diagnostic can complete. As with channel two, the Patch-corrected posteriors that result from this work are cached and propagated to the Observer at preconscious timescales, so channel three’s slow-layer contribution also reaches the fast loop through the Belief Register. Over time, as the Patch becomes habitual, the work that was initially deliberative becomes preconscious, the diagnostic operates faster than the action it is diagnosing, and the gate’s interception decisions ride on a Belief Register whose contents the slow-layer work has continuously updated. This is the architectural picture of the Patch as a discipline: not a single intervention but a continuous coupling between slow-layer Bayesian work and fast-layer salience-and-action computation, mediated by the Belief Register.

The fourth channel moves out of the Individual and onto the network. Individuals do not update their Beliefs only from their own internal valuations; they update from the Evidence propositions other Individuals emit into shared discourse, and the weight an Individual places on a given other’s Evidence depends on the relationship structure between them. The aggregate of those between-Individual weights is the off-diagonal Evidence-coupling matrix, and its spectral radius, the long-run factor by which Evidence circulating through the whole network grows or shrinks with each round of transmission, governs the network’s contribution to total loop gain. When Individuals have acquired Patch-competent Evidence intake, the weight they assign to others’ M-driven Evidence is attenuated, because they can recognise the M-driven character of that Evidence and discount accordingly. The aggregate effect across the population is a reduction in the spectral radius of the off-diagonal coupling matrix. This is the slow-layer analogue of the second and third channels lifted to the population scale, and the formal treatment names it as a reduction in the network Evidence-channel loop gain. Individual Patch adoption across channels one to four is necessary but not sufficient for network-scale subcriticality (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.7).

The fifth channel also works at the network scale, but on the Observability matrix rather than the Evidence-coupling matrix. Executed actions and observed Models propagate between Individuals through the Observability Pathway, and the spectral radius of the Observability matrix governs the rate at which a realised valuation in one Individual becomes an observed Model signal for another. Observability Governance, the institutional and platform-design interventions that attenuate this propagation (Blind Pricing, audience-removal architectures, visibility-suppression of Model classes, ), reduces the spectral radius of the Observability matrix and lowers the corresponding contribution to total network loop gain. The formal name is a reduction in the network Observability-channel loop gain. The fifth operates at a scale no Individual’s intervention reaches, and it is the complement that closes the gap between individual Patch efficacy and network-scale stability (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.7). Anonymising consumption outcomes and decoupling valuation from its Observability signature act instead on the Status feedback gain inside each Individual’s loop (Appendix A, Section A.5.1).

The five channels are not redundant. Each operates on a different parameter, each has different practical preconditions for installation, each is robust to different categories of failure in the others, and each addresses a scale or layer the others do not. Channels one through three are the Patch’s three-component specification at the within-Individual scale, the fast-layer I-Override gate, the slow-layer enlargement of the Hypothesis Space, and the slow-layer Epistemic Suspension protocol. Channel four is exercised by Individuals at the network scale, through Patch-competent Evidence intake, and channel five is the institutional and collective-action lever required for population-scale Subcriticality. Subcriticality Maintenance is a multi-channel discipline operating across the within-Individual fast layer, the within-Individual slow layer, and the network layer; it is not a single-instrument intervention, and no single channel is sufficient on its own.

4.4.13.6 Subcriticality Maintenance, the Realistic Goal

Turning down G is not enough on its own, for two reasons. A loop resting anywhere is already resting at a gain below its threshold, so a low present gain is what resting looks like rather than what safety requires. The demand is either that the four factors are brought low enough that no inflated resting state exists at any level of input, which removes the fold rather than deferring it, or, where that is out of reach, that the system is held on the low state with margin enough to absorb foreseeable perturbation. The system encounters perturbations (a Reference Set shifts, a new Model appears, a piece of cultural content elevates the M-charge of some Object-class), and a configuration that rests on the low state may be carried across by one of them. The Total Stability Condition states the threshold the margin is measured from.

The second reason is that human Individuals do not exist alone. They exist in networks, and the same dynamic operates at the network scale: when inter-Individual coupling is high enough, Beliefs cascade through the population in self-reinforcing rather than self-correcting ways. The threshold value of inter-Individual coupling above which this happens is called the Critical Coupling Strength κc\kappa_c. Formal treatment of the Total Stability Condition is at Appendix A.5.7.4, and of the Critical Coupling Strength at Appendix A.5.7.5; Chapter 13 develops the population-scale κ\kappa and κc\kappa_c framework on those formal foundations.

The objective is not the elimination of the M-channel. The architecture does not permit M-elimination. The Observer’s distinctive input stream, the Decision Hub’s tag-stripping integration, and the Thinker’s Bayesian ground-resolution under an impoverished Hypothesis Space are load-bearing features of human cognition. They cannot be removed without disabling the architecture’s ability to navigate a social world at all. The objective is to keep G below GcritG_{crit} and κ below κc\kappa_c indefinitely, through ongoing application of the five channels, while accepting that M-driven Salience will continue to enter the loop at every cycle.

This is what Subcriticality Maintenance means, and the stakes named at the close of §4.4.13.3 are why it matters. The Saddle-Node Fold available to the human system at the civilisational scale is nuclear war. Sustained societal conflict is not an oscillation that precedes the Fold, because the three-node loop cannot oscillate. It is Saturation Hold with the Fold beneath it, held only by a ceiling, and every perturbation it absorbs is taken from the margin that separates it from the Fold (Section 4.4.13.3; Appendix A, Section A.5.3). Subcriticality Maintenance is the architecturally available discipline by which the human system is prevented from reaching the threshold at which the conflict that ends civilisation ignites. The aim is not the elimination of conflict, the elimination of M, or the transformation of human nature. The aim is vast improvement over the architecture’s default supercritical trajectory and indefinite deferral of the terminal mimetic crisis the supercritical regime would otherwise produce.

Hysteresis fixes the price of the second of the two demands, and the price is not symmetric with the price of prevention. Because the release threshold sits below the ignition threshold, the reduction required to bring an ignited system back exceeds the reduction that would have prevented the ignition, and the further the system has travelled, the wider that difference becomes. Subcriticality Maintenance is hard for this reason rather than because the individual interventions are difficult, though some of them are. A system that has crossed does not return along the path it took.

Humanity is currently in a supercritical state. The four factors are set such that an inflated resting state exists, and the system is sitting in it rather than in the low one. What it exhibits instead of immediate collapse it owes to the institutional structures a durable polity accumulates, which supply some part of the restoring structure the loop itself lacks, at pressures chosen for other reasons by people who are not reading the quantity that governs the terminus. The system is clipping, which is to say it is in Saturation Hold: bounded by its own ceiling rather than by anything governing it, with the fold beneath.

Partial uptake of the Knowledge Patch is sufficient to reduce G, but it is not sufficient on its own. Ongoing maintenance is required to keep the reduction in place against parameter drift, against rising stakes, and against the technological reality that the collapse-mode the human system can now reach has consequences the species cannot recover from. The detailed operational specification of the five channels and of Subcriticality Maintenance as a civilisational discipline is the work of Chapter 18. The architectural foundation on which that work depends is the crisis geometry stated here.

4.4.14 Forward Pointer — Formal Treatment in Appendix A

The Minimal Architecture Specification has been set out at the level at which the rest of this treatise depends on it: the reading-surface level at which the four components, their signed valuations, the Belief Register mechanism, the operational loop, and the architecture’s characteristic failure mode are specified in functional terms. Readers with a mathematical, engineering, economic, or formal-modelling background who wish to see the operation of the architecture at each level expressed in formal terms, including the integration mapping at the Decision Hub, the many-to-one summation that yields Source Opacity, the Body Manager’s contribution treated as an exogenous (or quasi-exogenous) drive relative to the fast M–V–S loop — the Body Manager tracks physical and material Referents, so for loop-gain analysis its signal enters as external forcing rather than as a node of the internal cycle; the full Body Manager ODEs lie outside the minimal skeleton — the Bayesian update mechanics of the Thinker, the conditional Salience function of the Observer, and the coupling of these operations under the operational loop, are directed to Appendix A, which provides the formal treatment.

Appendix A is supplementary to the main argument; the chapters that follow do not require it, and a reader without the relevant background loses nothing by reading past it. For readers who have the background, Appendix A makes precise what this Section 4.4 has specified functionally, and provides the formal apparatus on which several of the later derivations, in particular the Source Opacity Theorem in Chapter 9 and the κ and τ analyses developed in subsequent chapters, depend.

4.4.15 How Far the Neural Commitments Extend

The architecture just specified makes contact with the brain at two points, with a third held at best-current-mapping. The reach of the neural commitment is narrower than the architecture’s explanatory ambition might suggest, and the narrowness is deliberate.

The first point of contact is the integration locus. The claim that the three sources converge on a single common-currency valuation, localised in the human brain to the ventromedial prefrontal cortex and the ventral striatum, is an established finding, replicated across single-neuron recording, functional imaging, and meta-analysis. The second point of contact is the existence of three dissociable upstream pathways feeding that locus, which lesion, pharmacological, and imaging studies have repeatedly shown can be disrupted independently of one another. These two claims, convergence on the Decision Hub and dissociability of the inputs, are the whole of what the architecture asserts as established neuroscience.

Everything else in the specification is a description of what the system does, not a claim about how the brain is wired to do it. When the foregoing sections speak of the Body Manager, the Thinker, and the Observer, they name functional roles that are separately identifiable in behaviour and in association dynamics to the precision the framework’s derivations require. They do not name anatomically bounded modules that could be excised one from another. The underlying neural systems overlap, interact continuously, and are more entangled than the four-box loop diagram of this chapter depicts. A reader who took the diagram for a wiring schematic would be reading more into it than the architecture claims, and more than the neuroscience would support.

The upstream localisations that can be offered (hypothalamic and interoceptive circuits for bodily deficit, the dopaminergic midbrain projection for intrinsic engagement, and mirror-neuron and social-reward systems for the observation of others) are the best current account of where these functions are realised, but the architecture does not rest on them. It survives their revision, because its load-bearing claims are about the functions and their integration, not about their addresses in the cortex. The relaxability of these substrate assumptions, including the mirror-neuron substrate and the preconscious timing window, is made precise in Appendix A.6, which shows that the qualitative behaviour of the architecture is preserved when they are relaxed.

Source Opacity occupies a different position again. It is not an empirical neuroscientific claim at all, and so it is not exposed to neuroscientific refutation. It follows by necessity from the fact that integration reduces three source signals to one Scalar: once three numbers have been summed into one, the summands cannot be recovered from the total. This is the Data Processing Inequality applied to the integration step, a mathematical entailment rather than a contingent feature of brain design. The only way to deny Source Opacity is to deny that integration is many-to-one, and that is the very thing the established common-currency finding affirms.

That immunity is not a self-granted exemption. Source Opacity is not exposed to the record directly, but the premise it follows from is: many-to-one integration at the Decision Hub is an empirical claim about the human system, and it stands or falls on the evidence. Withdraw the premise and Source Opacity falls with it. The result is protected against refutation by a finding about self-knowledge, not against refutation as such.

The same holds of the architecture as a whole. The functional descriptions of this chapter are a legibility layer over a falsifiable base, not a device for insulating the framework from it. Because the framework’s substantive results are derived from the empirical record rather than merely made consistent with it, they are exposed to falsification by it: a finding that overturns a load-bearing premise refutes the derivations resting on that premise, and the affected structure must then be revised or abandoned. This is a different case from a change of citation: a finding that is overturned takes its derivations with it, whereas a better-sourced account of an output that still stands changes only what is cited for it. And where the record shows more structure than one of these functional descriptions represents, that structure is real and the description is the deliberate simplification, not a competing claim.

The upshot is that this architecture accepts the empirical record of the neuroscientific subdisciplines it draws on, while declining to adopt or to contradict any one discipline’s preferred theoretical architecture. The findings are taken as given; the architecture built around them is treated as a separable matter, open to refinement as the science develops. Where a better account of an established output supersedes a citation relied on here, the citation is what changes, not the architecture. No claim made in this chapter runs against the empirical record as it stands.

A note for readers with a formal background. The compatibility position stated here has a precise mathematical counterpart. Readers from systems engineering, control theory, applied mathematics, and related fields who wish to see exactly how the architecture specified in this chapter behaves when its substrate assumptions are made explicit and then relaxed are directed to Appendix A, where the integration mapping at the Decision Hub, the many-to-one summation that yields Source Opacity, and the coupling dynamics of the operational loop are given formal treatment. In particular, Appendix A.6 sets out which assumptions are load-bearing and which are relaxable, and demonstrates that the loop-gain stability condition does not depend on the timing window or the anatomical specifics by which the functions are realised (Appendix A, Section A.6.2); the bifurcation type depends on the form of the valuation-to-salience mapping, which Appendix A, Section A.5.3 constrains architecturally. The formal apparatus is what allows the claim “the architecture survives substrate revision” to be stated as a derived result rather than an assurance. Appendix A is supplementary: the argument of the chapters that follow does not require it, and a reader without the relevant background loses nothing by reading past it.

4.5 The Two Outputs of Integration — Scalar and Affect

The account of the Motivational Architecture given so far describes integration as emitting a single Common-Currency Scalar that drives action-selection. This is accurate as far as action is concerned, but it is incomplete. A single integration event emits two distinct products, not one. The first is the Common-Currency Scalar, the felt urge to act, the magnitude whose threshold-crossing determines action. The second is Phenomenal Affect, the felt state that accompanies it. These are joint products of one integration, computed from overlapping inputs, but they are not the same quantity, and they can dissociate. For action-selection, which is the AIM Framework’s primary concern, the Scalar alone is sufficient; where the subject is felt experience, both outputs are required. The AIM Framework uses “affect” rather than “emotion” throughout this discussion because affect is the broader category, encompassing sensations, moods, and felt bodily states as well as discrete emotions; the architecture emits felt states of all these kinds, and the wider term is required to cover them.

Two consequences of the architecture bear on affect, and both are entailed rather than merely observed. The first is that the Source Opacity Theorem applies to Phenomenal Affect exactly as it applies to the Scalar. The tags identifying the Appetitive, Intrinsic, and Mimetic contributions are destroyed at integration, and both outputs are emitted after that destruction. The Individual therefore experiences a felt state whose provenance is architecturally unrecoverable by introspection. The state is real, fully formed, and mute as to its own cause. The two outputs differ, however, in duration. The Scalar resolves rapidly at action-selection and leaves no standing object behind, whereas Phenomenal Affect persists beyond the ignition event that produced it. Because the affect endures, the Thinker has a standing object to examine, revisit, and correlate against context and memory, which is why a richer, though still indirect and inferential, understanding can be built of an affect’s source than of a motivation’s source, even though both were equally tag-stripped at integration.

The second consequence follows from the nature of the Thinker. The Thinker is, by definition, the slow, serial, deliberative faculty. It cannot, by its own functional character, act on either output of integration before that output exists, because deliberation is posterior to the fast automatic process that produces the outputs. This lateness is analytic. It is entailed by what the Thinker is, not contingent on any empirical measurement, and the two-stage structure of emotional processing found in the affective sciences corroborates it without being its ground.

The Thinker’s relation to an affective episode is therefore fixed: it receives Phenomenal Affect as an accomplished fact and can operate only downstream of the experience, in two ways. It can process the affect after the fact, stripping the fast confabulated meaning and installing an accurate account (the Confabulation Race), and it can revise the prior carried by the loop so that the next Perturbation of the same type is integrated against a more accurate Hypothesis. This prospective revision can both attenuate the magnitude of subsequent affect, by lowering the Salience the Observer assigns to the triggering event, and shorten the Decoherence Time of its abatement. What the Thinker cannot do, in principle and not merely in practice, is prevent, eliminate, or act upon the initial affect once emitted, because that affect is upstream of everything the Thinker is constituted to do.

The two outputs also differ in what becomes of them. The Scalar converts to action (4.4.1), and the action is where it becomes observable. Phenomenal Affect undergoes no such conversion. Phenomenal Affect is emitted and it persists, and it persists as an internal object, available to the Thinker to examine and to no one else except through what the Individual subsequently does or says. This fixes where the AIM Framework’s diagnostics attach. The Behavioural Signatures read the transduced output, which is why they can be applied by a third party and why they survive an Individual’s inaccurate account of themselves; anything read off affect passes through the Thinker’s account of it, which is the channel Confabulation occupies. Both outputs were tag-stripped at the same integration and neither can be run backwards to its sources. They differ not in what they retain but in whether they leave the body.

What leaves the body has to be followed, and the junctions at which it is converted from one form into the next are called couplings. The term carries this sense throughout, and the formal treatment names the same junctions. Four of them carry the account from the integration event specified in this chapter to the scale at which civilisations hold or fail.


	Three source signals are converted into one Common-Currency Scalar at the Decision Hub. This is the integration event, and it is where the source tags are lost.

	The Scalar is then converted in two directions at once. Outward it becomes action, which is to say the direction in which the body’s available energy is spent. Inward it becomes an item of Evidence on which the Thinker’s Bayesian updating operates, which is the junction given formal treatment at Appendix A.5.6.

	The action, once outside the body, is observed by others. Observation of another’s goal-directed pursuit is an input to the observer’s own architecture and not merely a report about the world: it enters as an observed Model signal, through the Observability channel, and what the actor says of it enters the observer’s Belief Register as Evidence, weighted by Coupling Strength. The formal statement of both channels is at Appendix A, Section A.5.7.3.

	Evidence flowing between Individuals accumulates into institutional structure, and that structure then governs the supply of Evidence reaching every Individual inside it.



The chain reaches civilisational scale without changing its subject matter. Each Individual’s output is another Individual’s input, so the argument about the quality of what enters a body is not a claim about one person in isolation; it is a claim about a circuit that closes. A population is a set of bodies converting each other’s actions into their own Evidence, and the collapse in which those dynamics terminate is not a new topic taken up in the later chapters. It is the same signal, several couplings downstream, still obeying the conversions specified at the first one. The formal counterpart is derived rather than asserted: the Saddle-Node Fold established for the single Individual is preserved when the account moves to a coupled population, and preserved by derivation rather than by analogy, at a decohered operating point under one-signed coupling (Appendix A.5.7.6). Nothing has to be added at civilisational scale that was not already present at the neural one, and that is why one derivation chain is enough to run the whole distance.

4.6 From Foundation to Argument

The foundational chapter closes here. Sections 4.1 through 4.4 have done four things.

Section 4.1 established why AIM is presented axiomatically rather than narratively: because the conclusions are confronting and must be examinable, because the claims must be falsifiable and must be precise, because the foundation must be parsimonious and must be minimal, because the derivation chain is the theory and must be visible, and because the domain includes the reader’s own cognition and cannot rely on introspective assent.

Section 4.2 reconstructed the derivation by which the nine axioms were arrived at, beginning from the concept of Mimetic Desire as a triangular structure, identifying the mirror neuron system as a candidate substrate, locating the integration locus at which the mirror neuron system converges with the homeostatic-deficit signalling system and the dopaminergic intrinsic-engagement system, deriving the satiation and termination dynamics that distinguish the three convergent systems, deriving Source Opacity as a structural consequence of integration, deriving the phenomenological diagnostics from how each system’s signal presents in conscious experience, and deriving the remaining axiomatic structure from the architectural and dynamic foundations.

Section 4.3 stated the nine axioms in their canonical form, with foundational citations identifying the empirical basis on which each axiom rests.

Section 4.4 specified the Minimal Architecture Specification (MAS): the Decision Hub at which integration occurs, the Body Manager whose homeostatic-deficit signalling is the substrate of Appetites, the Thinker whose conscious-cognitive engagement and Bayesian inference is the substrate of Intrinsic Motivation, and the Observer whose continuous conditional Object-field Salience assessment is the substrate of Mimetic Desire, together with the Belief Register mechanism that mediates downstream access to the Thinker’s posteriors at preconscious timescales, the operational loop that couples the components, and the architectural localisations and derived consequences that follow.

Taken together, these four sections fix what the human motivational system is, at the level of the Dashboard Gauge Principle articulated in Section 4.4. They fix the system as a four-component architecture in which three motivationally distinct sources converge on a single integration locus, in which the integration is a many-to-one map that strips source-tags from the integrated signal, in which the three sources operate on different timescales and terminate by different mechanisms, in which Mimetic Desire is acquired preconsciously and operates by inflating the perceived value of Objects already valued by the other two sources, in which the conscious-cognitive system updates Bayesianly on an evidence base that is itself partly produced by the architecture, and in which the architecture’s characteristic failure mode is the propagation of confabulated narratives about the causes of choice, both within Individuals and across the social networks in which Individuals are embedded. These claims are not yet the disaggregation of human motivation as an argument; they are the architectural premises from which that argument is mounted.

The disaggregation argument is the work of Chapter 5. It is a separate undertaking because it is doing separate work. The foundational material specifies what the system is. The disaggregation argument specifies why the system must be carved into Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, and Mimetic Desire as three distinct sources, rather than treated as undifferentiated wanting, treated as a two-source system, or treated as a four-or-more-source system.

Two points bear on the relationship between Chapter 4 and the rest of this treatise.

The first point is that the axioms in Section 4.3 and the Minimal Architecture Specification in Section 4.4 are load-bearing. Every chapter from Chapter 5 onward derives its claims from these foundations, not from independent observations. The Source Opacity Theorem in Chapter 9, the analysis of Intrinsic Motivation in its dedicated chapter, the analysis of Mimetic Desire and the Camouflage Architecture in greater depth, the treatment of Bayesian Belief dynamics under the coupling-strength and decoherence-time parameters, the analysis of institutional capture and civilisational risk, and the Knowledge Patch that supplies the compensatory mechanism for routing around Source Opacity, are all derivations from the axioms and the architecture stated in this chapter. The reader who finds a later claim surprising or contestable is invited to trace the claim back to the axioms and the architectural specification on which it depends, and to identify whether the disagreement is with the derivation or with the foundation. If with the derivation, the derivation can be re-examined; if with the foundation, the foundation can be contested directly. This is what the axiomatic presentation makes possible, and it is what later chapters depend on. The challenge is welcomed.

The second point is about what this foundational chapter does not yet do. The architectural specification establishes that the human motivational system has the structure described, but it does not establish what the consequences of that structure are at the scale of the Individual’s life, the institution’s operation, the network’s dynamics, or the civilisation’s trajectory. Those consequences are the substantive concern of the rest of this treatise, and they are the work of the chapters that follow.

The three motivational systems specified here, Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), and Mimetic Desire (M), together with the integration architecture that combines them, the satiation and termination dynamics that distinguish them, and the Source Opacity, Confabulation, Object Parasitism, and Bayesian-Belief-dynamics consequences that follow from their interaction, provide a principled basis for the disaggregation of human motivation. The disaggregation is not an interpretive choice imposed on undifferentiated motivational data; it is the architectural fact that the motivational system actually has three distinct sources operating on different principles, and that the difference between the sources is consequential for what the Individual does, what the Individual reports about what they have done, and what consequences follow at every scale at which Individuals act. Chapter 5 mounts the argument that establishes this disaggregation against the alternatives. The architecture stated here is what makes the argument possible.

What Would Falsify This?

The claims of this chapter are the framework’s axioms and the minimal architecture, so their falsification conditions are the framework’s exposed surface rather than a single chapter’s. That surface is consolidated at Appendix B, Section B.2, as six load-bearing commitments, each with its disconfirming observation: three-source exhaustiveness (a genuine fourth source passing the decisive test of Chapter 5); the source-distinctness and preconscious transmission of M; Source Opacity and its introspective inaccessibility; Differential Satiation; the criticality dynamics of Appendix A (including the fold-not-oscillation signature); and the confabulation predictions with their agent-based default. The two operational falsifiers that carry the near-term burden, Interaction Necessity and Temporal Mediation, are stated at Chapter 8 (What Would Falsify This?), and the confabulation cluster’s criteria at Chapter 11. In addition, this chapter’s own instantiation claim is separately falsifiable as stated in Section 4.4: the human system might fail to instantiate the minimal architecture (for example, if Salience computation were found not to be conditional on priors, or prior-maintenance were found distributed across the A and M components) while the architecture remained a valid specification for some other system.
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Chapter 5: Why Motivation Requires Disaggregation

Position Statement

This chapter establishes that human motivation cannot be adequately understood, predicted, or governed using undifferentiated preference models. Disaggregating motivation into its three source components (Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, and Mimetic Desire) is both logically necessary given established neuroscience and practically essential for any theory that aims to predict behaviour, design institutions, or improve wellbeing. The chapter glosses the nine axioms and the Minimal Architecture Specification that Chapter 4 derives, derives three logical constraints that any adequate motivation theory must satisfy, demonstrates that exactly three sources constitute the minimal adequate structure, and explains why this structure was hidden from prior researchers despite the evidence being available for decades.

Dependency Statement

This chapter requires prior understanding of Chapter 2’s (Definitions and Glossary) definitions of the AIM Framework, Individual (a natural person whose behaviour is generated by an integrated motivational architecture in which Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, and Mimetic Desire are weighted and combined through the Decision Hub to produce choice), and the nine core axioms. Readers should also have absorbed Chapter 1’s (The Germ Theory of Motivation) framing of AIM as the “germ theory of motivation,” in which Mimetic Desire functions as the unidentified pathogen whose concealment explains persistent diagnostic failure across disciplines.

Chapter 3 (System Scope and the Output-Capacity Entailment Principle): Establishes the Output-Capacity Entailment Principle (OCEP), the Completeness Criterion for General Theory Status (CCGT), the Foundational-Entailment Distinction (FED), and the Replacement Requirement (RR). Chapter 5’s argument that undifferentiated models fail because they cannot account for all observed output categories is a direct application of CCGT. The anticipated objections in Appendix 5D invoke FED and RR explicitly.

Derivation Preview

This chapter draws upon Axiom 1 (Three-Source Taxonomy) as its central commitment, but demonstrates that this axiom is not arbitrary. It follows from Axiom 2 (Common-Currency Integration) combined with empirical evidence for three dissociable input systems and the parsimony norm that prohibits multiplying primitives beyond what the data require. Axioms 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics) and 9 (Agent-Based Causal Default) are stated for completeness because Chapter 5 establishes the full axiomatic inventory. Their central roles emerge downstream: Axiom 8 drives the collective dynamics of Chapter 13 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics) and Chapter 17 (Violence as Architectural Output); Axiom 9 explains why Confabulation characteristically takes agent-based form in Chapter 11 (Confabulation, Projection, and the Scapegoat Mechanism) and why AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, Epistemic Suspension, the Two-Question Diagnostic, Behavioural Signatures, and the Presumption Against Scapegoating are all necessary components of the Knowledge Patch (the Patch) in Chapter 18 (The Knowledge Patch). Together, these nine axioms constitute AIM’s complete set of irreducible premises. Everything else in the treatise is derived from them.

Chapter Preview

The chapter will demonstrate:


	Why undifferentiated preference models fail, producing systematic errors across economics, psychology, law, and institutional design

	The nine axioms and the Minimal Architecture Specification that Chapter 4 derives, glossed as far as this chapter’s argument requires

	The logical constraints any adequate motivation theory must satisfy given current neuroscience

	Why exactly three sources are required, and not two, four, or some other number

	What disaggregation enables that unified models cannot: predictions, interventions, and institutional diagnoses that become visible only when sources are distinguished

	How the three-source structure was hidden from prior researchers despite the evidence being available for decades





5.1 The Undifferentiated Desire Fallacy

Contemporary theories of human behaviour typically begin with a simplifying assumption: that all wanting is fundamentally of one kind. Economists speak of “utility” or “preferences” as if these were primitive terms requiring no further decomposition. Psychologists discuss “motivation” or “goals” without asking whether different goals might arise from structurally different systems. Legal frameworks assume “intent” or “interest” without inquiring whether the intent to eat when starving, the intent to practise music for its own sake, and the intent to acquire a status symbol all represent the same psychological phenomenon. Political theorists speak of “interests” as if the interest in basic security and the interest in relative standing operated by identical mechanisms.

This assumption, what AIM terms the Undifferentiated Desire Fallacy (the mistake of treating all wanting as a single category without distinguishing the source that generated it), is so pervasive that it rarely appears as an explicit claim. It operates as a background premise, invisible precisely because it is shared across disciplines. The assumption is not argued for; it is inherited from centuries of philosophical and scientific practice that treated the mind as a unified faculty producing unified states called “desires”, “wants”, “needs” or “preferences.”

When an economist models consumer choice, the utility function U(x) treats all sources of value as interchangeable: the utility derived from food when hungry, from playing music, and from owning a luxury watch all enter the same function with the same mathematical properties. When a psychologist measures “motivation” via self-report, the questionnaire collapses together desires that might have entirely different origins, dynamics, and satisfaction conditions. When a lawyer assesses “intent,” the legal framework assumes a unified mental state rather than a weighted combination of distinct drives with different properties. When a policy analyst evaluates welfare, they aggregate “preference satisfaction” without asking whether satisfying different kinds of preferences produces the same welfare outcomes.

The Undifferentiated Desire Fallacy is not merely an oversimplification that sacrifices some accuracy for tractability. It is a systematic error that generates predictable failures across every domain where human motivation matters. These failures are not random; they follow directly from the structural differences between motivational sources that the undifferentiated model cannot represent.

This is a direct application of the Completeness Criterion for General Theory Status (CCGT), established in Chapter 3 (System Scope and the Output-Capacity Entailment Principle): a general theory of motivation must account for every category of motivational output the system demonstrably produces. A framework that treats all motivation as undifferentiated preference cannot satisfy CCGT, because it lacks the representational structure to distinguish outputs with fundamentally different satiation dynamics, audience-dependence profiles, and neural substrates.

5.1.1 Error 1: Confusing Deprivation with Taste

When bodily needs are unmet (chronic hunger, unstable housing, health insecurity, physical danger), choices that appear “short-sighted” or “irrational” may simply reflect survival signals overwhelming the Decision Hub (the neural locus, centred in the ventromedial prefrontal cortex and ventral striatum, that converts unlike motivational inputs into a single scalar subjective value signal for action selection).

Consider the extensively documented phenomenon of “present bias” among low-income populations. Standard economic models interpret this as a stable preference parameter: these Individuals simply have higher discount rates, preferring immediate rewards over delayed ones (Frederick, Loewenstein, and O’Donoghue, 2002). Interventions designed from this interpretation focus on changing preferences through education, nudges, or commitment devices.

Disaggregated analysis reveals a different picture. When Appetites (A-signals, the homeostatic drives that report the state of the body, including the bodily state that sustained stress produces) are chronically elevated due to unmet survival needs, the Decision Hub correctly prioritises immediate relief. This is not a “preference” in any meaningful sense; it is the motivational system functioning as designed, treating genuine threats to survival as urgent. The Individual experiencing housing insecurity who spends money on immediate needs rather than saving for a future that may not arrive is not exhibiting “irrational” preferences; they are responding to A-signals that appropriately dominate the Decision Hub when survival is uncertain.

The intervention implications differ entirely. If present bias reflects stable preferences, then education and nudges are appropriate responses. If present bias reflects A-dominance under deprivation, then the appropriate response is to secure A-floors (institutionally guaranteed baselines of access to food, shelter, healthcare, and basic security that prevent chronic A-deficits from hijacking choice or being used as leverage), at which point the “present bias” will attenuate without any preference change.

Empirical evidence supports the disaggregated interpretation. Studies of unconditional cash transfers to low-income populations consistently find that recipients do not spend the money on “temptation goods” as present-bias models would predict, but rather on basic necessities and investments in children’s education and health (Haushofer and Shapiro, 2016; Blattman, Fiala, and Martinez, 2014). The “irrational” behaviour disappears when A-sufficiency is secured, not because preferences changed, but because A-signals no longer dominate the Decision Hub.

The undifferentiated model cannot distinguish between genuine time preference (which might be stable and Individual-specific) and A-driven urgency (which is situational and responds to A-sufficiency). This produces systematic misdiagnosis and intervention failure: policies designed to change preferences when the actual problem is unmet needs.

5.1.2 Error 2: Mistaking Social Pressure for Authentic Preference

Individuals often report loving certain activities, careers, or lifestyles, and may feel as if they chose them freely, but when the audience disappears, the motivation collapses. This pattern reveals that much of the original drive came from being watched, ranked, or compared rather than from the activity itself. This is the diagnostic signature of Mimetic Desire (M, the Salience channel, here in its special case: the socially transmitted wanting that arises because observed Models pursue, display, or signal value for Objects), concealed by Source Opacity (the architectural fact that the source decomposition is not preserved after Common-Currency Integration, so the Individual cannot read from the felt desire which source generated it) and Confabulation (the brain’s routine generation of sincere but inaccurate narratives about the causes of choice).

The phenomenon is visible across domains:


	Career choice. An Individual pursues a prestigious profession, reporting genuine passion for the work. When the status rewards diminish (the field becomes less prestigious, or further advancement becomes impossible), engagement collapses. They experience burnout, disillusionment, or depression, not because the work changed, but because the M-component that was actually driving engagement has been satisfied or frustrated, leaving insufficient Intrinsic Motivation (I, self-endorsed engagement in activities rewarding in the doing) to sustain the effort.

	Educational achievement. Two pathways produce the same observable collapse, but from different starting conditions. In the first, the Individual enrols in a prestigious field (law, medicine, finance) substantially because Models in their social environment signal that these careers confer status. The motivation was M-dominant from enrolment; engagement collapses once the credential is obtained or the status reward disappoints, because insufficient I-engagement was ever present to sustain independent interest in the subject matter. In the second (and often more damaging) pathway, the Individual arrives with genuine I-motivation, a real curiosity about the subject, but the institutional structure crowds it out. Prescribed curricula override autonomous exploration. Graded assessments convert learning from a process reward into a contingent external incentive, triggering the Overjustification Effect (Deci, Koestner, and Ryan, 1999). Surveillance through continuous ranking introduces social comparison where none previously existed, activating M-dynamics that displace the I-engagement that originally drew the Individual to study. The result looks identical from outside (engagement collapses after attainment), but the mechanism is different: in the first case, M-motivation was frustrated or satisfied; in the second, I-motivation was destroyed by institutional design that inadvertently converted it to M-signalling. The undifferentiated model cannot distinguish these pathways and therefore cannot prescribe the correct intervention: redirect toward genuine I-engagement in the first case, or restructure the institution to protect I-engagement (autonomy, reduced surveillance, competence feedback without ranking) in the second.

	Creative pursuits. An Individual pursues music from childhood, initially at parental insistence rather than from genuine engagement. Proficiency develops through sustained practice, and that proficiency becomes a valued Status marker within the Individual’s reference group (Status being Salience aggregated across observers and averaged over time, derived at Chapter 8, Section 8.1.4). The Individual reports deep satisfaction with music, but the satisfaction tracks recognition (recitals, competition results, praise from peers and teachers) rather than the process itself. When opportunities for recognition disappear (no performances, no competitions, no audience), practice collapses. The activity was never strongly I-driven; proficiency was acquired under external pressure, and M colonised the result by converting musical skill into a Status vehicle. Source Opacity ensured the Individual experienced the M-driven continuation as genuine love of music, because the integrated Common-Currency Scalar (the Scalar) in the Decision Hub carried no tag distinguishing “I enjoy playing” from “I enjoy being seen as someone who plays well.”

	Relationships. An Individual selects a romantic partner who represents a high-value Status marker within the Individual’s reference group (attractive by consensus standards, professionally prestigious, socially well-connected). The selection feels like genuine attraction because Source Opacity prevents decomposition of the integrated valuation into its A, I, and M components. Over time, private dissatisfaction emerges: few shared interests, limited intimacy, a persistent sense that something is missing despite the relationship looking enviable from outside. The dissatisfaction is structural. The partner was selected primarily on M-criteria (how the relationship signals to others) rather than I-criteria (compatibility of Intrinsic engagements, mutual curiosity, shared play, private connection that deepens without audience). Because the Individual’s and the partner’s Intrinsic Motivations are neither compatible nor complementary, the relationship cannot generate the process-rewarding engagement that sustains partnerships in private. The diagnostic signature is the gap between public presentation and private experience: the relationship performs well for audiences but feels hollow when no one is watching.



Undifferentiated models register only consistent choice in visible settings and relabel this as “genuine preference,” missing the diagnostic signature of M-dominance: sensitivity to audience and comparison. The Individual’s stated preference and their actual wellbeing trajectory diverge because M-driven choices masquerade as I-driven ones, and the model has no vocabulary to distinguish them.

The intervention implications again differ entirely. If the Individual’s career dissatisfaction reflects genuine mismatch between their preferences and their work, then career counselling to identify better-fitting alternatives is appropriate. If the dissatisfaction reflects M-dominance now frustrated, the intervention is different: help the Individual identify and cultivate genuine I-engagements (activities that persist without audience, that deepen with competence, and that are sustained by the process itself rather than by recognition).

5.1.3 Error 3: Treating Status Races as Ordinary Consumption

In many domains (luxury housing, prestige education, speculative assets, positional goods generally), the primary value of additional spending comes from relative position rather than absolute benefit. Everyone pays more and competes harder, but the rank ordering is almost unchanged. Resources flow into zero-sum contests where aggregate expenditure rises while aggregate welfare remains constant or declines.

The Easterlin Paradox (the mismatch between the persistent within-country correlation, in which richer people report higher satisfaction than poorer people, and the flat time series, in which rising national income beyond sufficiency does not increase reported happiness) is the macroeconomic signature of this error (Easterlin, 1974). Economists long predicted that rising GDP would produce rising welfare: more preference satisfaction, more utility, more happiness. The prediction failed. Beyond a threshold of A-sufficiency (variously estimated at $15,000 to $25,000 per capita in contemporary terms), further income growth produces no aggregate happiness gains in cross-national comparisons (Easterlin, McVey, Switek, Sawangfa, and Zweig, 2010).

Undifferentiated models struggle to explain this finding. If preferences are being satisfied and utility is being produced, where does the happiness go? Various ad hoc explanations have been proposed: adaptation, aspiration adjustment, relative income effects. These explanations merely rename the phenomenon without explaining its mechanism.

The disaggregated explanation is straightforward. Beyond A-sufficiency, marginal income growth feeds Mimetic Desire rather than Appetites or Intrinsic Motivation. M-driven consumption (status goods, positional competition, visible markers of relative standing) produces no durable welfare gains because M has no natural satiation signal (Axiom 6, Differential Satiation Dynamics). Achieving an M-target resets the reference point rather than satiating; the new acquisition becomes the baseline, and felt deficit recreates immediately. The Individual experiences this as “I need more” when the actual problem is that M cannot be satisfied by achievement.

The aggregate consequence is that societies pour ever-increasing resources into status competition while welfare stagnates. Housing costs rise not because houses are getting better at providing shelter (A-function) but because houses are proxies for status (M-function), and status competition is zero-sum. Educational credentials inflate not because education is producing more or better learning (I-function) but because credentials are proxies for status, and everyone must acquire more credentials merely to maintain relative position. Asset prices inflate not because assets are generating more productive value but because asset ownership signals status, and status seekers bid against each other in a competition with no natural endpoint.

Aggregated through standard utility, this looks like successful demand satisfaction and rising welfare. GDP rises; consumption rises; markets clear. From a motivational standpoint, it is a treadmill: resources channel into zero-sum contests that increase anxiety without reliably improving security or genuine engagement. Indeed, they eat away at the A-sufficiency that gave rise to the phenomena in the first place.

The policy implications are stark. If status races are ordinary consumption, then rising expenditure on positional goods represents successful welfare production and should be encouraged or at least permitted. If status races are M-driven zero-sum competition, then rising expenditure represents resource destruction and warrants intervention, not to override preferences, but to redirect resources from M-channels (which cannot produce durable welfare) to A-channels (which produce security) and I-channels (which produce meaning and engagement).

5.1.4 The Scope of the Fallacy

These three errors are not isolated cases but instances of a general pattern. The Undifferentiated Desire Fallacy produces systematic misdiagnosis whenever the motivational source matters for prediction or intervention, which is to say, in virtually every domain of human behaviour.

The errors produce:


	Policies that fail. Interventions designed for one motivational source applied to behaviours driven by another source will predictably fail. Educating the A-deprived about long-term thinking does not work because the problem is not a lack of understanding, it’s deprivation itself. Providing resources to the M-driven does not produce satisfaction because M resets rather than satiates. Adding extrinsic incentives to I-driven behaviour crowds out Intrinsic Motivation through the Overjustification Effect (the empirically documented tendency for contingent external rewards to undermine pre-existing Intrinsic Motivation) (Deci, Koestner, and Ryan, 1999).

	Institutions that drift toward pathology. Without the vocabulary to distinguish A, I, and M, institutions cannot protect against M-Colonisation (the process by which status competition infiltrates and eventually dominates any institution that creates visible hierarchies and comparison opportunities, regardless of the institution’s stated mission).

	Individuals who pursue goals that cannot satisfy them. Source Opacity means Individuals cannot introspectively identify which source is driving their desires. They pursue M-driven goals expecting I-satisfaction, or I-driven goals expecting A-security, and experience persistent dissatisfaction that they cannot diagnose because they lack the conceptual vocabulary.



The undifferentiated model cannot explain why these errors occur or when to expect them, because the model lacks the vocabulary to distinguish the cases. AIM provides that vocabulary.

5.2 The Axiomatic and Architectural Foundation, in Brief

Chapter 4 states the nine axioms and the Minimal Architecture Specification in full and derives them. What follows is the gloss this chapter’s argument requires.

The axioms fix what the system is. Axiom 1 gives the three-source taxonomy of Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation and Mimetic Desire (Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1); Axiom 2, Common-Currency Integration, under which the three converge on a single Scalar (4.3.2); Axiom 3, Source Opacity, the destruction of source-tags at integration (4.3.3); Axiom 4, Confabulation (4.3.4); Axiom 5, Object Parasitism, by which Mimetic Desire amplifies valuations already carried by Appetitive- or Intrinsically-functional Objects (4.3.5); Axiom 6, Differential Satiation (4.3.6); Axiom 7, Preconscious Transmission within the Transmission Window (4.3.7); Axiom 8, Bayesian Belief Dynamics and its content-agnosticism (4.3.8); and Axiom 9, the Agent-Based Causal Default (4.3.9). The structure-content distinction that separates what the architecture is from what a culture fills it with is at 4.3.11.

The Minimal Architecture Specification fixes what each component does. Four components compute: the Decision Hub integrates and selects (4.4.1), the Body Manager signals deficit (4.4.2), the Thinker maintains priors, performs Ground-Resolution and signals the deficits its process requires correcting (4.4.3), and the Observer assesses Salience over the perceived Object field (4.4.7). The Belief Register holds the Thinker’s posteriors and conditions the Observer’s Salience while computing nothing (4.4.8). The Signed Valuation Principle governs what each component contributes (4.4.0), the Operational Loop their sequence (4.4.9), and Object Parasitism is the failure mode the arrangement entails (4.4.11). The channel-count asymmetry and its four derived consequences are at 4.4.12.

Two features of that foundation carry this chapter’s argument. Common-Currency Integration makes the three sources indistinguishable introspectively at the point of choice, which is why an undifferentiated model can fit observed behaviour and still misidentify its cause. Differential Satiation makes them distinguishable over an interval, which is why the disaggregation argued for here is testable rather than stipulated.

5.3 The Logical Constraints on Any Motivation Theory

Given established neuroscientific and behavioural findings, any adequate theory of human motivation must satisfy specific logical constraints. These constraints are not AIM-specific; they apply to any framework that aims to be consistent with current evidence. AIM is offered as the minimal structure that satisfies all three constraints. Alternative frameworks that satisfy them equally well would be equally acceptable.

5.3.1 Constraint 1: Distinct Components for Dissociable Systems

Statement: If two families of motivational behaviour can be manipulated independently and rely on partially distinct neural substrates, then an adequate theory must represent them as distinct components rather than collapsing them into a single undifferentiated drive.

Rationale: Scientific parsimony favours simpler models, but not at the cost of conflating phenomena that experiments distinguish. When manipulating variable X changes behaviour pattern A without changing behaviour pattern B, and vice versa, A and B must be represented as distinct components in any model that aims to predict the effects of interventions.

Application to Motivation:

Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, and Mimetic Desire each have their own behavioural signatures and partial neural distinctness. They satisfy this criterion and must appear as separate terms in any serious model. The evidence for dissociability is robust:

A can be manipulated independently of I and M:


	Fasting elevates hunger motivation without affecting curiosity or status-seeking.

	Pharmacological interventions (e.g. ghrelin administration) increase appetitive motivation without affecting intrinsic engagement or social comparison.

	Threat induction elevates safety-seeking without proportionately affecting creative engagement or prestige pursuit.

	Securing A-floors reduces A-driven urgency without eliminating I-engagement or M-sensitivity.



I can be manipulated independently of A and M:


	The Overjustification Effect demonstrates that adding contingent external rewards undermines Intrinsic Motivation even when appetitive needs remain constant and social conditions are unchanged.

	Autonomy support increases intrinsic engagement without affecting hunger or status-sensitivity.

	Competence feedback enhances I-persistence independent of A-satisfaction or M-recognition.

	Flow states can be induced through challenge-skill balance manipulation without altering A or M parameters (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990).



M can be manipulated independently of A and I:


	Prestige cues amplify desire for Objects without changing their A-functionality or I-enabling properties.

	Visibility manipulations (being observed versus private) shift M-driven behaviour without affecting appetitive state or intrinsic interest.

	Reference-group changes alter M-targets without changing bodily needs or process-engagement.

	Social proof manipulations increase Object valuation without changing the Object’s properties.



These independent manipulations establish that A, I, and M are dissociable systems that must be represented as distinct components. A model that conflates them cannot predict which interventions will affect which behaviours.

5.3.2 Constraint 2: Compatibility with Common Currency

Statement: The vmPFC and ventral striatum encode a common value scale for diverse rewards (monetary, primary, social, and aesthetic) that predicts choice. Any adequate model must therefore posit upstream motivational components whose outputs can be functionally combined into a single Scalar used for action selection.

Rationale: The brain must produce unified behaviour: at any moment, the organism does one thing, not three. This requires that diverse motivational inputs be converted to a common metric that enables comparison and integration. Any model that posits motivational components operating in parallel without integration cannot explain how the brain produces unified choice.

Application to Motivation:

The vmPFC and ventral striatum encode subjective value for qualitatively different rewards on a common scale. Food rewards, monetary rewards, social rewards, and aesthetic rewards all activate overlapping regions and produce value signals that predict choice on a single dimension (Chib, Rangel, Shimojo, and O’Doherty, 2009; Levy and Glimcher, 2012; Bartra, McGuire, and Kable, 2013).

This means that A, I, and M cannot each directly command behaviour independently. Their contributions must be fed into, and resolved by, a shared valuation process prior to action selection. The AIM Integration Equation captures this:

U(x)=wA⋅UA(x)+wI⋅UI(x)+wM⋅UM(x)U(x) = w_A \cdot U_A(x) + w_I \cdot U_I(x) + w_M \cdot U_M(x)

The equation is a functional approximation (the actual neural computation may involve nonlinearities, thresholds, or context-dependent gating), but the core claim is structural: three inputs, one output.

Constraint 2 also explains Source Opacity: the integration is a many-to-one map from three inputs to one output. The source decomposition cannot be preserved, because every value of the output is produced by many combinations of the three, so no function of the output recovers which combination produced it (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.1; Appendix A, Section A.2).

5.3.3 Constraint 3: Parsimony

Statement: Among all models respecting Constraints 1 and 2, scientific practice favours those using the minimal number of components needed to capture robust empirical dissociations.

Rationale: Parsimony is a regulative principle of scientific theory construction. Adding components beyond what the data require produces overfitting: the model accommodates noise rather than capturing genuine structure. Removing components that the data require produces underfitting: the model cannot capture genuine distinctions.

Application to Motivation:

Constraint 3 operates in both directions:


	Against fewer than three sources. Two-source models (intrinsic versus extrinsic, biological versus social, hedonic versus eudaimonic) cannot capture the dissociations documented under Constraint 1. They conflate phenomena that experiments separate and therefore cannot predict when interventions will succeed or fail. This is demonstrated in Section 5.6.1.

	Against more than three sources. No robust fourth dissociation has been documented that cannot be accommodated as a subtype or parameter variation within A, I, or M. Adding a fourth source would multiply primitives beyond what the data justify. This is demonstrated in Section 5.6.2.



The three-source structure is therefore the minimal adequate model: fewer sources underfits the data; more sources overfits.



5.4 Why Exactly Three Sources

From the constraints established in Section 5.3, a three-source structure can be derived.

The dissociability argument developed below establishes the three-source claim from empirical separation of the sources under pharmacological, lesion, developmental, and behavioural conditions. It is complemented by the minimal-architecture argument developed at Chapter 4, Section 4.4, which establishes that exactly four components (the integrator, the Body Manager, the Thinker, and the Observer) with the specified interactions are all that is required to generate the outputs the treatise documents, and that three of those four components are the three sources. The two arguments ground the three-source claim from different directions: the dissociability argument from the empirical separation observable in the human substrate, the minimal-architecture argument from the functional specification that the substrate, however elaborated, must instantiate. The arguments are independently sufficient and mutually reinforcing. A refutation of the three-source claim would require refuting both.

5.4.1 Lemma 1: At Least Three Sources Are Required

Claim: Any adequate model of human motivation must include at least three distinct sources corresponding to the appetitive-homeostatic, intrinsic-process, and mimetic-social families.

Argument:

The appetitive-homeostatic source has a distinctive signature: regulation around bodily set-points and survival-relevant states, with characteristic subcortical circuits (hypothalamus, brainstem nuclei) and direct impact on basic consumption and avoidance behaviours. Hunger, thirst, pain avoidance, thermoregulation, and basic security form a coherent pattern that:


	Can be manipulated together (deprivation elevates all survival-relevant motivation)

	Can be dissociated from other motivational patterns (satiation terminates A without terminating I or M)

	Has characteristic neural substrates (hypothalamic-brainstem circuits)

	Has characteristic behavioural dynamics (deficit-driven, episodically satiating)



The intrinsic source has a different signature: activities pursued for their own sake (curiosity, mastery, play, creative work, aesthetic engagement) whose presence and suppression can be reliably distinguished from both deprivation states and extrinsic reward-seeking. These motivations:


	Persist in private, without audience or external reward

	Deepen with competence rather than terminating

	Are undermined rather than enhanced by contingent external incentives (the Overjustification Effect)

	Have characteristic neural substrates (dopaminergic midbrain circuits coding intrinsic reward, distinct from homeostatic circuits)



The mimetic-social source has yet another signature: wanting what others pursue or value, with neural evidence that mirror systems modulate valuation circuits to propagate desire socially. These motivations:


	Track observability, prestige cues, and reference-group comparisons

	Shift with audience and social context

	Are amplified by scarcity and competition

	Have no natural satiation signal (comparative, reference-point dependent)

	Have characteristic neural substrates (social-reward circuits, including mirror neuron systems and related social-cognition networks)



By Constraint 1, each of these three families must be represented as a distinct component: they can be manipulated independently and have distinct neural substrates. By Constraint 2, their outputs must feed a common valuation hub to produce unified choice. Therefore, any model consistent with current data requires at least three motivational sources.

5.4.2 Lemma 2: More Than Three Primitives Are Not Currently Justified

Claim: No fourth basic source is as well-supported as A, I, and M, or is irreducible to them. Models with more than three primitive sources violate Constraint 3 (parsimony) without improving explanatory or predictive power.

Argument:

The major, widely replicated dissociations in human motivational literature align with these three sources, each with substantial independent evidence across behavioural, neural, and pharmacological methods. Further distinctions (such as different appetites, different forms of intrinsic engagement, or different social motives) are naturally treated as subtypes or parameter variations within these three sources rather than as new orthogonal primitives.

Candidate fourth sources fall into three categories, none of which justifies a new primitive:

Category 1: Subtypes rather than primitives. Different appetites (hunger versus thirst versus sleep versus pain avoidance), different intrinsic engagements (curiosity versus mastery versus play versus creative work versus care), or different mimetic patterns (prestige-biased versus conformity-biased versus similarity-biased) represent variation within the three sources, not new orthogonal sources. They share the core dynamics of their source:


	All appetites are deficit-driven and episodically satiating

	All intrinsic engagements persist in private and deepen with competence

	All mimetic patterns track Models and shift with social context



The variation is parametric (which specific deficit? which specific process? which specific Models?) rather than structural. Adding separate primitives for each subtype would multiply components without improving prediction; we would need to explain why hunger and thirst share dynamics, which the A-category already captures.

Category 2: Defensive systems rather than generators of desire. Aversion, fear, disgust, and related avoidance motivations appear phenomenologically distinct from approach motivation. However, they do not generate independent Objects of desire; they generate avoidance of threats to whatever the Individual values. Fear motivates escape from threat; it does not determine what counts as threatening. A high-M Individual experiences status-loss as threatening; a high-A Individual experiences bodily danger as threatening; a high-I Individual experiences blocked creative expression as threatening. The aversion system serves all three sources by defending their valued Objects; it is not a fourth peer that generates its own Objects. The same analysis applies to disgust (avoidance of contamination threats), anger (response to blocked goals across all sources), and anxiety (anticipation of threats across all sources). These are response modes rather than desire generators.

Category 3: Efficiency mechanisms rather than motivational sources. Habits and other automatised behaviours appear to operate independently of conscious motivation, leading some to propose them as a fourth category. However, efficiency mechanisms do not generate novel wanting; they store and retrieve previously computed motivational outputs. The full case against habits as a fourth source is developed in Section 5.6.2 below.

The decisive test for any candidate fourth source: does it generate novel wanting toward Objects independent of A, I, and M? No robust candidate passes this test. The three-source taxonomy remains the minimal adequate structure.

5.4.3 Conclusion: Three Sources as Minimal Adequate Structure

A model with exactly three primitive sources (corresponding to appetitive-homeostatic A, intrinsic-process I, and mimetic-social M motivation) is the minimal structure compatible with:


	The robust empirical dissociations documented in motivational neuroscience and psychology (Constraint 1)

	The Common-Currency Integration architecture established by neuroimaging (Constraint 2)

	Standard norms of scientific parsimony (Constraint 3)



This derivation establishes that Axiom 1 (Three-Source Taxonomy) is not arbitrary but follows from Axiom 2 (Common-Currency Integration) plus established neuroscience plus parsimony. Any framework consistent with current evidence must reproduce something functionally equivalent to the A-I-M structure, even if expressed in different terminology.



5.5 Why Not Two? Why Not Four?

The claim of exactly three sources invites obvious challenges. This section addresses them directly, elaborating on the argument sketched in Section 5.4.

5.5.1 Why Not Two Sources?

Several influential frameworks attempt to decompose motivation into just two categories. Each fails Constraint 1 because it conflates phenomena that experiments separate.

Intrinsic versus Extrinsic (Self-Determination Theory’s Original Binary):

Self-Determination Theory’s original binary distinguished intrinsic motivation (pursuing activities for their inherent satisfaction) from extrinsic motivation (pursuing activities for separable outcomes). This framework has been immensely productive, but the “extrinsic” category conflates two fundamentally different phenomena:


	A-driven behaviour (eating when hungry, seeking shelter when cold) is “extrinsic” in the sense of being outcome-directed rather than process-rewarding.

	M-driven behaviour (acquiring status symbols, seeking recognition) is also “extrinsic” in this sense.



But A and M have entirely different dynamics, neural substrates, and satiation properties. A satiates episodically; M does not satiate at all. A operates through homeostatic circuits; M operates through social-reward circuits, including mirror neuron systems and related social-cognition networks. A-satisfaction produces durable welfare gains; M-satisfaction produces treadmill effects. Collapsing A and M into “extrinsic” obscures these differences and disables prediction.

The two-source model cannot predict when extrinsic rewards will undermine motivation (the Overjustification Effect targets I, converting it to M, not A) or when removing extrinsic rewards will restore intrinsic engagement (only when the original motivation was I-driven, not when it was always A or M).

Biological versus Social:

Some frameworks distinguish “biological” (innate drives) from “social” (learned motives). This conflates I with M:


	Intrinsic Motivation is often “social” in the sense of occurring in social contexts: Individuals learn skills from others, enjoy creative work with collaborators, care for people they know.

	Mimetic Desire is also “social” in the obvious sense of being transmitted through social observation.



But I persists in private while M, in its special case, loses its input without audience and falls away once the loop holding it releases (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.13.2). The guitarist who practises alone at midnight is I-driven; the guitarist who practises only when others are watching is M-driven. The social context is similar; the motivational source is entirely different. Collapsing I and M into “social” obscures the diagnostic signature (Private Persistence, the continued pursuit of an activity without audience or external reward) that distinguishes them and disables prediction about when social context removal will affect behaviour.

Hedonic versus Eudaimonic:

Some philosophical and psychological frameworks distinguish hedonic wellbeing (pleasure, positive affect) from eudaimonic wellbeing (meaning, engagement, self-realisation). This comes closer to the AIM distinction but still conflates:


	A-satisfaction is typically hedonic (pleasure upon eating, relief upon reaching safety).

	I-engagement is typically eudaimonic (meaning, growth, competence).

	M-pursuit can appear either hedonic (pleasure of recognition) or eudaimonic (the narrative that status achievement represents self-realisation).



The hedonic-eudaimonic distinction tracks the phenomenology of satisfaction rather than the source of motivation. It cannot distinguish A from M when both feel pleasurable, or I from confabulated M when both feel meaningful. The AIM taxonomy tracks source rather than phenomenology, which is why it enables prediction that phenomenological distinctions cannot.

5.5.2 Why Not Four or More Sources?

The arguments in Section 5.5.2 establish that proposed fourth sources fail the test of generating novel wanting toward Objects independent of A, I, and M. This section elaborates with specific candidates.

Fear/Aversion as Fourth Source:

Fear and aversion are phenomenologically Salient and appear to drive behaviour independently. However:


	Fear does not generate Objects of desire; it generates avoidance of threats.

	What counts as threatening depends on what the Individual values, which is determined by A, I, and M.

	The A-dominant Individual fears bodily harm; the M-dominant Individual fears status loss; the I-dominant Individual fears blocked creative expression.

	Fear serves all three sources rather than constituting a fourth peer.



The same applies to disgust, anger, and other negative emotions. They are response modes that defend valued Objects, not generators of new Objects to value.

Affiliation/Belonging as Fourth Source:

The need for belonging and social connection is well-documented (Baumeister and Leary, 1995). However:


	Genuine connection and care are I-driven: they persist in private, deepen with engagement, and are undermined by contingent external incentives.

	Status-motivated social behaviour is M-driven: it tracks audience and comparison.

	Survival-relevant group membership (safety in numbers, resource sharing) is A-driven.



“Affiliation” as a category conflates these three. AIM preserves the distinctions while acknowledging that social behaviour can be driven by any of the three sources.

Curiosity/Exploration as Fourth Source:

Curiosity appears to operate independently of homeostatic needs and social motives. However:


	Curiosity is paradigmatically I-driven: it persists in private, deepens with engagement, and is undermined by contingent external reward.

	Information-seeking in the service of a current deficit (“Where is there food?”) is A-driven.

	Information-seeking for status purposes (being seen as knowledgeable) is M-driven.



Pure curiosity (wanting to know for the sake of knowing) is one of the clearest examples of I-motivation. It does not require separate primitive status.

Power/Dominance as Fourth Source:

The drive for power and dominance appears in many motivational taxonomies. However:


	Exerting power over A resources as means to A-satisfaction (controlling resources for survival) is in principal A-driven. However, due to A’s satiation dynamics A-driven Power terminates at sufficiency. Beyond this point exerting Power over A-resources is M-driven.

	Power as intrinsically satisfying (enjoying the exercise of competence in leadership) is I-driven.

	Power as status marker (being seen as dominant) and means of Coercion is M-driven.



“Power” motivation conflates these three. The critical question, “why does this Individual seek power?”, is answered by identifying which source is operative, not by positing power as a fourth source.

Habits as Fourth Source:

Habits appear to operate independently of conscious motivation, leading some researchers to propose them as a distinct motivational category. An Individual reaches for coffee upon waking, drives the same route to work, checks their phone during idle moments, all without deliberation or experienced desire. If habits drive behaviour without A, I, or M involvement, they would constitute a fourth source.

However, habits are not what motivates. Habit-timescale action-selection runs on the cached-value store intrinsic to the Decision Hub (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.8): the value that repeated integration in a recurring context settled on, acted on directly when that context recurs. When the Individual automatically reaches for coffee in the morning, the Decision Hub is acting on a value laid down over many prior cycles. It is not retrieving a stored weighting pattern, and there is no stored weighting pattern to retrieve: Source Opacity destroys source-tags at integration, so nothing downstream of the Decision Hub holds a source-decomposition. The entry encodes what the choice has been worth in this context before, not a record of what motivated it, and not a fourth motivational source.

This analysis aligns with dual-process models of cognition:


	System 1 (fast path): Action-selection runs on the Decision Hub’s cached-value store via striatal circuits, bypassing fresh integration. The valuation was performed over previous cycles; what persists is its result.

	System 2 (slow path): Novel or conflicted decisions require active integration of A, I, and M signals through the vmPFC Common-Currency system, computing weights in real time. I-Override operates here, enabling manual source-evaluation.



Three features confirm that habits are cached outputs rather than independent sources:


	Habits are modifiable by changing the underlying AIM balance. A-driven habits (snacking) attenuate when A-sufficiency is secured. M-driven habits (checking social media for likes) attenuate when observability is reduced or reference groups shift. I-driven habits (practising an instrument) attenuate when the I-engagement decays (boredom, loss of challenge). If habits were an independent source, their dynamics would not track A, I, and M manipulations. They do.

	Habits do not generate novel wanting. No habit creates desire for an Object the Individual has never wanted before. Habits recall previously computed valuations; they do not generate new ones. The decisive test (does it generate novel wanting toward Objects independent of A, I, and M?) fails for habits.

	Habit formation tracks AIM weight distributions. The habits that form most readily are those with the strongest and most consistent AIM profiles: high-A (survival-relevant routines), high-M (social media checking in status-sensitive Individuals), and high-I (practise routines in deeply engaged Individuals). This is predicted if habits cache AIM profiles; it is unexplained if habits are an independent source.



The habit is a stored answer to what has motivated similar choices before, not a separate motivational source. Treating habits as a fourth source confuses the delivery mechanism (fast retrieval of a prior computation) with the computation itself (A, I, and M weighting). This is analogous to confusing a computer’s cache memory with its processor: the cache stores previously computed results for rapid retrieval, but the computation was always performed by the processor.



5.6 What Disaggregation Enables

The practical payoff of disaggregation is that predictions and interventions become possible that unified models cannot generate. This section develops the examples sketched in Section 5.1 with the full apparatus of the nine axioms now available.

5.6.1 Prediction of Satisfaction Trajectories

Undifferentiated models predict that satisfying preferences produces welfare gains regardless of source. The standard welfare analysis: if the Individual wants X and acquires X, welfare increases by the value of X. This prediction follows from treating all wanting as a single category with uniform properties.

Disaggregated models predict that satisfaction trajectories differ by source:

A-satisfaction produces durable relief until the next deficit cycle. When an A-driven want is satisfied, welfare increases and remains elevated until the deficit recurs. The hungry Individual who eats experiences genuine welfare gain that persists until hunger returns. The Individual lacking housing security who obtains stable housing experiences genuine welfare gain that persists as long as housing remains secure. Critically, this prediction holds only for A-driven wants. Satisfying what appears to be the same preference when it is actually M-driven produces entirely different results.

The A-satisfaction trajectory:


	Deficit generates wanting (high A-weight, elevated urgency).

	Acquisition satisfies deficit (A-weight falls, urgency terminates).

	Welfare increases and remains elevated until next deficit.

	Deficit recurs, cycle repeats.



I-satisfaction produces deepening engagement and expanding horizons. The I-process does not terminate upon success; competence generates new frontiers. The Individual who masters a skill does not experience satiation; they experience new possibilities that were previously invisible. The guitarist who masters one technique discovers new techniques to pursue; the researcher who answers one question discovers new questions to ask. I-engagement produces sustainable wellbeing precisely because it deepens rather than resets. Each achievement opens new horizons rather than closing the book.

The I-satisfaction trajectory:


	Engagement generates process-reward (elevated I-weight during activity).

	Competence develops, expanding the space of possible engagement.

	New frontiers become visible, maintaining or increasing engagement.

	Wellbeing accumulates through deepening mastery and meaning.

	I-enabling Objects satiate once functionally adequate; the process continues with the same tools.



Note the distinction between I-process (non-satiating) and I-Objects (satiating). The guitarist’s desire for mastery does not terminate; her desire for a guitar terminates once she has an adequate guitar. Confusing these produces the error of treating endless equipment acquisition as I-driven when it may actually be M-driven (status-signalling through gear rather than genuine process need).

M-satisfaction produces no durable contentment because M records Salience rather than a deficit that acquisition could close. When an M-driven want is acted on, the Object loses Salience on possession and the felt deficit that integration manufactured recreates against whatever the Observer next marks as Salient. The Individual experiences this as “I need more” when the actual problem is that M records no deficit that achievement could satisfy.

The M-satisfaction trajectory:


	Social comparison generates wanting (elevated M-weight for Object that Models possess or pursue).

	Acquisition occurs.

	Brief outcome joy, fleeting because possession ends the reading that set the pursuit, so that the victory may feel hollow (Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2).

	The Reference-Set Reset operates: the acquisition is now baseline, and Objects that were previously out of comparable range become Salient.

	Felt deficit recreates at new level.

	Cycle repeats with escalating targets.



This explains why status achievement produces chronic dissatisfaction despite continuous success. The M-system is functioning as designed (tracking relative position rather than absolute achievement), but relative position is zero-sum. The Individual can never win permanently because every win shifts the comparison set.

Predictive Power:

These divergent trajectories are testable. Given an Individual’s current desire:


	If A-driven: Predict durable welfare gain upon satisfaction, termination of wanting until deficit recurs.

	If I-driven: Predict deepening engagement upon success, expansion of horizons, sustained wellbeing.

	If M-driven: Predict transient or null welfare gain, reference-point reset, recreation of felt deficit.



Undifferentiated models cannot make these predictions because they lack the vocabulary to distinguish the cases. The predictions also explain previously puzzling phenomena:


	The Easterlin Paradox. Income growth beyond A-sufficiency feeds M rather than A or I. M-driven consumption resets with new targets rather than satiating; aggregate happiness is unchanged despite rising GDP (Easterlin, 1974).

	The Overjustification Effect. External rewards shift I-engagement toward M-signalling by introducing social comparison and audience. I-engagement declines because the activity is no longer pursued for its own sake (Deci, Koestner, and Ryan, 1999).

	The hedonic treadmill. M-driven consumption (the bulk of post-appetitive spending) resets with new targets rather than accumulating. The treadmill operates specifically for M-driven pursuits; A-satisfaction and I-engagement do not show the same pattern.



5.6.2 Intervention Design

Disaggregation enables targeted intervention by matching the response to the source driving the dissatisfaction. Undifferentiated models prescribe a single remedy (satisfy the preference) regardless of source, producing interventions that work in some cases and fail or backfire in others. AIM replaces this one-size-fits-all logic with a source-matched protocol.

If dissatisfaction results from A-deprivation, the intervention is to secure A-floors: institutionally guaranteed baselines of access to food, housing, healthcare, and basic security. No amount of prestige or intrinsic engagement compensates for unmet bodily needs. The Individual experiencing housing insecurity cannot be helped by career counselling or status recognition. They need housing.

A-Floor interventions are the foundation of welfare policy. They are:


	Necessary. Without A-sufficiency, I and M motivations cannot function properly. The Decision Hub is dominated by survival signals, and the bandwidth effect documented by Mullainathan and Shafir (2013) degrades cognitive capacity for deliberation and source-tagging.

	Sufficient for A-driven dissatisfaction. Once A-sufficiency is achieved, A-driven urgency terminates. The episodic satiation trajectory established in Section 5.6.1 predicts this: deficit generates wanting, acquisition produces genuine relief, and the signal remains low until the next deficit cycle.

	Genuinely eliminative. A-Floor provision does not attenuate A-driven dissatisfaction or manage it to tolerable levels. It solves the problem. A problem solved today is not a problem that exists tomorrow. The Individual whose housing is secured does not experience residual housing insecurity at reduced intensity; they experience its absence. The biological need for shelter persists, but the structural condition that made shelter precarious has been removed. What remains is maintenance of an achieved solution, not ongoing struggle against an unresolved deficit.

	Insufficient for I-driven or M-driven dissatisfaction. Securing A-floors does not produce I-engagement or M-satisfaction. It merely creates the conditions under which those become possible.



If dissatisfaction results from I-blockage, the intervention is to protect autonomy, remove surveillance and contingent reward, and provide resources for the process without strings attached. Adding status incentives worsens the problem by crowding out I-motivation, converting I-engagement to M-signalling (the overjustification effect established by Deci and Ryan, 1985).

I-domain interventions protect the conditions for Intrinsic engagement. Those obligations are I-Duties: Individuals and institutions must structure roles and environments so that Intrinsic Motivation can lead where Appetites are met and Mimetic pressure is bounded. I-domain interventions comprise:


	Autonomy. The Individual chooses what to pursue, how to pursue it, and when to stop.

	Competence feedback. Information about progress supports skill development without introducing social comparison.

	Absence of contingent reward. Resources are provided for the process, not contingent on outcomes that introduce M-dynamics.

	Privacy and low observability. Engagement can occur without audience, reducing M-contamination.



The critical error to avoid: assuming that I-blocked Individuals need more incentives or recognition. They need less, specifically less of the contingent, comparative, audience-dependent elements that crowd out I-engagement.

The same eliminative logic applies to I-domain interventions, though the mechanism differs. Where A-Floor provision solves the structural access problem (food insecurity, housing precarity), I-domain protection solves the structural conditions problem (autonomy suppression, surveillance, contingent reward regimes that crowd out Intrinsic engagement). An Individual whose working conditions have been restructured for genuine autonomy does not experience residual I-blockage at lower intensity. The blockage is gone. The I-process can now operate, deepen, and compound. A problem solved today is not a problem that exists tomorrow: the autonomy secured this year does not need to be re-secured next year, provided the institutional conditions that produced the solution are maintained.

M-driven dissatisfaction stands in structural contrast to both. The M-dissatisfied Individual who achieves their M-target has not solved the problem, because M records Salience rather than a closable deficit, so acquisition reconstitutes the felt lack against the next Salient target (the downstream expression tracked as Reference-Set Reset, Section 5.6.1). The problem was not access to a specific Object or condition that could be structurally secured. The problem was relative position, which shifts with every achievement. No amount of achievement can produce the equivalent of the A-Floor’s structural resolution or the I-domain’s conditions-secured state. Resources directed at M-dissatisfaction do not purchase problem-absence; they purchase, at best, a brief interval before the problem regenerates. This asymmetry between solvable and unsolvable problem-types has normative and resource-allocation implications, which Chapter 20, Section 20.1 draws for provision and governance, and the structural foundation is established here: A and I problems can be solved. M problems can only be managed.

If dissatisfaction results from M-escalation, the primary intervention is redirection toward I-pursuits, helping the Individual identify and engage with activities that are rewarding in the doing and persist without audience. This redirection addresses the root cause: the Individual is pouring resources into a channel (M) that cannot produce durable satisfaction because M has no natural satiation signal (Axiom 6). Redirecting to I-channels produces the sustainable wellbeing that M-pursuit promises but cannot deliver.

Secondary interventions reduce M-amplification:


	Reduce observability. Less audience, less comparison opportunity.

	Dampen prestige cues. Less exposure to high-Status Models.

	Shift comparison sets. Reference groups where the Individual’s relative position is less threatened.

	Support I-Override. Help the Individual recognise the M-driven nature of their pursuit through the contextual cues that Source Opacity leaves intact (when the desire arose, what they were observing, how the desire responds to audience manipulation).



The critical error to avoid: assuming that M-dissatisfied Individuals need more resources to achieve their goals. Adding resources to M-pursuit intensifies the race without improving outcomes. The Individual achieves their M-target and immediately resets to a new target. The dissatisfaction continues at higher resource expenditure. This is the hedonic treadmill operating specifically in the M-channel, and Section 5.6.1 established that the treadmill is structural rather than contingent: it follows from Axiom 6 and cannot be overcome by running faster.

Diagnostic Requirement. These interventions require prior diagnosis of which source is operative. The same presenting complaint (“I’m not satisfied with my career”) could reflect:


	A-deprivation. The job does not pay enough to meet basic needs. Intervention: secure higher income or lower costs.

	I-blockage. The job is boring and does not allow engagement with meaningful work. Intervention: restructure the role for autonomy, remove surveillance.

	M-frustration. The job does not provide sufficient Status relative to the Individual’s reference group. Primary intervention: redirect to I-pursuits. Secondary: adjust reference groups.



Applying the wrong intervention produces predictable failure:


	A-intervention for I-problem. Resources are provided but dissatisfaction continues because the issue was never material.

	I-intervention for M-problem. Autonomy is provided but dissatisfaction continues because the Individual is comparing, not engaging.

	M-intervention for A-problem. Status is adjusted but dissatisfaction continues because the Individual is hungry.



The undifferentiated model cannot distinguish these cases and therefore cannot select appropriate interventions. The diagnostic vocabulary required for source-matching is precisely what the Undifferentiated Desire Fallacy (Section 5.1) eliminates. AIM restores it.

Connection to the Knowledge Patch. The diagnostic requirement stated above anticipates a structural problem that later chapters will develop fully. Source Opacity (Axiom 3) means Individuals cannot introspectively identify which source drives their dissatisfaction. Confabulation (Axiom 4) means they will generate sincere but inaccurate explanations for their own motivations. Object Parasitism (Axiom 5) means that examining what they desire provides no diagnostic leverage, because M operates through the same A-I Objects that legitimate pursuits target. The compensatory mechanism that routes around these three barriers, the Knowledge Patch (Epistemic Suspension, the Two-Question Diagnostic, and the Presumption Against Scapegoating), is developed in Chapter 18. Intervention design requires source-diagnosis, and source-diagnosis requires tools that do not rely on information unavailable to introspection, precisely because the architecture that makes diagnosis necessary (Source Opacity, Confabulation, Object Parasitism) is the same architecture that makes introspective diagnosis impossible.

The structural distinctness of Appetite established here has a direct consequence for economic and political theory, developed in Chapter 19: because Appetite is floored and near-uniform while the Mimetic limb is unbounded, any framework that pools the sources into a single tradeable preference loses the one reality-test that Appetite provides, which is the architectural reason such frameworks suffer recurrent catastrophic collapse (Chapter 17).

5.6.3 Diagnosis of Institutional Drift

The M input channel operates continuously whenever the Individual is conscious and perceiving, per the specification at Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7. It has no termination condition at the architectural level, because conditional assessment over a perceived field cannot complete while perception continues and while the conditioning inputs (A-state, I-state, observed Model pursuits and valuations) continue to exist. This continuous-operation property is the architectural grounding of institutional drift. At the Individual level, continuous M-operation without an adequate M-Hypothesis in I’s priors produces continuous mis-resolution of M-driven Salience into A-grounds and I-grounds, which manifests as continuous acquisition of Objects that cannot satiate because they were not acquired for genuine A-repair or I-engagement. At the institutional level, continuous M-operation across all participants without an adequate M-Hypothesis distributed across the population produces continuous M-colonisation of institutions originally established to serve A-Floor or I-domain functions, because every participant’s mis-resolution of M-driven Salience onto the institution’s resources incrementally redirects those resources toward M-signalling ends. Institutional drift is not a contingent failure of institutional design, it is the architecturally predictable consequence of M’s continuous operation in a population whose priors about M are impoverished.

Every institution that creates visible hierarchies and comparison opportunities is vulnerable to M-colonisation: the progressive displacement of A-serving and I-serving functions by Status competition among the Individuals who staff the institution. Disaggregation provides the diagnostic vocabulary to identify this drift before it becomes terminal.

Consider a university. Its A-function is to provide credentials that improve graduates’ material security in the job market, and provide employment to career academics. Its I-function is to generate and transmit knowledge through study, research and teaching. Both functions are legitimate and both are served when the institution operates well. But the institution also creates Status hierarchies (faculty rankings, journal prestige, institutional league tables, student selectivity metrics) that activate M-dynamics among every Individual within the system: students, faculty, administrators, and donors.

Without the A-I-M vocabulary, an example of the drift proceeds as follows. Faculty begin optimising for publication metrics (M) rather than insight generation (I). Students begin optimising for credentials and networking (M) rather than learning (I). Administrators begin optimising for institutional ranking (M) rather than educational quality for its own sake (A and I). At each stage, the Individuals involved experience their choices as authentically motivated. Source Opacity ensures they cannot detect the M-component by introspection. Confabulation ensures they produce compelling narratives about “pursuing excellence” or “maintaining standards” that disguise what is structurally a Status race.

The diagnostic signatures of M-colonisation become visible once the vocabulary exists:


	Metric displacement. The institution’s success metrics shift from output quality (papers that substantially advance understanding, graduates who enjoy the studies and flourish) to positional indicators (rankings, citation counts, acceptance rates). Positional indicators are structurally M-relevant because they measure relative standing rather than absolute performance.

	Credential inflation. Requirements for entry or advancement escalate beyond any A-functional or I-functional justification. Doctoral degrees become required for positions that previously needed master’s degrees, not because the work demands deeper expertise, but because credential acquisition has become a Status signal in a positional arms race.

	Resource misallocation toward visibility. Spending shifts from substance to signal. Buildings become architecturally prestigious rather than functionally adequate. Marketing budgets grow relative to teaching budgets. Conference travel substitutes for laboratory work. Each reallocation makes institutional sense given the competitive environment (other institutions are doing the same), but the aggregate effect is resources flowing into zero-sum Status competition rather than A-I mission delivery.

	Mission inversion. In the terminal phase, the institution’s stated mission becomes a vehicle for Status competition rather than its purpose. The hospital exists to attract prestigious physicians rather than to heal. The law firm exists to project prestige rather than to serve clients. The non-profit exists to socially signal benevolence rather than to address the problem it was founded to solve. The mission statement remains unchanged. The operational reality has inverted.



Disaggregation enables diagnosis at each stage by asking: what proportion of this institution’s resource expenditure serves A-functions (meeting genuine needs), I-functions (enabling genuine engagement and knowledge production), and M-functions (Status competition among institutional participants and between institutions)? The answer will never be purely one source, but the trajectory, the direction of movement over time, reveals whether M is colonising functions that were previously A-serving or I-serving.

The intervention logic follows from the diagnosis. M-colonisation is not addressed by exhorting institutional participants to care more about the mission (they already believe they do, thanks to Confabulation). It is addressed by restructuring the environment to reduce M-amplifying conditions: lowering observability of Status indicators, dampening positional competition through structural caps, protecting I-serving activities from metric contamination, and securing A-floors for institutional participants so that A-vulnerability cannot be leveraged to compel M-compliance. These structural interventions are developed in Chapter 18 (The Knowledge Patch).

5.6.4 Explanation of Persistent Dissatisfaction Beyond Sufficiency

The Easterlin Paradox (the mismatch between the persistent within-country correlation, in which richer people report higher satisfaction than poorer people, and the flat time series, in which rising national income beyond A-sufficiency does not increase reported happiness) has resisted explanation within undifferentiated preference models for over fifty years (Easterlin, 1974). If preferences are being satisfied and utility is being produced, rising income should produce rising welfare. The prediction fails.

Disaggregation dissolves the paradox. Below A-sufficiency, rising income addresses genuine deficits: food, shelter, healthcare, security. A-satisfaction produces durable welfare gains because A-satiation is genuine (Axiom 6). The Individual whose hunger is resolved is genuinely better off, and the improvement persists until the next deficit cycle.

Beyond A-sufficiency, marginal income growth feeds M rather than A or I. Additional spending flows into Status goods (luxury housing, prestige vehicles, visible consumption), positional competition (credential acquisition, neighbourhood selection, school catchment optimisation), and visible markers of relative standing. M-driven consumption produces no durable welfare gains because M has no natural satiation signal (Axiom 6). Achieving an M-target produces no stable satisfaction because M records Salience rather than a deficit acquisition could close; the Object loses Salience on possession and felt deficit recreates against the next Salient target (reference-point reset being the downstream expression). The Individual experiences this as “I need more” when the structural reality is that M cannot be satisfied by achievement.

The aggregate consequence is that societies beyond A-sufficiency pour ever-increasing resources into Status competition while welfare stagnates. GDP rises, consumption rises, markets clear. From a motivational standpoint, the treadmill is operating: resources channel into zero-sum contests that increase anxiety without reliably improving security or genuine engagement.

The disaggregated prediction is precise: welfare gains from income growth should be strong below A-sufficiency (where income addresses genuine A-deficits), diminishing above A-sufficiency (where income increasingly feeds M-channels that cannot produce durable satisfaction), and potentially negative at very high income levels (where the opportunity cost of M-pursuit, specifically the I-engagement and relationships sacrificed to sustain Status competition, exceeds any residual A or I benefit). This prediction matches the empirical data better than any undifferentiated model can achieve, because the undifferentiated model lacks the vocabulary to explain why satisfaction trajectories differ by source.

5.7 How the Three-Source Structure Was Hidden

The preceding sections establish that disaggregation is both logically necessary (Section 5.4) and practically powerful (Section 5.6). This raises an obvious question: if the evidence for three motivational sources has been available for decades, and if the consequences of failing to disaggregate are as severe as documented in Section 5.1, why was the three-source structure never identified?

The empirical building blocks of AIM are not new. Cannon established homeostasis in 1932. Deci and Ryan identified Intrinsic Motivation as distinct from extrinsic reward in the 1970s and 1980s. Girard identified the triangular structure of desire in 1961. Mirror neurons were discovered in the 1990s. The common-currency integration finding in vmPFC and ventral striatum was established by the 2000s. Every component was available. The synthesis was not made.

AIM’s explanation for this failure is structural rather than personal. The three-source structure was not missed because researchers were incompetent. It was missed because a specific architectural feature of the motivational system, the Camouflage Architecture, systematically blocks its own detection. The concealment operates at two scales: Layers 1 through 3 block Individual-level detection (no single Individual can discover M through introspection), and Layers 4 through 6 block academic detection (no single discipline’s methodology is positioned to discover M through standard investigation).

Understanding the Camouflage Architecture is a prerequisite for understanding why the Knowledge Patch (developed in Chapter 18) takes the specific form it does, and why each of its operations targets a specific layer of concealment. The Camouflage Architecture defines the problem; the Knowledge Patch is the compensatory mechanism that routes around the Camouflage Architecture.



5.8 The Camouflage Architecture: Why M Was Never Identified

5.8.1 Layers 1 Through 3: Triple Camouflage (Individual Level)

The first three layers of the Camouflage Architecture operate at the level of the Individual. Together they constitute the Triple Camouflage: three concentric barriers that prevent any Individual from detecting M through first-person methods.

Layer 1: Source Opacity (Axiom 3). Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2) converts A, I, and M inputs into a single Scalar in the Decision Hub (vmPFC and ventral striatum). This integration is irreversible: the source-identity tags that would (in principle) allow the Individual to determine which input generated which component of the resulting valuation are discarded during the conversion process. The irreversibility is not a contingent limitation but a mathematical necessity, established by the Source Opacity Theorem via the Data Processing Inequality (Cover and Thomas, 2006): the integration is a non-injective many-to-one map, so no function of the Scalar recovers the source decomposition (Appendix A, Section A.2, restatement M5a).

The consequence is not that all motivational self-knowledge is blocked. A-signals provide phenomenology available to conscious awareness: hunger, thirst, fatigue, and pain each carry distinctive felt qualities that the Individual can identify through introspection. The classification of an Object in the field as a future threat is not among them; it is Observer Salience conditioned by the Thinker’s threat-prior (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2). I-signals likewise produce recognisable phenomenology: Fun, absorption, curiosity, the sense of productive effort, the reward of competence-exercise. The Individual can detect A-involvement (“my body needs this”) and I-involvement (“I am enjoying this”) because these sources generate characteristic conscious experiences. M alone provides no such phenomenological signature: the Observer’s contribution leaves no residue for introspection to find (the Legibility Gradient).

Separately, Preconscious Transmission occurs within the Transmission Window (60-340ms), before conscious awareness arrives (300-500ms). The mimetic signal is transmitted, integrated into the Common-Currency Scalar, and contributing to the unified value-signal before the Individual is consciously aware of wanting the Object. Because the Transmission Window closes before consciousness opens, the acquisition event is structurally inaccessible to introspection: the M-component has merged with whatever A and I components are present, and Object Parasitism (Axiom 5) ensures that A-I phenomenology is always available to explain the resulting desire.

The Individual who wants the prestigious car can identify A-involvement (“I need transport”) and may identify I-involvement (“I like how it drives”), but the M-component (the Status-signalling function that inflates the valuation beyond any A-I justification) arrives in the integration stream without phenomenological marking, because the Observer’s reading leaves no residue, and mirror-neuron-mediated signal generation occurs within the Transmission Window of 60 to 340 milliseconds per Axiom 7, leaving no moment of acquisition at which downstream interrogation could interpose itself. Integration would destroy the source decomposition whatever the speed: however early conscious cognition asked whether the signal reflects the Object’s intrinsic properties or the observed Model’s valuation of the Object, the integrated Scalar it reads carries the three contributions only as their sum. The Status-signalling output that appears as the inflated valuation beyond any A-I justification is the behavioural manifestation, at the reading surface, of I’s mis-resolution of the M-driven Salience into an A-ground or I-ground. The inflation is invisible to introspection not because M’s operation is inherently hidden but because three separate barriers each foreclose the introspective step at which the inflation could be caught: tag-stripping at integration, which is Source Opacity; the timescale of Preconscious Transmission, which leaves no moment of acquisition to catch; and ground-resolution under an impoverished M-Hypothesis, which returns an A-ground or I-ground.

This is precisely why M is the architecturally concealed source. A and I can be detected, however imperfectly, through the felt qualities they produce. M cannot, because it has no felt quality of its own. It borrows the phenomenology of A and I through Object Parasitism, and Source Opacity ensures that the borrowed phenomenology is indistinguishable from the genuine article. The Camouflage Architecture is not a general barrier to all motivational self-knowledge. It is a specific barrier to M-detection, and this specificity is what makes it so effective: the Individual retains enough self-knowledge (of A and I) to believe that introspection works, while the one source that most needs detection is the one source that introspection cannot reach.

Layer 2: Confabulation (Axiom 4). Source Opacity creates an information gap: the Individual wants but cannot read why from the felt wanting. The brain does not tolerate unexplained wanting. Confabulation fills the gap by generating post-hoc explanations that feel sincere and are typically inaccurate. These explanations characteristically attribute M-driven desires to A-need (“I need this”) or I-engagement (“I genuinely love this”), because A and I provide narratives that preserve the Individual’s sense of autonomous agency.

Confabulation is not lying. The Individual producing the explanation sincerely believes it. The explanation is generated by the same cognitive systems that produce all causal reasoning, and it feels identical to accurate self-knowledge. The experimental evidence is robust: Nisbett and Wilson (1977) demonstrated that Individuals routinely misidentify the causes of their own choices, and choice blindness experiments (Johansson, Hall, Sikström, and Olsson, 2005) show that Individuals will defend choices they did not actually make, constructing fluent justifications for preferences that were surreptitiously reversed by the experimenter.

Layer 2 is more destructive than Layer 1 alone. Source Opacity merely blocks access; the Individual might notice the gap and become curious about it. Confabulation fills the gap with a plausible story, eliminating the curiosity that might have led to investigation. The Individual does not experience a mystery to be solved. They experience a fully explained preference that happens to be misattributed.

Layer 3: Object Parasitism (Axiom 5). Even if an Individual somehow resisted Confabulation and maintained curiosity about the source of their desires, Object Parasitism blocks the next investigative strategy: examining what they desire. M as the Observer produces Salience signals over any Object in the perceived field, including Objects that carry A-valuations, I-valuations, both, or neither. What manifests as the Mimetic Premium is not M’s operation on A-I Objects directly, it is the emergent result of M’s Salience signal being integrated at the Decision Hub, tag-stripped during integration, and then mis-resolved by I into an A-ground or an I-ground under an impoverished M-Hypothesis. The Object’s A-valuation or I-valuation is inflated by the amount of M-driven Salience that has been mis-resolved onto it, and the Individual experiences the inflated valuation as their own A-driven or I-driven wanting. M does not generate independent M-Objects because Mimetic Desire, as the phenomenological output the Individual experiences, is produced at I’s ground-resolution step under an impoverished M-Hypothesis, not at M’s salience-assessment step. The luxury house serves A-function (shelter) and may serve I-function (the garden it makes possible, the work of adapting its design), so the Individual examining their desire for the house finds legitimate A and I reasons. The M-component (the Status-signalling function that constitutes most of the price premium) is architecturally invisible because it parasitises the A-I substrate.

Object Parasitism means that object-level analysis cannot detect M, because every M-driven desire manifests as wanting directed at an Object that carries genuine A-valuation, I-valuation, or both, in I’s stored priors. This manifestation is not a contingent feature of M’s operation but an architectural consequence of the ground-resolution step. When I’s Bayesian ground-resolution returns an A-ground or I-ground for an M-driven Salience signal under an impoverished M-Hypothesis, the resolution attaches the Salience to whichever Object in I’s stored priors can most readily provide the A-ground or I-ground that the resolution requires. Objects that already carry A-valuations or I-valuations in the prior structure are the Objects for which I can most readily supply the grounding narrative, and M-driven Salience is therefore systematically mis-resolved onto them. Object-level analysis cannot detect M because the analysis is examining the Objects that I has selected precisely because they can carry the grounding narrative, not the signals that M actually emitted. “I want this house because it’s well-built and beautiful” is not false. It is incomplete. The A-I reasons are real but account for only a fraction of the total valuation. The remainder is Mimetic Premium, and Object Parasitism ensures that examining the Object reveals only the A-I substrate, not the M-amplification.

The Triple Camouflage Combined. The three layers operate in sequence, blocking progressively sophisticated detection strategies:


	The Individual tries introspection. Source Opacity blocks it.

	The Individual tries to reason about their motives. Confabulation provides a false but convincing answer.

	The Individual tries to examine the Object of desire for clues. Object Parasitism ensures the Object provides only A-I evidence.



Without the M-Hypothesis, no first-person detection pathway penetrates all three barriers. This is not a claim about cognitive limitation or insufficient effort. It is an architectural claim: without the M-Hypothesis, no first-person route reaches M at the individual level, because introspection finds no residue, post-hoc reasoning resolves to A or I, and object examination finds A-I grounds. The Triple Camouflage is why M was never identified by any Individual through self-observation, despite M operating continuously in every social interaction.

This does not prohibit conscious consideration of the social consequences of the desire, but this conscious thought is a downstream operation after the acquisition of the desire itself.

5.8.2 Layers 4 Through 6: Disciplinary Camouflage (Academic Level)

If Layers 1 through 3 block Individuals, one might expect that systematic academic investigation would succeed where introspection fails. Disciplines that study human behaviour professionally, using controlled experiments, large datasets, and peer-reviewed methods, should eventually detect a motivational source that operates continuously and shapes most social behaviour. They did not. Layers 4 through 6 explain why.

Layer 4: Disciplinary Priors. Each discipline that studies human motivation carries foundational assumptions (priors) that were adopted before the three-source structure was discovered and that actively exclude M from the Hypothesis Space.


	Economics generally assumes preferences are exogenous (given from outside the model) and treats them as primitive inputs to choice. This prior excludes by construction any investigation of where preferences come from, which is precisely the question that would reveal mimetic transmission. If you start by assuming preferences are given, you cannot discover that they are copied (Manski, 1993). Attempts to disaggregate have been made, but have been ad-hoc and siloed in sub-fields.

	Psychology assumes that introspection provides at least partially reliable access to mental states. This prior makes Source Opacity invisible: if you assume people can report why they want things, you will not design experiments to detect a motivational source whose defining feature is introspective inaccessibility.

	Philosophy (in the liberal tradition) assumes an autonomous self that generates its own desires. This prior, which AIM terms the Romantic Lie (the culturally transmitted Belief that authentic selfhood consists in having desires that originate entirely from within), makes M conceptually impossible. If the authentic self generates desires, then socially acquired desires are either freely chosen (and therefore autonomous) or pathological exceptions. The idea that most desire might be mimetically transmitted contradicts the foundational commitment.

	Law assumes intent is a unified mental state that can be inferred from behaviour. This prior collapses A-driven, I-driven, and M-driven behaviour into a single category (“the defendant intended to…”), making source-differentiation invisible to legal analysis.



No discipline’s prior is unreasonable given its historical context and the subjective phenomenology. Each prior was adopted for good reasons within the discipline’s own framework. But collectively, the priors form an interlocking barrier: each discipline’s foundational assumption reinforces the others’ exclusion of M from the investigable Hypothesis Space.

Layer 5: Disciplinary Boundaries. Layer 4 removes M from the Hypothesis Space of each discipline severally. Layer 5 is the reason the disciplines do not restore between them what each has excluded on its own.

The evidence is distributed: mirror neurons and common-currency integration in cognitive neuroscience, audience effects and Status competition in social psychology and sociology, triangular desire and mimetic rivalry in literary theory and philosophical anthropology, the Easterlin Paradox and positional goods races in economics. Distribution alone would be soluble, since a scholar can read across fields. What blocks the synthesis is that the findings are not, in the sense the synthesis requires, findings about different things.

Every observable available to a discipline that studies motivation lies downstream of the Decision Hub, with one exception. Neuroscience observes the integration itself, and its finding of common-currency integration enters as a premise. The Data Processing Inequality is not part of the discipline’s apparatus for that finding, so the irrecoverability the finding entails is not among its results. Economics observes revealed choice, which is the Common-Currency Scalar acted on, and reads the result as preference. Psychology observes self-report, which is the Thinker’s Ground-Resolution over that Scalar rendered into language, and reads the result as the Individual’s account of the cause, on the prior that the account is at least partly accurate. That prior takes no notice of what the Individual composing the account does not hold: the source-tags were destroyed before the account was formed, so the account is not a partly accurate reading of the cause but a resolution reached without access to it. Sociology observes aggregate regularity, which is many such acts summed across a population, and reads the result as social structure.

In each case A, I and M have already been integrated into the quantity measured, Source Opacity (Axiom 3) holds that no downstream measurement recovers the composition, and Layer 4 decides what each discipline then does: the whole of the quantity is attributed to the source its own priors admit.

These results are therefore not complementary parts of one account awaiting assembly. Each is a total attribution of a single quantity, and the attributions are rivals, overlapping in a proportion that the Data Processing Inequality places beyond the reach of any measurement any of them can take. A synthesis assembled from them is not an incomplete theory of motivation but an ill-formed one, and it stays ill-formed however many disciplines contribute.

Recovery of the composition is available, but not as a measurement. Recovery proceeds by inferential elimination, testing a candidate source against what the architecture holds each source can and cannot do and reading what the elimination leaves. The Two-Question Diagnostic developed in Chapter 18 is the instrument, imperfect in returning which source dominated an act rather than a decomposition into weights. Inferential elimination turns on one condition: the elimination is a test of the M-attribution Hypothesis, so the M-attribution Hypothesis must be present in the Hypothesis Space of whoever runs the test, and Layer 4 is the reason the M-attribution Hypothesis is absent. A test of an unformulated Hypothesis is not one a research programme performs badly. It is one the programme cannot state. This is Type I Exclusion at the scale of a research programme, produced by a disciplinary boundary rather than by the absence of the vocabulary anywhere in the culture, which is Layer 7’s distinct restriction.

Boundaries are also mutually respected, and the respect carries the exclusion from the several disciplines to their union. A theory of motivation requires the Hypothesis no member holds, and an intersection cannot contain what no member contributes. The exclusion holds for as long as the boundaries hold, which is why more data, better instruments and more careful work within any discipline cannot converge on a source decomposition. Convergence is not what is missing.

None of this diminishes what the disciplines have established. The derivation depends on their findings entirely. The neural evidence for common-currency integration, the experimental record of sincere but inaccurate self-report, and the evidence for dissociable homeostatic, intrinsic and mirror-mediated input systems all enter as premises, which is the commitment the Empirical Acceptance Principle states at Section 5.9. A disciplinary boundary is a fact about the organisation of inquiry, not a fact about its object, and nothing in the architecture of motivation places its divisions where the disciplines place theirs. The boundaries explain why the derivation was not performed. They simply play no part in performing it.

Layer 6: Academic Camouflage. Academia itself is a Status hierarchy. Researchers are subject to M-dynamics (credential hierarchies, publication prestige, citation counts, institutional ranking, peer recognition) that are themselves examples of the phenomenon they would need to identify. Recognising M would require recognising that much of one’s own academic motivation is mimetically driven, that the prestige hierarchy one has spent a career climbing is substantially an M-artefact, and that one’s own “passion for research” may include a significant M-component experienced as I-engagement due to Source Opacity.

This is not a claim about hypocrisy or bad faith. Confabulation ensures sincerity. The researcher who experiences genuine excitement about a high-impact publication is not pretending; they are experiencing an M-amplified reward misattributed to I-engagement. Recognising this would require applying the framework to oneself, which is precisely what Layers 1 through 3 prevent at the individual level. Layer 6 is a special case of Layer 1 through 3 applied to the specific population (academics) whose professional function is to discover things like M. The pattern at institutional scale is the Academic Confabulation Thesis: scholarly frameworks exhibit the same confabulation dynamics they describe, producing systematic blind spots when accurate description would implicate researchers themselves in uncomfortable ways, confabulation completes with available comfortable explanations that achieve cognitive closure while systematically avoiding uncomfortable territory through morally-motivated selection of research questions, framing choices, and agent-type taxonomies.

5.8.3 The Compounding Effect

The six layers do not merely add to each other. They compound. Each layer’s effectiveness depends on the others remaining intact.

Source Opacity (Layer 1), the tag-stripping that occurs at the Decision Hub’s common-currency integration step and is derived via the Data Processing Inequality, prevents the Individual from noticing that Confabulation (Layer 2) is providing false explanations, where Confabulation is I’s ground-resolution step over an impoverished M-Hypothesis Space (per the Confabulation Rationality Lemma) rather than a free-standing narrative-generation mechanism, which prevents the Individual from noticing that Object Parasitism (Layer 3) is I’s mis-resolution of M-driven Salience onto A-grounds or I-grounds under Source Opacity, thereby hiding M behind A-I substrates, which prevents the researcher from questioning their Disciplinary Prior (Layer 4), which prevents them from holding the M-attribution Hypothesis that no crossing of the Disciplinary Boundaries (Layer 5) can supply, which prevents them from recognising that Academic Camouflage (Layer 6) is operating on their own motivation to investigate.

The compounding effect explains the durability of M’s concealment. A single barrier might be penetrated by a sufficiently persistent or unconventional investigator. Six interlocking barriers, each reinforcing the others, constitute a system of concealment that is robust against any investigation conducted from within the system. This is why the evidence for M accumulated for decades without producing the synthesis: each piece of evidence was legible within one discipline, but the Camouflage Architecture prevented the cross-disciplinary integration that would have revealed the pattern.

5.8.4 Layers 7 and 8: Conceptual Camouflage

Two additional layers complete the architecture. They explain why the Camouflage Architecture itself was never identified as a structure.

Layer 7: Vocabulary Gap.Girard provided the first systematic vocabulary for the mimetic phenomenon, identifying the triangular structure of desire, the Model-mediated transmission of wanting, and the scapegoat mechanism. These concepts captured the structure of M at the phenomenological level but not the integrated mechanism responsible for its concealment. Girard was aware in his later years that mirror neuron research (Rizzolatti and Craighero, 2004, reviewing work from the 1990s onward) likely provided the neural substrate for mimetic transmission, and scholars within the Girardian tradition (notably Garrels 2006) articulated the convergence explicitly. However, the definitive study demonstrating mimetic desire at the neural level (Lebreton et al. 2012, showing that observed preference directly modulates the observer’s own valuation in vmPFC/VS independently of informational transmission) appeared only two years after Girard’s final book (Battling to the End, 2010) and just three years before his death in 2015, by which point he was in his early nineties and no longer producing original theoretical work. His vocabulary, though foundational, remained confined to literary and anthropological discourse and never penetrated mainstream scientific motivation research, where the Disciplinary Priors of Layer 4 ensured it was received as interpretation rather than mechanism.

What remained missing, even with Girard’s vocabulary and the emerging neuroscience, was the integrated architectural account: Preconscious Transmission through mirror neuron systems within the Transmission Window (60–340ms), integrated through Common-Currency conversion that irreversibly destroys source-tags (a mathematical consequence of the many-to-one integration, not a psychological difficulty), generating Confabulated post-hoc explanations that misattribute the result to A or I. Critically, even Girard’s vocabulary could not formulate the Hypothesis that the concealment itself is architectural, that Source Opacity is a principle entailed by the Data Processing Inequality, not a failure of introspective effort. Without the concept that a many-to-one integration makes introspective self-knowledge of motivational sources architecturally impossible, the question “why can’t I identify my motivational sources?” could not receive its correct answer. This is analogous to the relationship between pre-germ-theory observations of contagion (which were real and sometimes accurate) and germ theory itself (which provided the mechanistic vocabulary of pathogens, transmission vectors, and immune response that transformed observation into falsifiable science).

Layer 8: Meta-Architectural Exclusion. The evidence for M is not hidden. Status competition, social contagion, conformity, peer effects, conspicuous consumption, keeping up with the Joneses, fashion cycles, positional goods races, and scapegoating are among the most extensively documented phenomena in social science. Every discipline studied fragments of M’s output under local labels. The concealment operated not by making the evidence invisible but by preventing recognition that these fragments are outputs of a single motivational source, sharing a common neurological origin (mirror neuron systems and social-reward circuits operating within the Transmission Window), integrating through the same Common-Currency architecture, and producing emergent collective dynamics at scale (Bayesian cascades, mimetic crisis, civilisational collapse) that appear qualitatively different from their Individual-level manifestation yet follow from the same mechanism.

The Hypothesis-type “these diverse, extensively studied phenomena share a single neurological source whose architectural features systematically prevent its recognition as such” falls outside the Hypothesis Space of every existing discipline. No discipline’s methodology is designed to unify self-concealing phenomena across other disciplines’ boundaries. Each field’s local label (“status anxiety” in psychology, “social comparison” in behavioural science, “positional externalities” in economics, “peer effects” in sociology, “mimetic rivalry” in literary theory) functioned as a terminological quarantine, giving the appearance of adequate explanation within each field while preventing the cross-disciplinary synthesis that would have revealed the shared architecture. Layer 8 is the architectural feature that prevents the concealment structure itself from being recognised as a structure. To identify it, one must simultaneously penetrate all eight layers, recognising that Source Opacity is a principle (not a psychological difficulty), that Confabulation is structurally generated (not an occasional error), that Disciplinary Priors actively prevented synthesis, and that the vocabulary needed to formulate the unification Hypothesis was itself architecturally excluded.



5.9 The Empirical Acceptance Principle and the Methodological Reassessment Requirement

The Camouflage Architecture explains why existing disciplines failed to identify the three-source structure. This explanation carries a specific methodological consequence that governs AIM’s relationship to every discipline it touches.

The Empirical Acceptance Principle. AIM accepts the empirical findings of existing disciplines without reservation. Neuroscience’s data on common-currency integration, mirror systems, and reward circuits are accepted. Psychology’s data on intrinsic motivation, overjustification, and choice blindness are accepted. Economics’ data on consumer behaviour, the Easterlin Paradox, and positional competition are accepted. Sociology’s data on Status hierarchies, institutional drift, and credential inflation are accepted. The findings are sound. It is the explanatory frameworks built upon those findings that require reassessment.

The Methodological Reassessment Requirement. Given the Camouflage Architecture, every discipline that studies human motivation must reassess its foundational assumptions about desire, preference, and intent. This reassessment does not invalidate empirical programmes. It extends them by incorporating the three-source structure that was previously invisible.

The reassessment follows a consistent pattern for each discipline:


	Accept the data. Empirical findings are preserved.

	Identify the prior. Which foundational assumption excluded M from the Hypothesis Space?

	Extend the framework. What changes when M is included as a motivational source alongside A and I?

	Derive the new predictions. What does the extended framework predict that the original framework cannot?



This is not a claim that prior researchers were negligent. The Camouflage Architecture is a structural barrier, not a human failing. Every discipline did exactly what its methods were designed to do. The structure that was missed was missed because it was architecturally hidden from every available method. AIM’s contribution is not superior intelligence or effort but a specific synthesis that became possible only when the relevant evidence from multiple disciplines reached sufficient density to enable cross-disciplinary integration.

The specific reassessment for each major discipline (Self-Determination Theory, Girardian Mimetic Theory, Behavioural Economics, Neuroeconomics, and the Sociology of Status) is detailed in Appendix 5C.



5.10 The Axiomatic Derivation (Formal Summary)

The argument of this chapter can be compressed into a five-premise formal derivation:


	Axiom 2 (Common-Currency Integration). The vmPFC and ventral striatum encode a single scalar subjective value signal integrating diverse motivational inputs.

	Empirical finding. Three families of motivational behaviour (appetitive-homeostatic, intrinsic-process, mimetic-social) can be independently manipulated and rely on partially distinct neural substrates.

	Constraint 1 (Dissociability). Independently manipulable systems with distinct substrates must be represented as distinct components.

	Constraint 3 (Parsimony). No robust fourth dissociation has been documented that is irreducible to A, I, or M.

	Empirical finding. No candidate fourth source passes the test of generating novel wanting toward Objects independent of A, I, and M.



Conclusion: The three-source model (Axiom 1) is the minimal adequate architecture for human motivation. It is not arbitrary but derived from Common-Currency Integration plus established neuroscience plus parsimony.



Establishment Summary

This chapter established that human motivation cannot be adequately understood, predicted, or governed using undifferentiated preference models. The argument proceeded through seven stages:


	The Undifferentiated Desire Fallacy (Section 5.1) demonstrated three systematic errors that undifferentiated models produce: confusing A-deprivation with taste, mistaking M-driven behaviour for I-engagement, and treating M-driven Status races as ordinary consumption.

	The Axiomatic and Architectural Foundation, in Brief (Section 5.2) glossed the nine axioms and the Minimal Architecture Specification that Chapter 4 states and derives, and identified the two features of that foundation on which this chapter’s argument turns: Common-Currency Integration, which makes the three sources indistinguishable introspectively at the point of choice, and Differential Satiation, which makes them distinguishable over an interval.

	Logical Constraints (Section 5.3) established the three constraints that any adequate motivation theory must satisfy: dissociable systems must be represented separately, outputs must feed a common valuation hub, and parsimony must be maintained.

	The Three-Source Derivation (Sections 5.4 and 5.5) demonstrated that exactly three sources are required: Lemma 1 proved that at least three are necessary, Lemma 2 proved that more than three are not currently justified, and the combined result established the A-I-M taxonomy as the minimal adequate structure.

	What Disaggregation Enables (Section 5.6) showed four capacities that unified models cannot achieve: prediction of satisfaction trajectories by source, source-matched intervention design, diagnosis of institutional M-colonisation, and explanation of persistent dissatisfaction beyond A-sufficiency.

	The Camouflage Architecture (Sections 5.7 and 5.8) explained why the three-source structure was never identified: six interlocking layers of concealment operating at the individual level (Triple Camouflage: Source Opacity, Confabulation, Object Parasitism) and at the academic level (Disciplinary Priors, Disciplinary Boundaries, Academic Camouflage), with two additional layers (Vocabulary Gap and Meta-Architectural Exclusion) blocking even the formulation of the Hypothesis that concealment exists.





Axiomatic Recap

This chapter drew upon all nine axioms and established their logical interrelations:


	Axiom 1 (Three-Source Taxonomy) was derived rather than merely asserted, following from Axiom 2 plus established neuroscience plus parsimony.

	Axiom 2 (Common-Currency Integration) grounded the Decision Hub architecture and, combined with the Data Processing Inequality, entailed Axiom 3.

	Axiom 3 (Source Opacity) was shown to be a mathematical consequence of Axiom 2, not an independent empirical claim. The timing findings that place integration before awareness (Libet, Gleason, Wright, and Pearl, 1983; Wegner, 2002) are consistent with the result and are not required to establish it.

	Axiom 4 (Confabulation) was grounded in Nisbett and Wilson (1977) and Gazzaniga’s (1998) interpreter findings, with the post-hoc character of offered reasons independently established in the moral domain (Haidt, 2001).

	Axiom 5 (Object Parasitism) was shown to follow from mirror neuron system architecture: detection of goal-directed action toward Objects, not Objects independently.

	Axiom 6 (Differential Satiation Dynamics) grounded the prediction of distinct satisfaction trajectories for A, I, and M.

	Axiom 7 (Preconscious Transmission) provided the timing mechanism (the Transmission Window, 60-340ms) that explains why M-desires are experienced as self-generated. The behavioural counterpart, mimicry occurring without intention or awareness, is established in Chartrand and Bargh (1999).

	Axiom 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics) was stated for completeness; its central role emerges in Chapters 12 and 13 (Crisis State Architecture and collective dynamics).

	Axiom 9 (Agent-Based Causal Default) was stated for completeness; its central role emerges in Chapter 11 (Confabulation) and Chapter 18 (Knowledge Patch, specifically the Presumption Against Scapegoating).





Forward Connection

Chapter 6 develops Appetites in detail: their empirical basis in Cannon’s homeostasis research, their neural architecture in hypothalamic-brainstem circuits, their defining properties of deficit-driven urgency and episodic satiation, and the evidence for their independent manipulability. Chapter 7 develops Intrinsic Motivation: its empirical basis in Self-Determination Theory, its neural architecture in dopaminergic reward circuits, and its distinctive satiation dynamics (non-satiating process, satiating enabling-Objects). Chapter 8 develops Mimetic Desire: the third source whose properties differ fundamentally from both A and I, and whose concealment by the Camouflage Architecture is the reason this chapter’s argument was necessary.

Together, Chapters 6 through 8 unpack the three inputs to the Decision Hub whose integration, and whose concealment, this chapter has established as the central architectural fact of human motivation.



What Would Falsify This?

The claims specific to this chapter are falsifiable through the criteria consolidated at Appendix B, Section B.2, and stated axiom-side in Chapter 4 (What Would Falsify This?). If a fourth motivational source is demonstrated that satisfies Constraint 1 (dissociable neural substrate and independent manipulability), Constraint 2 (feeds the common-currency Decision Hub), and Constraint 3 (is not reducible to a subtype of A, I, or M), then Axiom 1 requires revision and the three-source taxonomy must be expanded. If undifferentiated models are shown to match AIM’s predictive accuracy across all output categories identified by the Completeness Criterion for General Theory Status, then the disaggregation argument of this chapter is unnecessary and should be abandoned. If the Camouflage Architecture is shown to be penetrable by standard first-person or single-discipline methods (that is, if M can be reliably detected through introspection or through any one discipline’s standard methodology), then Sections 5.7 and 5.8 require revision.



Appendix 5A: Diagram Placeholders

Diagram 5.1: The AIM Integration Architecture. Visual showing Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), and Mimetic Desire (M) as three input streams with distinct neural substrates (hypothalamic-brainstem for A; dopaminergic midbrain for I; social-reward circuits, including mirror neuron systems and related social-cognition networks, for M) converging at the Decision Hub (vmPFC/VS), producing a unified scalar choice signal. Include notation: “Source-tagging lost during integration” at the convergence point.

Diagram 5.2: Layers 1 Through 3 of the Camouflage Architecture. Visual showing three concentric barriers around M. Outer ring: Source Opacity (introspective access blocked). Middle ring: Confabulation (false explanations generated). Inner ring: Object Parasitism (object-level analysis blocked). Annotation: “Without the M-Hypothesis, no first-person detection pathway penetrates all three barriers”.

Diagram 5.3: Satisfaction Trajectories by Source. Three parallel timelines showing: A-trajectory (Deficit, Wanting, Acquisition, Satisfaction [stable], Deficit recurrence, cycle repeats). I-trajectory (Engagement, Process-reward, Competence growth, New frontiers, Deepening engagement [ascending spiral]). M-trajectory (Comparison, Wanting, Acquisition, Brief response, Reference-point reset, New comparison, cycle repeats [treadmill]).

Diagram 5.3: The Disciplinary Interlock. Visual showing five disciplines (Economics, Psychology, Philosophy, Law, Religion) arranged in a pentagon, with arrows indicating how each discipline’s prior reinforces the others, and the synthesis question (“Which desires are authentically mine?”) in the centre, blocked by all five.



Appendix 5B: Key Terms Introduced in This Chapter









	Term
	Brief Definition
	Section





	Undifferentiated Desire Fallacy
	The mistake of treating all wanting as a single category without distinguishing the source that generated it
	5.1



	Decision Hub
	Neural transformation in vmPFC/VS that converts A, I, M inputs into a single Scalar
	5.1.1



	A-floors
	Institutionally guaranteed baselines of A-sufficiency
	5.1.1, 5.6.2



	Object
	Any target of motivational valuation processed through the Decision Hub
	5.2



	Source Opacity
	Architectural feature whereby source-tags are discarded during Decision Hub integration
	5.2, 5.8.1



	Confabulation
	The brain’s routine tendency to generate sincere but inaccurate post-hoc explanations for choices
	5.8.1



	I-Override
	Cognitive operation of pausing automatic processing to infer the source-attribution (Source-Tagging), routing around Source Opacity rather than restoring the destroyed tags
	5.5.2, 5.6.2



	Romantic Lie
	Culturally transmitted Belief that authentic selfhood consists in having desires that originate entirely from within
	5.8.2



	Object Parasitism
	M’s architectural dependence on A-I Objects for its signalling substrate
	5.8.1



	Status
	An Individual’s perceived position in social hierarchy, constituted by other Individuals’ valuations
	5.1.2



	Mimetic Premium (P_M)
	Portion of an Object’s total valuation attributable to Status-signalling beyond A-I function
	5.8.1



	Wanting-Liking Dissociation
	Neurobiological independence of dopamine-mediated wanting and opioid-mediated liking
	5.6.1



	Mirror Neuron System
	Neural network enabling preconscious representation of others’ goals
	5.4.1, 5.8.4



	Preconscious Transmission
	M-signal transmission within the Transmission Window (60-340ms), prior to the 300 to 500ms conscious awareness threshold
	5.8.1



	Cached-Value Store (Habits)
	Stored context-value associations acted on directly in familiar decision contexts
	5.5.2



	Triple Camouflage
	The combined effect of Source Opacity, Confabulation, and Object Parasitism blocking M-detection at the Individual level
	5.8.1



	Disciplinary Prior
	Foundational assumption treated as background knowledge rather than testable Hypothesis
	5.8.2



	Camouflage Architecture
	The eight-layer concealment structure explaining why M was never identified
	5.8



	Knowledge Patch
	The compensatory mechanism (AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, Epistemic Suspension, Two-Question Diagnostic, Behavioural Signatures, Presumption Against Scapegoating) that routes around Source Opacity using behavioural evidence rather than introspection
	5.6.2







Appendix 5C: Relationship to Existing Literature

This appendix applies the Empirical Acceptance Principle and the Methodological Reassessment Requirement (Section 5.9) to specific disciplines and theories. For each, the pattern is the same: empirical findings are accepted, the explanatory architecture is extended, and the foundational assumptions are identified for reassessment. This is not a claim that existing researchers were negligent. It is a consequence of the Camouflage Architecture (Section 5.8) that made the three-source structure invisible from within any single discipline.

The Consilience Frame

The discipline-specific reassessments that follow operate against a controlling methodological disposition. The Methodological Reassessment Requirement developed in Section 5.9 is not a unilateral claim that AIM’s neighbours must defer to AIM. It is the application of a universal methodological disposition that should operate uniformly across the human behavioural sciences.

The disposition can be stated as the Mutual Architectural Correction Principle. Every human behavioural science holds, and extends to every other, equal permission to accept the empirical findings of all neighbouring disciplines as valid evidence requiring explanation, and to flag the architectures those findings were originally packaged within for reassessment in light of its own empirical record. No discipline stands as binding architectural prior on any other. No discipline exempts its own architecture from the reassessment it proposes for others. Permission is uniform and reciprocal across the field. This disposition is required by the Output-Capacity Entailment Principle (OCEP) developed in Chapter 3, which requires that any unifying theory be derivable both from cause to effect and from effect to cause. A field organised so that architectural correction runs only in one direction, from designated foundational disciplines outward to designated dependent disciplines, fails OCEP’s bidirectionality requirement.

Two forms of consilience must therefore be distinguished. Subordinate consilience is the methodological commitment to accept the findings and architectures of neighbouring disciplines as binding priors on one’s own theory, without claiming reciprocal authority to constrain those disciplines in return. It conflates data with architecture, imports both, and self-imposes a ceiling at the architectural commitments of its weakest-accepted neighbour. Symmetric consilience is the methodological commitment to accept the empirical findings of neighbouring disciplines while treating their architectures as themselves subject to revision in light of the integrating theory’s own findings. It preserves the data-architecture distinction, permits critical acceptance in both directions, and allows every discipline to export corrections as well as import constraints. The Mutual Architectural Correction Principle is the universal form of symmetric consilience applied uniformly across the human behavioural sciences.

AIM is committed to symmetric consilience and to the Mutual Architectural Correction Principle as the disposition the principle prescribes. The discipline-specific reassessments below are applications of a universal methodological disposition to particular disciplines, not unilateral claims by AIM against its neighbours. Each reassessment accepts what is correct from the discipline in question (findings, documented effects, validated constructs) and identifies what is incorrect (architectural commitments inconsistent with the source-disaggregated valuation architecture entailed by Common-Currency Integration plus the Data Processing Inequality). Under the Mutual Architectural Correction Principle, each discipline is equally entitled to apply the same diagnostic to AIM: AIM’s own architectural commitments are candidates for reassessment by any discipline whose empirical record entails corrections to them, on the same terms AIM applies to its neighbours’ architectures.

Self-Determination Theory (Deci and Ryan)

The reassessment of Self-Determination Theory under the Empirical Acceptance Principle proceeds on a specific footing that distinguishes it from the reassessment of disciplines whose foundational architectures are themselves the subject of correction. SDT’s empirical record is accepted in full. The three pillars of Intrinsic Motivation (autonomy, competence, relatedness) are preserved as canonical constructs. The Overjustification Effect is preserved as a documented regularity. Organismic Integration Theory’s four-level internalisation taxonomy (external regulation, introjected regulation, identified regulation, integrated regulation) is preserved as a genuine architectural differentiation within the category SDT labels as extrinsic motivation. The autonomy-support intervention literature is preserved as load-bearing.

The reassessment is not of SDT’s findings or of SDT’s existing architecture. It is of SDT’s methodological stance toward its neighbours, as articulated in Ryan and Deci’s 2017 statement that SDT “must not only fit within, but also be informed and constrained by, what we know about evolution, psychophysiology, and neuroscience on the reductive side and by economics and sociocultural theory, and the influences they specify, on a higher order level” (Ryan and Deci 2017). The 2017 statement positions SDT between its neighbours rather than beside them, and the constraint flows in only one direction. SDT accepts what its neighbours specify about the architecture of motivation, the structure of preference, the nature of valuation, and the dynamics of social transmission. SDT does not claim the reciprocal authority to specify what those neighbours’ architectures must accommodate to remain consistent with SDT’s own empirical findings. This is the geometry of subordinate consilience defined in Appendix 5C above.

The offer from AIM to SDT is therefore not an offer to complete SDT, supplement SDT, or absorb SDT. It is an offer of conversion: the conversion of SDT’s methodological stance from nested-between to standing-beside, from subordinate consilience to symmetric consilience, in application of the Mutual Architectural Correction Principle stated in Appendix 5C above. Every SDT construct survives the conversion. What expands is the field of legitimate constraint. Under symmetric consilience, SDT becomes entitled to four specific affordances that subordinate consilience structurally forecloses.

First, a neural mechanism for the Overjustification Effect becomes available, because source-disaggregated valuation architectures can be imported from the AIM Framework, which treats the source-composition of the valuation signal as load-bearing rather than abstracted away by Common-Currency Integration. Second, an explanation for boundary cases (attenuation of autonomy-support effects in appetitively precarious contexts, reversal in mimetically saturated contexts) becomes available, because these patterns can be modelled architecturally rather than treated as moderating variables requiring separate theorisation. Third, a source-composition extension to OIT becomes available, because OIT’s existing four-level internalisation taxonomy can be cross-cut by a source-composition axis that distinguishes appetitive from socially transmitted drivers within each internalisation level, without disturbing the existing taxonomy. Fourth, falsifiable differential-satiation predictions become available, because source-disaggregated satiation dynamics generate testable signatures that SDT alone cannot produce while treating satiation as a unitary phenomenon.

These are not impositions and not displacements. The Non-Displacement Principle is that claim: AIM does not displace Self-Determination Theory, Girard’s mimetic theory, or Cannon’s homeostatic model, but houses each as a source-component and displaces only the undifferentiated framework that siloed them. The four affordances are extensions of SDT’s predictive reach that require only a methodological adjustment, not an empirical retraction. The conversion can be accomplished by SDT itself, from within its own literature, by adopting the pairing of the Empirical Acceptance Principle and the Methodological Reassessment Requirement in its future methodological statements. The historical precedent for this conversion is already present in SDT-affiliated scholarship. Dold and Lewis (2024) deploy SDT against Hargreaves Heap’s behavioural-welfare framework and against the libertarian-paternalist policy agenda, developing a constitutional approach to liberal behavioural political economy that treats SDT findings as architecturally load-bearing for economics rather than as data to be absorbed without architectural consequence. Dold, Emmerich, and Fabian (2024) extend this trajectory directly, mounting an SDT-based critique of Sugden’s Opportunity Criterion as an evaluative standard in welfare economics. The reciprocal direction of constraint, from SDT to economics, has therefore already begun to appear at the level of individual contributions. What remains is the institutionalisation of that direction at the level of SDT’s own methodological commitments.

Under the Mutual Architectural Correction Principle, the same reasoning that recommends this conversion for SDT recommends it for every other human behavioural science. SDT is the exhibit that makes the distinction visible because its 2017 methodological statement is unusually explicit, but the diagnostic applies uniformly. Each of the discipline-specific reassessments that follow in this Appendix applies the same principle to the discipline in question.

Girardian Mimetic Theory (Girard)

Relationship. AIM incorporates Girard’s core insight that desire is triangular, mediated by Models, and prone to rivalry, while extending it with neural grounding and integration into a broader motivational architecture.

Extension 1. AIM situates M as one of three sources feeding a Common-Currency valuation system, rather than treating mimetic desire as the sole or primary driver of human behaviour. This allows for cases where A or I genuinely lead, avoiding the over-generalisation that critics have identified in some applications of Girardian theory.

Extension 2. AIM provides the neural timing data (Axiom 7) that explains why Mimetic Desire feels self-generated: Preconscious Transmission ensures the desire is integrated before conscious awareness, and Source Opacity prevents introspective recovery of the social origin.

Extension 3. AIM provides the mechanism for Object Parasitism: social observation circuitry (including mirror neuron systems and related social-cognition networks) detects goal-directed action toward Objects, not Objects themselves, so M cannot generate independent M-Objects but can only amplify valuation of A-I Objects that Models are observed pursuing.

Behavioural Economics (Kahneman, Thaler, et al.)

Relationship. AIM explains several phenomena that behavioural economics has documented but not fully explained: present bias, the hedonic treadmill, the Easterlin Paradox, and reference-point effects.

Explanation. These phenomena arise from the Differential Satiation Dynamics of A, I, and M (Axiom 6). Present bias under deprivation reflects appropriate A-dominance, not irrational discounting. The hedonic treadmill operates specifically for M-driven consumption, not for A-satisfaction or I-engagement. The Easterlin Paradox reflects the shift from A-driven to M-driven consumption as income rises. Reference-point effects are characteristic of M (comparative, no natural satiation signal) but not of A (absolute, episodically satiating).

Challenge. AIM challenges behavioural economics’ treatment of preferences as a unitary category to be nudged. Different sources require different interventions; nudging M-driven behaviour may be counterproductive compared to structural interventions that redirect toward I.

Neuroeconomics (Glimcher, Rangel, et al.)

Relationship. AIM builds directly on the neuroeconomic finding of common-currency integration in vmPFC/VS, treating this as Axiom 2.

Extension. AIM adds the three-source input structure, which neuroeconomics has not systematically theorised. The common-currency finding establishes that integration occurs; AIM specifies what is being integrated (A, I, M inputs with different properties and different upstream neural substrates).

Sociology of Status (Veblen, Bourdieu)

Relationship. AIM incorporates Veblen’s insight (1899) that Status-seeking is comparative and non-satiating, and Bourdieu’s insight (1984) that Status operates through cultural capital and distinction.

Extension. AIM provides the motivational architecture that explains why Status-seeking is non-satiating (Axiom 6: M has no natural satiation signal, because the Observer’s Salience assessment over the perceived field has no completion condition), why Status-seeking is hidden even from the Status-seeker (Layers 1 through 3 of the Camouflage Architecture), and how Status-seeking interacts with other motivational sources (Common-Currency Integration with A and I).

Cross-references for Appendix 5C


	Mutual Architectural Correction Principle (defined in Appendix 5C above; canonical entry in Chapter 2)

	Subordinate Consilience (defined in Appendix 5C above; canonical entry in Chapter 2)

	Symmetric Consilience (defined in Appendix 5C above; canonical entry in Chapter 2)

	Data-Architecture Distinction (Appendix 5C above; canonical entry in Chapter 2)

	Output-Capacity Entailment Principle, OCEP (Chapter 3)

	Empirical Acceptance Principle (Section 5.9)

	Methodological Reassessment Requirement (Section 5.9)





Appendix 5D: Anticipated Objections

This appendix addresses objections that readers trained in various disciplines are likely to raise. The Replacement Requirement (RR), established in Chapter 3, formalises the standard: a valid criticism of the three-source taxonomy must propose an alternative that accounts for at least as many observed motivational outputs with equal or greater parsimony. Criticisms that identify gaps without proposing a replacement that satisfies RR do not constitute grounds for rejection; they identify parameters for future refinement. The Foundational-Entailment Distinction (FED), also from Chapter 3, further clarifies: challenges to AIM’s foundational axioms (which would require architectural revision) must be distinguished from challenges to entailed consequences (which require only local adjustment).

Objection 1: “This Is Not New”

Objection. A, I, and M correspond roughly to existing concepts (homeostatic drives, intrinsic motivation, social motivation). What does the new framework add?

Response. The contribution is not the identification of three categories but (a) the claim that these three are exhaustive and primitive, requiring no fourth source; (b) the integration architecture that explains how they combine into unified choice; (c) the Source Opacity finding that explains why the three-source structure is invisible to introspection; and (d) the Differential Satiation Dynamics that generate testable predictions about satisfaction trajectories. Existing frameworks treat these as separate phenomena studied by different subfields. AIM integrates them into a unified architecture that generates novel predictions (for example, that M-satisfaction will produce treadmill effects while A-satisfaction will not) that existing frameworks do not make.

Objection 2: “Three Is Arbitrary”

Objection. The number three seems ad hoc. Why not two, or four, or a continuous spectrum?

Response. Section 5.4 derived rather than asserted the three-source structure. Lemma 1 showed that fewer than three sources conflate phenomena that experiments separate (violating Constraint 1). Lemma 2 showed that more than three sources multiply primitives beyond what current data require (violating Constraint 3). The taxonomy is falsifiable: demonstration of a fourth source that satisfies all three constraints (distinct neural substrate, feeds the common-currency hub, irreducible to A, I, or M subtypes) would require revision. A continuous spectrum is incompatible with the discrete dissociability demonstrated by independent manipulation experiments (Section 6.6 in the chapter on Appetites, and the corresponding independent manipulability sections in the Intrinsic Motivation and Mimetic Desire chapters).

Objection 3: “Introspection Is More Reliable Than You Claim”

Objection. People do have some access to their motivational states. Source Opacity may be overstated.

Response. AIM does not deny all introspective access. Individuals can reliably report that they want something (the output of the Decision Hub). What Source Opacity blocks is reliable reporting of why they want it (which source generated the wanting). The evidence from Nisbett and Wilson (1977), choice blindness studies (Johansson et al., 2005), and the Wanting-Liking Dissociation (Berridge, Robinson, and Aldridge, 2009) is that source-attribution through introspection is systematically unreliable. This is a specific claim about source-identity information loss during Common-Currency Integration, not a general claim about introspective unreliability.

Objection 4: “Mimetic Desire Is Just Social Learning”

Objection. What you call Mimetic Desire is merely social learning, specifically learning from observing others’ choices.

Response. Social learning transmits information about Objects (B chose X, so X probably has property Y). Mimetic Desire transmits wanting itself (B wants X, so I now want X, regardless of X’s properties). The distinction is empirically testable: if M were merely social learning, then providing the same information about X through non-social channels (a written review, an algorithmic recommendation) should produce the same valuation increase. It does not. Lebreton et al. (2012) showed that observing another Individual’s choice increased the observer’s valuation of the chosen Object in vmPFC/VS even when the chosen Object was identical to its unchosen twin except in colour, so that the choice carried no information about which was better. The valuation increase operated through desire-transmission, not information-transmission.

Objection 5: “You Cannot Measure the Three Sources Separately”

Objection. If Source Opacity makes the sources introspectively inaccessible, how can they be measured? Is the taxonomy unfalsifiable?

Response. Source Opacity blocks introspective measurement, not all measurement. The sources can be measured through behavioural signatures, neural signatures, and contextual manipulation. The audience-removal test (does the behaviour persist when no one is watching?) discriminates I from M in its special case. Independent physiological manipulation (hunger induction, satiation) isolates A. Social context manipulation (changing reference groups, altering observability) isolates M. Neural imaging distinguishes the upstream substrates (hypothalamic-brainstem for A, dopaminergic midbrain for I, mirror neuron systems and social-reward circuits for M). The Knowledge Patch’s Two-Question Diagnostic (developed in Chapter 18) provides the practical Individual-level tool. The taxonomy is falsifiable through the criteria stated in Section 5.4 and the Falsification Reference above.
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Chapter 6: Appetites (A), Homeostatic and Safety-Related Drives

Position Statement

This chapter establishes the first motivational source, Appetites, in detail: its empirical basis in homeostatic regulation, its neural architecture in hypothalamic-brainstem circuits, its defining properties of deficit-driven urgency and episodic satiation, and the evidence that it can be manipulated independently of the other two sources.

Dependency Statement

This chapter requires prior understanding of Chapter 2’s definitions of the AIM Framework and the three motivational sources, and Chapter 4’s establishment of the three-source taxonomy (Axiom 1), common-currency integration (Axiom 2), and differential satiation dynamics (Axiom 6). Readers should also have absorbed Chapter 4’s argument that exactly three sources are required (neither two nor four) and the evidence for their dissociability.

This chapter addresses one of the output families identified by the Completeness Criterion for General Theory Status (CCGT, Chapter 3): A-outputs, including hunger-driven behaviour, survival responses, homeostatic regulation, and the A-Floor architecture. OCEP requires that these outputs be accounted for by any general theory of human motivation.

Derivation Preview

This chapter draws on Axiom 1 (Three-Source Taxonomy) for A’s definition and scope, Axiom 2 (Common-Currency Integration) for how A-signals enter the Decision Hub and compete with other motivational inputs, and Axiom 6 (Differential Satiation Dynamics) for A’s characteristic pattern of episodic satiation followed by cyclical return.

Chapter Preview

The chapter will demonstrate:


	What Appetites are: the homeostatic drives that report the state of the body and push behaviour toward returning it to its set-points

	The empirical foundation in Cannon’s homeostasis research and subsequent set-point regulation studies

	The neural architecture: hypothalamic nuclei and brainstem structures distinct from the circuits supporting I and M

	The defining properties: deficit-driven, urgency-producing, episodically satiating, cyclical

	The satiation trajectory that distinguishes A from the other two sources

	Evidence that A can be manipulated independently without proportionate effects on I or M

	How A-signals behave when elevated: the architectural priority given to survival-relevant needs





6.1 Definition and Scope of Appetites

Appetites are homeostatic drives that report the state of the body (such as hunger, thirst, sleep, pain, thermoregulation, the drive to breathe, and bodily safety), pushing behaviour toward restoring the body’s sufficiency and subsiding rapidly once sufficiency is reached.

Each element carries specific meaning within the AIM Framework.

6.1.1 Homeostatic

The term homeostatic refers to the body’s tendency to maintain stable internal conditions. When body temperature drops, thermoregulatory systems activate to restore warmth. When blood sugar falls, hunger systems activate to drive food-seeking. When hydration drops, thirst systems activate to drive water-seeking. The word comes from the Greek homoios (similar) and stasis (standing still); the body seeks to stand still at its set-points, and motivation arises when it deviates from them.

Homeostatic motivation is therefore deficit-driven. The person at set-point experiences no motivational signal from that system. The hungry person experiences strong motivational signal. The difference is the deficit: the gap between current state and set-point.

6.1.2 Bounded by the Body

The A-category is bounded by the body. It comprises the biological drives in the narrow sense (hunger, thirst, thermoregulation, sleep, the drive to breathe) and the body’s own condition: present exposure, present tissue damage, present pain, present illness. Safety enters A only as that condition. The Body Manager signals what the body is currently undergoing, and nothing else (Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1).

What the Body Manager does not signal is a threat that has not yet arrived. The person who sees a danger approaching experiences motivational urgency that resembles hunger more than it resembles curiosity or status-seeking: the urgency dominates attention, narrows cognitive focus, and subsides when the danger passes. But the classification of an Object in the field as a future threat is not a reading of bodily state. It is the Observer’s signed Salience, conditioned by the Thinker’s threat-prior, and it reaches the Decision Hub as ordinary input by the Observer’s channel (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2). The A-signal begins where the body is actually breached: the cold once exposed, the injury once sustained, the pain once felt. Anticipation belongs to the components that read the field. The purpose of fear and the way fear arises are therefore distinct: what fear protects is the material safety the Body Manager signals once it is breached, which is A, and the channel by which fear arises is the Observer’s, which is M.

A circumstance is not a bodily state either. Shelter, income, health care and the documents that open access to them are circumstances, and none of them enters A as such. A circumstance reaches A only through what it does to the body: the loss of a home exposes the body to cold, and the threat of losing it, or a shortfall of money, sets off the stress response, whether through the circumstance itself or the Thinker’s appraisal of it, and the stress response shifts the body off its set-points (Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1). The Body Manager then reports the bodily state. Knowing that the rent cannot be paid belongs to the Thinker.

6.1.3 Push Toward Sufficiency

A-motivation pushes behaviour toward sufficiency, not toward maximisation. The hungry person seeks enough food to resolve the deficit, not infinite food. The cold person seeks adequate warmth, not maximum possible temperature. The set-point defines sufficiency, and motivation terminates when sufficiency is reached.

This distinguishes A from motivational patterns that escalate without natural endpoint. A has a built-in stopping point defined by physiology.

6.1.4 Rapidly Subside Once Sufficiency Is Reached

The final element of the definition, rapidly subside once sufficiency is reached, names A’s characteristic satiation dynamic. When the deficit is corrected, the motivational signal drops. The well-fed person does not continue experiencing hunger. The well-rested person does not continue experiencing sleepiness. Satiation is genuine and rapid, though temporary; the deficit will eventually return, and with it the motivation.

6.1.5 The Boundary of A

What belongs to A? The boundary is the body: whatever the body reports as a departure from its set-points belongs to A. Within that boundary the test is functional: does the unmet need produce urgency and cognitive narrowing, and does meeting it produce genuine satiation? Claimed needs that fail this test are not A, regardless of how they are framed.

The boundary has two implications.

Context-dependence of A-Objects. What counts as A-necessary varies across environments. In a subsistence agricultural context, land access may be A-critical because food production requires land. In an urbanised wage economy, income access is A-critical because A-necessities must be purchased. The A-category is stable at the level of the body (the deficits it reports) but variable at the Object level (which specific Objects repair those deficits in a given context).

Socially-mediated access to A-Objects. Some routes to A-Objects are socially mediated. Consider identification documents in a bureaucratised society. A person without valid identification cannot access employment, housing, banking, or healthcare in many jurisdictions, not because identification has intrinsic survival value, but because institutional arrangements have made identification a gateway to A-access. The lack of identification is not itself an A-deficit; it is a circumstance that blocks the repair of A-deficits. It loads the Decision Hub through the Thinker, which knows what the missing document closes off, and, where it sets off the stress response, through the body (Section 6.1.2). Where it leaves the Individual without food or shelter, the deficits that follow are A in the ordinary way.

6.1.6 The Complete A-Inventory

For clarity, the deficits A reports include:

Physiological homeostasis:


	Hunger and nutrition (caloric and nutritional sufficiency)

	Thirst and hydration

	Thermoregulation (adequate warmth or cooling)

	Sleep and rest

	Oxygen and respiration

	Pain avoidance (absence of noxious stimuli)



Bodily integrity:


	Absence of present injury

	Absence of present exposure to cold, heat or hazard



Health:


	Absence of acute illness

	Chronic conditions held at a level the body can function with



The bodily state of sustained stress: the departure from set-points that sustained stress produces (Section 6.1.2).

Shelter, income and access to medical care are not on this list. They are the principal means by which the deficits on it are prevented and repaired, which is why securing them secures A (Section 6.5.3).

Several entries above name deficits whose correction is performed on the body rather than obtained from beyond it. Pain avoidance, bodily integrity and rest are corrected as often by what the Individual does to their own body, withdrawing, shifting, lying down, as by anything acquired. The A-category is fixed by the satiation dynamic and not by the route the correction takes.

6.1.7 Edge Cases

Sexual drive. Sexual motivation has A-characteristics: physiological basis, cyclical return, capacity for satiation. However, sexual behaviour in humans typically involves all three motivational sources in varying proportions: physiological drive (A), intimate connection and pleasure-in-the-act (I), and status or social dimensions (to be addressed in Chapter 8). The AIM Framework treats basic sexual drive as having A-components while recognising that actual sexual motivation is typically mixed. The integration of the three components in sexual and romantic relationships is derived at Chapter 9, Section 9.15.

Minimum social contact. Humans are obligate social animals whose survival historically depended on group membership. Complete social isolation generates stress responses, cognitive degradation, and mortality effects that resemble A-deprivation. Does social belonging therefore count as A?

The AIM Framework handles this by distinguishing minimum social contact (A-relevant: basic human interaction preventing isolation-induced physiological harm) from deeper connection and relationship (I-relevant: rewarding in itself, addressed in Chapter 7) and from status within social hierarchies (M-relevant: addressed in Chapter 8). The isolation that produces cortisol elevation and immune suppression is A-deficit; the loneliness that drives people to seek meaningful connection is I; the concern with social standing is M. The three components in friendship and kinship are derived at Chapter 9, Sections 9.17 and 9.18.



6.2 The Empirical Basis: Homeostasis and Set-Point Regulation

The empirical foundation for A lies in Walter Cannon’s homeostasis research, which established that the body maintains stable internal conditions through regulatory feedback systems.

6.2.1 Cannon’s Framework

In The Wisdom of the Body (1932), Cannon demonstrated that physiological systems actively regulate toward set-points. Body temperature is maintained near 37°C through sweating and shivering. Blood glucose is maintained within narrow bounds through insulin and glucagon. Blood pressure, pH, hydration, and numerous other parameters are similarly regulated.

Cannon’s insight was that these regulatory systems generate motivational outputs when set-points are threatened. The organism does not merely passively register temperature drop; it is motivated to seek warmth. The organism does not merely register caloric deficit; it is motivated to seek food. Homeostatic deviation produces behavioural drive.

This framework provides the conceptual foundation for A: deficit-driven motivation with natural satiation upon restoration.

6.2.2 Set-Point Regulation

Subsequent research refined Cannon’s framework. The body monitors multiple parameters continuously, comparing current state to target state (set-point). When discrepancy is detected, two types of response activate:

Physiological responses: Automatic adjustments that do not require behaviour: sweating, shivering, metabolic rate changes, hormone release.

Behavioural responses: Motivational signals that drive the organism to act: food-seeking, water-seeking, shelter-seeking, withdrawal from a source of present pain or exposure.

The behavioural responses are what enter the Decision Hub as A-signals. They represent the body’s demand for action when physiological responses alone cannot restore the set-point.

6.2.3 Monitoring Systems

Different A-domains have different monitoring systems:

Hunger: Monitored through multiple signals including blood glucose, leptin (from fat stores), ghrelin (from stomach), and gut distension. The hypothalamus integrates these signals to generate hunger motivation proportional to caloric deficit.

Thirst: Monitored through blood osmolarity (concentration of dissolved substances) and blood volume. Osmoreceptors in the hypothalamus and volume receptors in the heart and blood vessels generate thirst motivation proportional to hydration deficit.

Thermoregulation: Monitored through temperature sensors in the skin (peripheral) and hypothalamus (core). Deviation from set-point generates motivation to seek warmth or cooling.

Sleep: Monitored through adenosine accumulation in the brain (increasing with wakefulness) and circadian signals from the suprachiasmatic nucleus. Sleep pressure builds with time awake and generates sleep-seeking motivation.

Pain avoidance: Monitored through nociceptors throughout the body that detect tissue damage. Pain signals generate immediate avoidance motivation. Anticipating damage that has not occurred is not a nociceptive reading; it is Observer Salience conditioned by the Thinker’s threat-prior (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2).

Each system operates somewhat independently, though they converge in the Decision Hub where their signals are integrated with I and M inputs.

6.2.4 The Relation Is Stratification, Not Correction

This chapter adopts the homeostasis literature whole, under the Empirical Acceptance Principle (Chapter 5, Section 5.9). Cannon’s framework, set-point regulation, and the monitoring physiology summarised above stand unrevised; AIM contributes no new physiology and disputes none of the existing record. For this source, unlike the two that follow, the existing literature is already mechanistic and already operates below the level of conscious experience; the account of A given here simply is the homeostatic account, restated in the architecture’s terms.

What the homeostatic literature ends at, because it was never its question, is the step where the behavioural response leaves the monitoring system. The signals described in Section 6.2.3 do not act on the body’s own authority; they enter the Decision Hub, where they are integrated into a single currency with two other inputs. One of these is a second deficit signal: the Thinker’s reading of the Object its process requires, which registers as a shortfall until that Object corrects it and closes when it does, exactly as an A-signal closes, differing only in that it does not then recur (Chapter 7, Section 7.5.1). The other is not a deficit reading at all: the Observer’s Salience signal reports what the environment marks as mattering, and answers to nothing internal that correction could restore (Chapter 8). Everything this book adds to the study of A lies at that interface: how the three inputs compete, what the integration destroys, and what the loss of source-identity costs the Individual downstream. The physiology of the source is settled science. The architecture of the meeting point is the contribution.

The stratification also locates the one explanation that does require revision, and it is not Cannon’s. Homeostasis was so successful as a template that it was generalised into an account of motivation as such: all wanting read as deficit-correction, every desire assigned a shortfall it exists to close. For two of the three channels the template is exactly right: A and I both report bounded internal quantities, both satiate through their Objects, and both close when the condition they report is met. The generalisation fails at precisely one point, and the failure is invisible from inside: M’s Salience readings carry no shortfall, yet integration into a deficit-correcting currency renders them as deficit and makes them indistinguishable from the readings that do (the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Chapter 2). The template’s near-universal success is what concealed its one exception. Stating A’s boundary precisely is therefore not a demotion of homeostasis. It is the identification of exactly where the body’s own logic stops describing the wanting that borrows its form.



6.3 Neural Architecture of A

A operates through phylogenetically ancient neural circuits: structures that evolved early in vertebrate history and are shared across mammals. These circuits are anatomically and functionally distinct from those supporting Intrinsic Motivation and Mimetic Desire.

6.3.1 The Hypothalamus

The hypothalamus is the central hub of A-processing. This small structure at the base of the brain monitors internal state and generates motivational outputs for multiple A-domains.

Lateral hypothalamus: Generates hunger signals. Lesions to this area produce aphagia (failure to eat) even in food-deprived animals. Stimulation produces eating even in satiated animals.

Ventromedial hypothalamus: Generates satiety signals. Lesions produce hyperphagia (excessive eating) and obesity. This region signals when caloric needs are met.

Preoptic area: Regulates thermoregulation, generating motivation to seek warmth or cooling depending on temperature deviation.

Suprachiasmatic nucleus: The body’s master circadian clock, coordinating sleep-wake cycles and generating time-appropriate A-signals.

Paraventricular nucleus: Coordinates the stress response once the body is under load. The detection of a threat in the field that sets the response going is not the Body Manager’s work; it is the Observer’s Salience, conditioned by the Thinker’s priors.

6.3.2 Brainstem Structures

Below the hypothalamus, brainstem structures coordinate the basic survival responses that A-motivation serves.

Nucleus of the solitary tract: Receives visceral signals from the body (gut distension, blood pressure, heart rate) and relays them to higher centres.

Parabrachial nucleus: Integrates taste and visceral information, contributing to food selection and rejection.

Periaqueductal gray: Coordinates defensive responses (fight, flight, freeze). The trigger is a threat classification delivered from the field, which is Observer Salience conditioned by the Thinker’s threat-prior; the Body Manager’s contribution is the present bodily state the response runs on.

These structures form a hierarchy: brainstem receives raw bodily signals, hypothalamus integrates and interprets them, and the resulting motivational output is transmitted to the Decision Hub (vmPFC and ventral striatum) where it competes with I and M inputs.

6.3.3 Distinction from I and M Circuits

The neural architecture of A is distinct from circuits supporting the other two sources:

Intrinsic Motivation relies heavily on dopaminergic midbrain circuits, the ventral tegmental area and substantia nigra, that generate reward signals for process-engagement and learning. These circuits are involved in the “wanting” system identified by Berridge, but the wanting they generate is qualitatively different from A-wanting: it is associated with exploration, mastery, and engagement rather than deficit-correction.

Mimetic Desire (to be developed in Chapter 8) relies on mirror neuron systems in premotor and parietal cortex, and on social comparison circuits that track relative standing. These circuits process observation of others and generate valuation updates based on what models pursue or possess.

The anatomical distinctness supports the functional dissociability demonstrated in Chapter 4: these are separate systems that can be manipulated independently.

6.3.4 Subcortical Emphasis

A notable feature of A-architecture is its subcortical emphasis. The hypothalamus and brainstem are evolutionarily older than the cortical structures that support complex reasoning and social cognition. This has implications:

Speed: A-signals can generate behavioural urgency rapidly, without requiring cortical deliberation. The person who touches a hot surface withdraws before consciously registering pain.

Automaticity: A-responses can occur with minimal conscious involvement. Hunger generates food-seeking behaviour even when attention is directed elsewhere.

Priority: Under conditions of severe A-deficit, subcortical A-circuits can override cortical processing. The starving person cannot concentrate on abstract problems because A-circuits are commandeering neural resources.

This subcortical emphasis explains why A-deprivation has cognitive consequences beyond mere distraction; it reflects architectural priority given to survival-relevant processing.



6.4 The Defining Properties of A

Four properties together define A and distinguish it from the other motivational sources.

6.4.1 Deficit-Driven

A-motivation arises from departure from set-point. No deficit, no motivation. The person at caloric sufficiency experiences no hunger. The person at adequate temperature experiences no thermoregulatory drive. The person whose body is unharmed experiences no pain-avoidance motivation.

This is not merely an empirical observation but a structural feature. A-systems are designed to detect discrepancy between current state and target state. They are silent when the discrepancy is zero. They activate proportionally to the discrepancy: mild hunger for mild deficit, severe hunger for severe deficit.

The deficit-driven character means A-motivation carries information about bodily state. Hunger tells the organism something true: caloric reserves are below target. Thirst tells the organism something true: hydration is below target. A-signals are not arbitrary: they track real deficits that, if uncorrected, threaten survival or functioning.

6.4.2 Urgency-Producing

When A-deficits become significant, they generate urgency in the Decision Hub. The subjective experience is needing, not merely wanting: a felt pressure toward action that is difficult to ignore.

This urgency is adaptive. Survival-relevant needs should dominate attention when survival is at stake. The organism that could easily ignore hunger would eventually starve. The organism that could easily ignore cold or injury would eventually die of exposure. A-urgency ensures that A-deficits receive appropriate priority.

However, urgency has costs. When A-signals dominate the Decision Hub, the I-processes are displaced: the Thinker is still working, because identifying what would repair the deficit is its work (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2), but the pursuits that are rewarding in the doing, and the exploratory and playful processing that goes with them, give way to deficit-correction. M is not displaced. The Observer runs while the Individual is conscious and perceiving, and under deficit what it marks as Salient is, first, whatever within reach would repair the deficit. This is not pathology but trade-off: under A-stress, the system correctly prioritises immediate survival over longer-term concerns.

6.4.3 Episodically Satiating

When the deficit is corrected, A-motivation terminates. This is satiation; the disappearance of wanting once the deficit closes.

A-satiation is:

Genuine: The hunger really does go away. The well-fed person is not suppressing ongoing hunger but experiencing its absence.

Rapid: Satiation follows deficit-correction with minimal delay. After adequate eating, hunger diminishes within minutes as gut signals reach the brain.

Episodic: Satiation is bounded in time. The deficit will return (the well-fed person will eventually be hungry again), but for now, the motivation is absent.

The episodic character distinguishes A from motivational patterns that might also produce temporary satisfaction but through different mechanisms. A-satiation results from set-point restoration, not from habituation, fatigue, or reframing.

6.4.4 Cyclical and Predictable

A-motivation follows predictable cycles. Humans need to eat roughly every few hours, sleep roughly every day, maintain shelter continuously. The timing varies with individual factors and circumstances, but the cyclical pattern is universal.

This predictability has practical significance. Because A-deficits recur on roughly known schedules, A-needs can be planned for. A person can know approximately when they will be hungry, approximately when they will be tired, approximately what shelter arrangements they need. A does not surprise the way other motivational patterns might.

The predictability also enables external assessment. An observer can roughly estimate another person’s A-state from time since last eating, sleeping conditions, environmental temperature, and similar observable factors. A-needs are legible in ways that some other motivational states are not.

6.4.4.1 Why Cyclical Recurrence Follows from Continuous Homeostatic Drift

Cyclical Recurrence is not a contingent behavioural regularity of A, it is a structural consequence of the fact that homeostatic state-variables drift continuously and unavoidably away from set-points whenever the organism is alive. Energy stores deplete through metabolism, hydration is lost through respiration and excretion, thermal balance is perturbed by environmental exchange, sleep pressure accumulates with waking time, and electrolyte and oxygen balances are continuously disturbed by activity. Drift is intrinsic to being a living system, and the rate of drift is set by physiology and environment, not by attention, observation, or audience. Because A operates on the substrate of hypothalamic and brainstem monitoring of those state-variables (Section 6.3), and because drift is unavoidable, A’s input (the deficit signal) is regenerated by physiology itself.

The contrast with I and M is structural. A’s input source is endogenous physiological drift, I’s input source is ongoing cognition, and M’s input source is agent-observation, that is, representations (real, recalled, anticipated, or imagined) of any intentional agent’s pursuit, display, or signalling of value for an Object. Each source’s signature behaviour is a derived consequence of the structural conditions under which its input is generated. A’s episodic satiation followed by recurrence is derived from continuous physiological drift, I’s Private Persistence (the continued pursuit of an activity without audience or external reward) is derived from continuous cognition, and M’s Audience Dependence is derived from the contingency of observer-representations. The asymmetry between the three is not three independent empirical regularities, it is three different input-source structures, each with its own continuity profile.

It follows that A’s “manipulability independent of I and M,” already established in this chapter, is a consequence of input-source independence at the substrate level. The body keeps generating deficit signals whether the Individual is engaged, bored, alone, observed, or imagining an observer, and the homeostatic substrate runs in parallel with cognitive and agent-observation processes rather than as a downstream effect of them. The cyclical structure of A (urgency, pursuit, satiation, recurrence) is therefore not a behavioural pattern that happens to repeat, it is the surface signature of a substrate that cannot stop drifting while the organism is alive.



6.5 The Satiation Trajectory

The four defining properties combine into a characteristic trajectory that A-motivation follows.

6.5.1 The A-Cycle

The trajectory unfolds in stages:

Stage 1, Baseline: A-signal at or near zero. The Individual is at set-point, experiencing no motivational pressure from this A-system. Attention and processing are available for other purposes.

Stage 2, Deficit emerges: Set-point departure begins. Blood glucose falls, hydration drops, temperature deviates, or tissue is damaged. Monitoring systems detect discrepancy.

Stage 3, Wanting intensifies: A-signal rises proportionally to deficit. The Decision Hub begins weighting A-satisfying Objects more heavily. Attention begins shifting toward deficit-correction options.

Stage 4, Urgency peaks: If deficit continues uncorrected, A-signal dominates the Decision Hub. The Individual experiences strong pressure toward action. Cognitive resources narrow toward deficit-correction.

Stage 5, Correction: The deficit closes. Food is eaten, water is drunk, warmth is reached, the source of pain is left behind, or, where the deficit is a condition of the body itself, the effectors correct it unaided: the itch is scratched, the numbed limb is shifted, the hand is withdrawn from the heat. Acquisition is the common route and not the only one. What the stage requires is that the correcting action be executed, not that anything be obtained.

Stage 6, Satiation: A-signal drops rapidly as set-point is restored. The urgency disappears. The wanting terminates.

Stage 7, Stable satisfaction: A-signal remains low. The Individual is not suppressing desire but genuinely not experiencing it. Other motivational sources can lead.

Stage 8, Deficit recurs: Metabolic processes continue, resources deplete, circumstances change. Eventually the set-point deviation reappears and the cycle begins again.

6.5.2 Contrast with I and M

The A-trajectory differs from trajectories characteristic of the other two sources.

Intrinsic Motivation does not terminate upon acquisition because I is not deficit-driven in the same way. The guitarist who acquires a guitar does not stop wanting to play; the acquisition enables rather than terminates the I-engagement. I has what Chapter 2 calls “non-satiating process” combined with “satiating object”: the process continues indefinitely while specific enabling objects can be adequately obtained.

Mimetic Desire (to be developed fully in Chapter 8) does not satiate in the A-pattern because M is not organised around set-points. The third source lacks the built-in stopping point that set-point restoration provides for A. Achievement of an M-target does not produce the stable satisfaction period (Stage 7) that characterises A: instead, reference points adjust and felt deficit recreates. That recreation is a downstream expression rather than the source: the Observer’s Salience signal is integrated into a Common-Currency Scalar (the Scalar) whose function is corrective action and, being positive here, is therefore felt as a deficit, and where the Salience is mimetically installed there is no underlying shortfall for acquisition to close, so the felt lack regenerates (the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Chapter 2).

These differences in satiation trajectory are not incidental but structural. They follow from the different architectures of the three systems and generate different predictions about satisfaction, welfare, and intervention.

6.5.3 Why A-Satiation Matters

The episodic satiation of A has implications for understanding motivational architecture:

A-needs can be genuinely met. Unlike motivational patterns that escalate or reset, A-deficits can be resolved. Providing adequate food to the hungry actually terminates their hunger (until the next cycle). This makes A-intervention tractable in ways that other interventions might not be.

A-satisfaction produces welfare gains that persist. When an A-driven want is satisfied, the Individual’s situation genuinely improves, not merely subjectively but functionally. The fed person can do things the starving person cannot.

A general principle extends beyond A but is most clearly visible in its operation. A problem solved today is, by definition, not a problem that exists tomorrow. The biological rhythm of hunger is beside the point. The person whose food access is structurally secured experiences hunger as a routine signal addressed as needed, not as a motivational crisis that dominates the Decision Hub. Food insecurity was the problem. Once it is solved, the problem is gone, not attenuated, not managed, not reframed, but absent. The same logic applies wherever the structural condition generating the deficit can be eliminated: secure housing solves housing insecurity, adequate healthcare access solves health precarity, reliable income above the A-Floor solves material deprivation. In each case the underlying biological or situational needs continue (the body still requires shelter, still requires medical attention when ill), but the structural problem that made meeting those needs uncertain has been removed. What remains is maintenance, not crisis.

Later chapters develop this principle. Where a problem can be genuinely solved, resources directed at solving it purchase its permanent absence (subject only to the maintenance of the conditions that produced the solution). Where a problem cannot be genuinely solved, because its architecture reconstitutes the deficit regardless of achievement, resources directed at it purchase only temporary relief before the problem regenerates in altered form. A belongs to the first category. The third motivational source, whose satiation dynamics Chapter 8 will develop, belongs to the second category.

A-sufficiency creates space for the I-processes. When A-signals are not dominating the Decision Hub, the Thinker’s serial deliberation is free for the pursuits it sets for itself. The well-fed, safe, healthy Individual can attend to intrinsic projects, long-horizon plans and creative work in ways that the A-deprived Individual cannot.



DIAGRAM PLACEHOLDER: A-Satisfaction Trajectory

Description: Timeline showing the characteristic A-cycle with signal intensity on vertical axis and time on horizontal axis.

Diagram should show:


	Stages 1-8 as labeled points on the trajectory

	Signal intensity rising from baseline through stages 2-4

	Sharp drop at stage 6 (satiation)

	Flat period during stage 7 (stable satisfaction)

	Gradual rise resuming at stage 8 (cycle repeats)

	Annotation: “Satiation is genuine: signal drops to baseline, not merely suppressed”



Caption: “The A-satisfaction trajectory: deficit generates rising urgency, correction produces rapid satiation, and the signal remains low until the next deficit cycle begins. This episodic pattern distinguishes A from motivational sources lacking natural satiation mechanisms.”



6.6 Evidence for Independent Manipulability

Chapter 4 established that A, I, and M must be represented as distinct components because they can be manipulated independently: altering one does not proportionately alter the others. This section presents the evidence specific to A.

6.6.1 A Can Be Elevated Without Affecting I or M

Fasting. Food deprivation elevates hunger motivation without affecting curiosity, mastery-pursuit, or status-seeking. The hungry person does not become more curious or more status-concerned; they become more food-focused. The other systems continue operating at their prior levels, but A-urgency increasingly dominates the Decision Hub as deficit grows.

Ghrelin administration. Ghrelin is a hormone released by the stomach that signals hunger. Pharmacological administration of ghrelin increases appetitive motivation (subjects report greater hunger and show increased attention to food cues) without affecting their intrinsic interest in non-food activities or their concern with social standing.

Pain induction. Introducing a present noxious stimulus (cold pressor, thermal pain, in ethically appropriate laboratory paradigms) elevates relief-seeking motivation without proportionately affecting curiosity or status concern. The person in pain focuses on relief, not on exploring interesting stimuli or impressing observers. An anticipated threat that has not touched the body is a different manipulation: it elevates Observer Salience under the Thinker’s threat-prior (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2), and it is not evidence about A.

Sleep deprivation. Restricting sleep elevates sleep-seeking motivation specifically. The sleep-deprived person does not become more hungry or more status-concerned (though cognitive degradation may impair all processing); they become specifically more motivated to sleep.

6.6.2 A Can Be Reduced Without Affecting I or M

Satiation. Providing adequate food to the hungry terminates hunger without terminating curiosity or status-concern. The well-fed person’s I-engagements and M-sensitivities remain at whatever level they were; only A-hunger has changed.

Exposure ended. Bringing the cold or injured person into shelter and treatment terminates the corresponding A-motivation without affecting other domains. The person who was focused on relief can now attend to other matters, not because the relief increased their curiosity, but because A-urgency is no longer crowding out other inputs.

Analgesia. Pain relief terminates pain-avoidance motivation without affecting other systems. The person whose pain is adequately managed does not thereby become more curious or more status-concerned; they simply are no longer pain-dominated.

6.6.3 What This Dissociability Demonstrates

The dissociability evidence shows that A is not merely a component of some larger unified “drive” or “motivation” system. If it were, manipulating A would proportionately affect other motivational phenomena. Instead, A operates through distinct mechanisms that can be independently adjusted.

This is the empirical ground for Constraint 1 from Chapter 4: distinct components must be represented for dissociable systems. A, I, and M satisfy this constraint; they are dissociable and therefore require separate representation in any adequate model.



6.7 A-Urgency and Decision Hub Priority

When A-signals are elevated, they receive priority in the Decision Hub. This is not dysfunction but architecture; the system is designed to prioritise survival-relevant needs.

6.7.1 The Priority Mechanism

The Decision Hub (vmPFC and ventral striatum) integrates A, I, and M signals into a common-currency valuation that enables choice among options. When all signals are moderate, integration proceeds with balanced weighting. But when A-signals are elevated, when deficit is significant, they dominate the integration.

This priority operates through multiple mechanisms:

Signal strength. A-systems generate high-amplitude signals under significant deficit. Hunger in a calorie-deprived person is not a subtle preference but an insistent demand.

Attentional capture. A-related stimuli (food cues for the hungry, warmth cues for the cold) capture attention automatically, reducing processing available for other inputs.

Cognitive narrowing. Under A-stress, the range of options considered narrows to those relevant to deficit-correction. Creative alternatives, long-term planning, and social considerations receive reduced processing.

What is displaced, and what is not. The narrowing displaces the I-processes, not the Thinker: working out which Object would repair the deficit and how to reach it is still the Thinker’s work, while long-horizon planning, systemic reasoning and creative search, which need its serial line free, give way (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2). The Observer is not displaced. It runs while the Individual is conscious and perceiving, and its continued activity is one reason Imagination stays closed under A-stress (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.4).

6.7.2 The Bandwidth Effect

Research by Sendhil Mullainathan and Eldar Shafir documents what they call the “bandwidth tax” of scarcity. When people experience resource scarcity (whether of money, time, or other A-relevant resources), their cognitive performance suffers. They perform worse on unrelated cognitive tasks, exhibit reduced executive function, and make decisions that appear short-sighted from an external perspective.

The AIM Framework interprets this finding architecturally. Scarcity of money or time is a circumstance, not an A-signal (Section 6.1.2), and it loads the Decision Hub in two ways: the Thinker, which knows the shortfall, is occupied with it, and the stress the shortfall sets off moves the body off its set-points, so that the Body Manager reports a deficit before any meal is missed. Both consume the Thinker’s serial deliberation, which planning and the weighing of options would otherwise use. The “bandwidth tax” is the cost of that occupation.

This bandwidth effect is not a character trait of people who happen to be poor or resource-deprived. Laboratory studies confirm that inducing scarcity in previously non-scarce participants produces the same cognitive effects. The effect is situational, arising from the scarcity itself, not from stable individual differences.

6.7.3 A-Priority Is Adaptive

The priority given to A under deficit conditions is not a design flaw but an adaptation. Organisms whose survival-relevant needs could be easily overridden by curiosity or social concerns would not survive to reproduce. The architecture that makes A dominant under deficit is the architecture that kept ancestors alive.

This does not mean A-priority is always beneficial in modern contexts. The priority mechanism evolved in environments where A-deficits typically arose from immediate physical circumstances (no food available, exposure to cold) and were resolved through immediate physical action (find food, find shelter). In modern environments, A-deficits may be chronic (persistent poverty), may require complex rather than immediate solutions (navigating bureaucratic systems), and may be imposed deliberately by other humans (coercive arrangements). The architecture remains the same; the contexts have changed.



6.8 What A Is Not

6.8.1 A Is Not “Extrinsic Motivation”

Some psychological literature distinguishes “intrinsic” from “extrinsic” motivation: roughly, doing things for their own sake versus doing things for external reward. This distinction is related to but not identical with the AIM Framework’s I versus A-and-M.

A is one component of what the intrinsic/extrinsic literature calls “extrinsic motivation,” but A and M (to be developed in Chapter 8) are fundamentally different despite both being “extrinsic” in the traditional sense. A is deficit-driven and satiates; M (as will be shown) is comparison-driven and does not satiate. Collapsing them into a single “extrinsic” category obscures the structural differences that the AIM Framework makes central.

6.8.2 A Is Bounded by the Body

A is wider than a short list of drives and narrower than “needs” in the ordinary sense. It includes every departure from set-point the body reports, among them the bodily state of sustained stress, and it excludes the circumstances that produce those departures: shelter, income, security and health care are means of repair, not things A signals (Section 6.1.2).

The bodily boundary is what keeps A from becoming a catch-all for whatever an Individual feels they need, and it is what allows the satiation dynamic to be tested on a definite object.

6.8.3 A Does Not Include Mere Preferences Among A-Objects

A generates motivation toward A-Objects sufficient to correct deficit. It does not generate motivation toward specific A-Objects beyond functional adequacy.

Consider food. A generates hunger: motivation to eat something that will restore caloric balance. A does not generate preference for chocolate over bread, for expensive restaurants over home cooking, for particular cuisines over others. These preferences exist, but they arise from I (taste-pleasure, culinary interest) or from other sources, not from A-deficit.

The diagnostic: would this specific preference persist if all options were equally effective at addressing the A-deficit? If the hungry person prefers chocolate over bread even when both would resolve hunger equally, that preference has non-A components.

6.8.4 A Does Not Include Status-Relevant Dimensions

A-Objects can carry significance beyond their A-function. A house provides shelter (A-function), but may also support intrinsically motivated work, such as the garden it makes possible (I-function, to be developed in Chapter 7), and carries Salience, including the pleasure its form gives as perceived and the social significance it signals (to be developed in Chapter 8). The A-category includes only the A-function: the deficit-correction capacity.

This does not mean actual A-Objects are purely A. It means that when analysing motivation toward an A-Object, the A-component is the portion attributable to deficit-correction, and other components must be attributed to other sources. The full treatment of how sources combine in valuation of real Objects comes in Chapter 8.



Establishment Summary

This chapter has established Appetites as the first of the three motivational sources. A is empirically grounded in Cannon’s homeostasis research and the subsequent neuroscience of set-point regulation. It operates through hypothalamic-brainstem circuits that are anatomically and functionally distinct from circuits supporting I and M. Its defining properties (deficit-driven, urgency-producing, episodically satiating, cyclical) distinguish it from the other sources and generate a characteristic satisfaction trajectory. Evidence from independent manipulation confirms that A can be elevated or reduced without proportionate effects on I or M, justifying its treatment as a distinct component of motivational architecture.

Axiomatic Recap

This chapter drew upon:


	Axiom 1 (Three-Source Taxonomy): A’s definition, scope, and status as one of exactly three sources

	Axiom 2 (Common-Currency Integration): How A-signals enter the Decision Hub and compete with other motivational inputs for expression in behaviour

	Axiom 6 (Differential Satiation Dynamics): A’s characteristic episodic satiation pattern, distinguishing it from I (process-non-satiating, object-satiating) and M (non-satiating)



Forward Connection

Chapter 7 will develop Intrinsic Motivation with the same rigour: its empirical basis in Self-Determination Theory, its neural architecture in dopaminergic reward systems, its defining properties of process-reward and Private Persistence, and its distinctive satiation dynamics. Chapter 8 will develop Mimetic Desire: the third source, whose properties differ fundamentally from both A and I. Chapter 9 will then address how the three sources integrate in the Decision Hub, why source-tags are lost during integration (Source Opacity), and what this means for introspective access to motivational origins.

What Would Falsify This?

This chapter’s claims depend on the core AIM architecture. Falsification criteria for that architecture, including the three-source taxonomy and differential satiation dynamics, are stated in Chapter 4 (The Axiomatic and Architectural Foundation of AIM). The claims specific to this chapter (that A operates through homeostatic mechanisms, satiates episodically, and can be manipulated independently of I and M) represent established neuroscience that the AIM Framework incorporates, not novel AIM-specific predictions requiring separate falsification criteria.
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Appendix 6A: Diagram Placeholders

Diagram 6.1: A-Satisfaction Trajectory

[Detailed above in Section 6.5.3]

Diagram 6.2: Neural Architecture of A

Description: Schematic showing the hierarchical organisation of A-processing

Diagram should show:


	Bottom layer: Bodily sensors (gut, skin, blood vessels) sending signals upward

	Middle layer: Brainstem nuclei (nucleus of solitary tract, parabrachial) receiving and relaying signals

	Upper-middle layer: Hypothalamic nuclei (lateral, ventromedial, preoptic, etc.) integrating signals

	Top layer: Decision Hub (vmPFC/ventral striatum) receiving A-signals alongside I and M inputs

	Arrows showing information flow upward and motivational output downward



Caption: “The neural hierarchy of A: bodily signals are detected by peripheral sensors, relayed through brainstem nuclei, integrated in hypothalamic structures, and transmitted to the Decision Hub where they compete with I and M signals for behavioural expression.”



Appendix 6B: Key Terms Introduced in This Chapter









	Term
	Brief Definition
	Section





	Homeostatic
	Relating to the body’s maintenance of stable internal conditions through regulatory feedback
	6.1.1



	Set-point
	Target value for a physiological parameter toward which regulatory systems work
	6.2.2



	Deficit-driven
	Motivational property: arising from departure from set-point
	6.4.1



	Episodic satiation
	Motivational property: genuine termination of wanting upon deficit-correction
	6.4.3



	A-cycle
	The trajectory of A-motivation from baseline through deficit, acquisition, satiation, and return
	6.5.1



	Bandwidth effect
	Cognitive loss under scarcity, as the shortfall occupies the Thinker and the stress it sets off loads A
	6.7.2



	Bodily boundary
	A is bounded by the body; within it, membership is tested by urgency and satiation
	6.1.5







Chapter 7: Intrinsic Motivation (I), Process-Rewarding Engagement



Position Statement

This chapter establishes the nature and properties of Intrinsic Motivation (I), the second of the three motivational sources that together constitute the AIM Framework’s taxonomy of human motivation. Intrinsic Motivation is self-endorsed engagement in activities that are rewarding in the doing (curiosity, mastery, play, exploration, care, aesthetic and creative work), that people continue in private without audience or external reward, typically strengthening as competence and meaning deepen.

Appetites (A) signal a deficit that closes on repair and recurs on a physiological cycle, and the reward is the relief. I signals a deficit too, for the Object the process it is running requires, but that deficit closes on acquisition without recurring, and the reward is in the running rather than in the closure. Unlike Mimetic Desire (M), which will be detailed in Chapter 8, I persists privately without audience and produces durable satisfaction upon completion rather than transient hedonic spikes followed by reference-point reset. The contrast between I-accomplishment and M-status achievement (two phenomena that superficially resemble each other but differ fundamentally in their phenomenology, dynamics, and welfare consequences) is among the most consequential distinctions in the AIM Framework.

The chapter establishes I as empirically grounded in Self-Determination Theory (Deci & Ryan), flow research (Csikszentmihalyi), and the overjustification effect literature (Lepper, Greene, & Nisbett). These research programmes demonstrate that I constitutes a genuine motivational source with distinctive properties that cannot be reduced to either homeostatic regulation or social transmission.



Dependency Statement

This chapter requires prior understanding of:


	Chapter 1’s framing of AIM as the “germ theory” of motivation: the claim that disaggregating motivation into its three source components enables predictions, diagnoses, and interventions that undifferentiated models cannot generate

	Chapter 2’s canonical definitions of Intrinsic Motivation (I), Individual, Object, Decision Hub, Source Opacity, Confabulation, and the nine core axioms, particularly Axiom 1 (Three-Source Taxonomy), Axiom 2 (Common-Currency Integration), and Axiom 6 (Differential Satiation Dynamics)

	Chapter 4’s demonstration that exactly three sources are required (neither two nor four), and that I constitutes one of the three dissociable motivational systems with distinct neural substrates, independent manipulability, and characteristic behavioural signatures

	Chapter 6’s treatment of Appetites (A) (its homeostatic basis in hypothalamic monitoring, deficit-driven urgency, episodic satiation upon restoration, cyclical recurrence, and independent manipulability), which establishes the comparative baseline against which I’s distinctive properties become visible



The reader does not yet know the detailed treatment of Mimetic Desire (Chapter 8) or source integration dynamics (Chapter 9). References to M in this chapter are therefore minimal: sufficient only to note contrast (e.g., “unlike the third source, which does not satiate in this way”) without elaboration of M’s structure or dynamics.

The Output-Capacity Entailment Principle (OCEP, Chapter 3) requires that if the human system regularly produces outputs characterised by flow, curiosity, mastery pursuit, and creative engagement, outputs that diminish or vanish when external rewards are introduced (the Overjustification Effect), then a capacity to produce such outputs is a stable property of the system. The Completeness Criterion for General Theory Status (CCGT) makes this an obligation: any general theory must account for I-outputs as a distinct category.



Derivation Preview

This chapter draws upon Axiom 1 (Three-Source Taxonomy) and Axiom 6 (Differential Satiation Dynamics) as its central commitments.

From Axiom 1: Human motivation arises from exactly three neurologically distinct sources: Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), and Mimetic Desire (M). This chapter details the second source, establishing its properties as empirically distinct from both A and M.

From Axiom 6: The three sources exhibit structurally different satiation properties. A satiates episodically and cyclically. I deepens rather than terminates: competence generates new frontiers; only specific tools/means satiate. M has no natural satiation signal. This chapter elaborates the I-specific satiation dynamics, including the critical distinction between non-satiating I-processes and satiating I-enabling Objects, and introduces the concept of I-accomplishment as the characteristic phenomenology of I-episode termination.

The derivation proceeds by establishing:


	I as empirically grounded in Self-Determination Theory and flow research

	The neural architecture that distinguishes I from A and M systems

	The four defining properties that render I identifiable through behavioural signatures

	The distinctive satiation dynamics wherein the I-process deepens rather than terminates while I-enabling Objects satiate upon functional adequacy

	The phenomenology of I-accomplishment as distinct from both A-satiation and M-status achievement

	Fun as I’s real-time engagement signal and boredom as I’s natural termination condition, with diagnostic implications for M-contamination and Mimetic Lock-In

	Humour as Fun whose open question closes within the episode that opens it

	Evidence for independent manipulability, establishing I as a genuine third primitive rather than a derivative of A or M





Chapter Preview

The chapter will demonstrate:


	Definition and scope: The canonical definition of Intrinsic Motivation and the range of human activities it encompasses, including the two ways a work of Art engages I, making and interpreting

	Empirical basis: The grounding in Self-Determination Theory (Deci & Ryan) and flow research (Csikszentmihalyi)

	Neural architecture: The dopaminergic midbrain circuits supporting I, with their distinction from homeostatic and social-comparison circuits

	Defining properties: The four properties that distinguish I: process-rewarding, privately persistent, competence-expanding, and autonomy-dependent

	Satiation dynamics: The critical distinction between non-satiating I-processes and satiating I-enabling Objects

	I-accomplishment: The phenomenology of I-episode completion as distinct from A-satiation and M-status achievement

	Fun and boredom: Fun as I’s real-time engagement signal; boredom as I’s natural termination condition; diagnostic implications for M-contamination and Mimetic Lock-In

	Humour: Fun in which the open question closes in the episode that opens it, with the sign of the integrated valuation deciding between amusement, fear and offence

	Independent manipulability: Evidence including the overjustification effect

	What I is not: Boundary clarifications to prevent common confusions

	Entertainment: The relation in which I and M are engaged under A-quiescence, with the Observer resting on the content an Object supplies rather than on the Individual’s own executed action





7.1 Definition and Scope

Intrinsic Motivation (I) is self-endorsed engagement in activities that are rewarding in the doing (curiosity, mastery, play, exploration, care, aesthetic and creative work), that people continue in private without audience or external reward, typically strengthening as competence and meaning deepen.

The critical diagnostic feature of I is Private Persistence: if an activity continues when no one is watching and no external reward is contingent on performance, and is rewarding in the doing, the motivation is I-driven (Section 7.4.2). This distinguishes I from M in its special case, which loses its input without audience and falls away once the loop holding it releases, and from A, which terminates upon satiation regardless of audience.

7.1.1 The Range of I-Driven Activities

The I category encompasses a broad range of human activities united by their common structure rather than their content:


	Curiosity and learning: The researcher pursuing a question for its own sake, the reader absorbed in understanding, the student who continues studying after the exam

	Mastery and skill development: The musician practising alone at midnight, the craftsperson refining technique, the athlete training beyond competitive requirements

	Creative expression: The painter working on a canvas no one will see, the writer drafting without publication intent, the composer developing a piece for private satisfaction

	Play and exploration: The gardener absorbed in tending plants, the hiker exploring terrain, the child engaged in imaginative play

	Care and connection: The parent caring for a child when no observer is present, the friend listening without expectation of reciprocation, the volunteer whose service continues regardless of recognition



These activities differ in domain, but they share the property that the doing itself generates reward sufficient to sustain engagement without external validation or physiological necessity.

7.1.2 Social Motivation Within I

The desire to be with other people is an Intrinsic Motivation. Loneliness, the desire to perform to an audience as expression rather than status-seeking, and the drive to connect with others are I-driven when they persist in private and are not contingent on status return.

Not all social motivation is mimetic: genuine connection and care are I-driven. The diagnostic question is whether the social engagement would persist if no status benefit attached to it and if the relationship were invisible to third parties. If yes, the motivation is I; if the engagement evaporates when visibility is removed, it was M-driven.

A musician who performs for an audience may be primarily I-driven (the performance is an expression of mastery and creative vision, which would persist even if the audience were smaller or less prestigious) or primarily M-driven (the performance is a status display, which would collapse without the right audience). The same activity can be sustained by different sources; the diagnostic lies in what happens when audience conditions change.

7.1.2.1 Another Individual as an I-Object

The Thinker’s Ground-Resolution function is recruited by the unresolved and the mispredicted, and Boredom registers the exhaustion of an Object’s unresolved structure. Most I-Objects exhaust in time: a puzzle is solved, a landscape becomes familiar, a technique is mastered and the next one is sought. Another Individual differs in one respect that carries the consequence. The other Individual runs the same architecture, so the other Individual’s Belief Register and Self-Model are revised continuously by the other Individual’s own Ground-Resolution, and part of what revises them is the engagement itself. An Individual who is engaged with another Individual therefore keeps meeting a changed Object, the Thinker’s predictions about that Object keep failing, and each failure recruits Ground-Resolution again. Another Individual can supply the I-process with unresolved structure without limit, which no static Object can.

Relatedness, as a pillar of Intrinsic Motivation, is the process reward of this engagement where the engagement runs in both directions and persists without an audience. Shared activity deepens relatedness by the same route: randomised assignment of couples to novel shared activity raises relationship satisfaction (Reissman, Aron and Bergen, 1993), and the benefit tracks the expansion of what each partner can do rather than the arousal the activity produces (Tomlinson, Hughes, Lewandowski, Aron and Geyer, 2019). The integration of this I-component with the Appetitive and Mimetic components that also bear on relationships, and the case of romantic and sexual partnership in particular, are derived at Chapter 9, Section 9.15.

7.1.3 I-Enabling Objects

I-driven engagement often requires Objects (tools, instruments, materials, access, resources), that enable the process. The guitarist needs a guitar; the researcher needs equipment; the gardener needs seeds and soil.

These I-enabling Objects are wanted instrumentally, as means to the I-process, not as ends in themselves. The Chapter 2 definition specifies: “I-enabling Objects (tools, instruments, access) satiate once functionally adequate.” The guitarist who acquires a guitar adequate for her current level and anticipated development experiences termination of guitar-wanting, the deficit her process signalled for the instrument having closed. She does not want additional guitars beyond functional adequacy.

This instrumental relationship distinguishes I-object-wanting from M-object-wanting. When Objects are wanted because of what they signal to observers (when the desire depends on others knowing about the acquisition), the motivation has shifted from I to M. Section 7.5 develops diagnostic criteria for distinguishing these cases.

7.1.4 Art: Making and Interpreting

A work of Art engages Intrinsic Motivation in two ways, and the two occupy different positions in the loop.

Making a work is I in the sense of Section 7.1.1: the painter at a canvas no one will see, the composer working a phrase until it resolves. The requirement signal is anchored to the work in hand, which the maker can check the want against (Chapter 8, Section 8.2.5). The process rewards in the doing and ends on completion, on Boredom, or on interruption (Section 7.5). The finished work is an occasion of I-Accomplishment (Section 7.5.3).

Interpreting a work is also I, but it runs downstream of perception. Perceiving a work is the Observer’s function. The Observer reads the work’s configuration before conscious access is available, the Decision Hub integrates that Salience, and the Scalar reaches the Thinker as Evidence the Individual did not choose (Chapter 8, Section 8.1.9). Interpretation therefore never begins from neutral. By the time the Thinker can ask what a work is doing, the work has already arrived as a pull or a recoil, and the first task of the Thinker is the Ground-Resolution of that valuation. Interpretation then combines that Evidence with Evidence the Thinker holds independently: what the work depicts, when and how it was made, what it claims, and what else its maker made. A form the Individual has not met before recruits Ground-Resolution directly, and the recruitment is felt as Curiosity (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3). Boredom marks the point at which the work holds nothing left unresolved for that Individual.

Interpretation differs from perception in what it leaves behind. The Observer’s contribution arrives with no anchoring phenomenology. Interpretation arrives with effort, Curiosity and Boredom, and it ends in a conclusion that can be held up against the work (Chapter 8, Section 8.2.5). Interpretation is therefore where the pull of a form can be held apart from the claims the work makes. An Individual whose Hypothesis Space holds the form as a ground for the valuation can resolve the valuation to the form and test the content on its own terms. An Individual whose Hypothesis Space lacks that Hypothesis credits the value of the form to the claim, which is the Aesthetic Carriage Principle (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.4.1).

The two ways map onto the positions of Section 7.7.7. Receiving a work, with the Individual’s own action absent from the content, is the reception position, and interpretation is the I-engagement that runs there. Making a work loads the Observer with the maker’s own action as re-perceived and with the audience the work is made for, the position in which Section 7.7.7 shows the Thinker’s engagement narrowed. Nothing exempts the maker from perceiving. A maker who steps back from a work in progress perceives it through the Observer, receives that Salience through the Scalar as any viewer does, and resolves it through the Thinker. For that moment the maker is interpreting the work.

The diagnostic of Section 7.1 applies to both. Making that continues with no audience is I, and so is interpretation that continues when no one will hear the reading. An interpretation offered so as to be seen interpreting carries M.



7.2 Empirical Basis: Self-Determination Theory and Flow Research

The empirical foundation for I as a distinct motivational source rests primarily on two research programmes: Self-Determination Theory (SDT), developed by Edward Deci and Richard Ryan, and flow research, developed by Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi. Together, these programmes establish that humans possess motivational capacities that operate independently of homeostatic deficit and external reward: capacities with their own characteristic properties, neural substrates, and behavioural signatures.

7.2.1 Self-Determination Theory

Deci and Ryan’s Self-Determination Theory (1985) establishes that humans have innate psychological needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness that generate motivation independent of external reward or homeostatic deficit. Activities satisfying these needs are pursued for their own sake and are undermined by contingent external incentives: a phenomenon the literature terms the “overjustification effect.”

The Three Basic Psychological Needs:


	Autonomy: The need to experience behaviour as volitional and self-endorsed, to be the origin of one’s actions rather than controlled by external forces

	Competence: The need to experience effectiveness in action, to feel capable and to develop mastery

	Relatedness: The need to experience connection with others, to feel belonging and to care and be cared for



When activities satisfy these needs, individuals report higher well-being, greater persistence, and deeper engagement than when pursuing the same activities for external reasons. This finding establishes that intrinsic motivation is not merely the absence of extrinsic motivation but a positive motivational state with its own characteristic properties.

The Overjustification Effect:

SDT’s most consequential finding for AIM is that intrinsic motivation can be undermined by introducing contingent external rewards. This finding would be inexplicable if all motivation were fungible, if wanting were undifferentiated, adding reward should always increase motivation. The fact that adding reward sometimes decreases motivation demonstrates that intrinsic and extrinsic motivation are not merely different amounts of the same thing but structurally different systems with different operating dynamics.

The overjustification effect (detailed in Section 7.6) provides critical evidence for I as a distinct source. Under AIM’s interpretation, contingent external reward introduces social comparison and evaluation into what was previously process-rewarding engagement, shifting the weight distribution from I-led to M-contaminated.

SDT’s Full Architecture: Six Mini-Theories

The treatment above draws on SDT’s earliest and most widely cited contribution: the distinction between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation and the demonstration that contingent rewards can undermine the former. But SDT as it stands today is not a single theory with a single binary. It comprises six mini-theories, two of which bear directly on the relationship between SDT and AIM.

The first is Organismic Integration Theory (OIT), which replaces the simple intrinsic/extrinsic binary with a continuum of regulatory styles for extrinsic motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Gagné & Deci, 2005). OIT identifies four subtypes of extrinsic motivation arranged by degree of internalisation:


	External regulation: behaviour controlled by external contingencies (rewards, punishments)

	Introjected regulation: behaviour driven by internal pressures (ego-involvement, contingent self-worth, guilt, shame-avoidance) that have been partially internalised but remain controlling

	Identified regulation: behaviour the Individual endorses as personally important, even if not inherently enjoyable

	Integrated regulation: behaviour fully assimilated into the Individual’s values and sense of self, experienced as autonomous



This continuum is a genuine achievement. It captures the phenomenological reality that not all extrinsic motivation feels the same, and that the degree to which extrinsic goals are experienced as autonomous matters for well-being. AIM does not dispute the phenomenological observations OIT describes. What AIM observes is that OIT asks a different question from the one AIM’s architecture addresses. OIT asks: how autonomously is this motivation regulated? It tracks the Individual’s perceived locus of causality, the felt quality of the regulatory experience. AIM asks: from where did the desire for this Object originate, and was that origin visible to the Individual? The question is about desire acquisition, not desire regulation. The two questions are orthogonal. A desire that has been fully integrated along OIT’s continuum (experienced as autonomous, value-consistent, and self-endorsed) may nonetheless have been installed by Preconscious Transmission. SDT’s regulatory assessment cannot detect this. AIM’s architectural account can.

The second is Goal Contents Theory (GCT), SDT’s fifth mini-theory, which distinguishes intrinsic aspirations (community contribution, close relationships, personal growth, physical health) from extrinsic aspirations (financial success, fame, image/appearance) (Kasser & Ryan, 1996). GCT’s central finding is that the relative importance Individuals place on extrinsic versus intrinsic goals predicts well-being: higher extrinsic goal emphasis is associated with lower well-being, more anxiety, and poorer psychological health, even controlling for goal attainment.

GCT’s explanation for why Individuals pursue extrinsic goals is need-frustration (Vansteenkiste and Ryan, 2013): people pursue status and material goals because their needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness have been chronically thwarted, producing insecurity, and they substitute external indicators of worth. Under GCT, M (in AIM’s terminology) is not a source; it is a symptom. This is an empirically productive observation that has generated important findings. But it is a high-level regularity that provides no generative mechanism. Four specific gaps arise.

First, object selection is unspecified. Need frustration does not generate desire for this handbag or that car. Something must install the particular target. GCT has no transmission mechanism for object-specific wanting. The Individual whose needs are frustrated could in principle pursue any compensatory object; GCT cannot explain why they pursue the specific objects they pursue. AIM can: Preconscious Transmission delivers the Observer’s reading of what observed Models pursue, through social-reward circuitry operating within the Transmission Window (60-340ms). The Individual wants this Object because a Model was observed pursuing it.

Second, phenomenological invisibility is unexplained. If extrinsic goals are compensatory substitutes for frustrated needs, the Individual should experience them as second-best, as coping, as something they turn to because what they really need is unavailable. They do not. They experience extrinsic goals as genuine wanting, often as their deepest aspirations. GCT has no architectural explanation for why the substitution is phenomenologically invisible. AIM does: Preconscious Transmission (Axiom 7) ensures the M-desire is integrated before conscious awareness arrives; Source Opacity (Axiom 3) ensures the social origin cannot be recovered from the felt desire; Confabulation (Axiom 4) fills the resulting gap with a self-generated narrative. The desire feels authentically one’s own because the acquisition event was never consciously registered.

Third, need-satisfied Individuals also pursue extrinsic goals. The need-frustration model predicts that Individuals whose autonomy, competence, and relatedness are well-supported should not pursue extrinsic goals, or should pursue them less intensely. They do, routinely. Tenured professors with autonomy, deep competence, and rich collegial relationships still pursue citation counts and h-indices. Athletes with supportive coaching environments still obsess over rankings. The need-frustration model must treat these cases as residual noise or as evidence of undetected frustration. AIM predicts them as the default case: Preconscious Transmission is architectural, operating through mirror-neuron-mediated goal-copying regardless of need-satisfaction state. The pathway does not check whether basic needs are satisfied before firing.

Fourth, non-satiation is unexplained. If extrinsic goals compensate for frustrated needs, achieving the extrinsic goal should either partially compensate (producing some relief) or demonstrably fail to compensate (at which point the Individual should learn the substitution does not work and abandon it). Neither happens. Individuals achieve extrinsic goals, experience reference-point reset, and pursue again at higher levels, indefinitely. GCT’s compensatory model cannot explain why the substitution never self-corrects. AIM can: M has no natural satiation signal (Axiom 6) because the Observer’s Salience assessment over the perceived field has no completion condition. Status is comparative and positional, so each achievement shifts the reference point, which is how that non-satiation shows. Non-satiation is a structural property of the source, not a contingent failure of the compensation strategy. Its architectural source is that the Observer’s Salience signal is integrated into the Common-Currency Scalar (the Scalar) whose function is corrective action and, being positive here, is therefore felt as a deficit; where the Salience is mimetically installed there is no shortfall beneath it for any achievement to close, so the substitution can never self-correct and reference-point reset is the form the non-satiation takes at the level of the comparison set (the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Chapter 2).

AIM explains GCT’s need-frustration finding as a predicted consequence of Decision Hub integration dynamics. When autonomy, competence, and relatedness are chronically thwarted, I-engagement is suppressed, because I is autonomy-dependent, competence-expanding, and relatedness-supported. With I suppressed, M faces reduced competition at the Decision Hub. The Individual’s weight distribution shifts from I-led to M-led, and the behavioural output is extrinsic goal pursuit. The correlation GCT documents is real. The mechanism is architectural competition between I and M at the Decision Hub, modulated by need-satisfaction conditions. Need frustration amplifies susceptibility to M by removing the I-engagement that would otherwise compete for Decision Hub weight. But need frustration does not cause M. M is always operating.

This reframing generates a testable prediction that GCT’s need-frustration model does not: M-driven extrinsic goal pursuit should also occur in need-satisfied Individuals whenever M-amplifying conditions (high observability, prestige cues, competitive evaluation) are present, even when autonomy, competence, and relatedness are well-supported. The need-frustration model predicts this should not happen. It does.

Introjected Regulation and the Observer

One of OIT’s four extrinsic subtypes captures a phenomenological signature that the architecture predicts. Introjected regulation (ego-involvement, contingent self-worth, behaviour driven by approval-seeking or shame-avoidance) describes motivation experienced as internal pressure rather than external demand, where the Individual acts against a standard felt as binding but not as their own.

The taxonomy that houses it sorts motivation by regulatory quality: how autonomously a regulation is experienced once the Individual holds it. That is a different question from where the regulation came from, and the two remain orthogonal. A desire installed by Preconscious Transmission may be experienced as introjected, or, where the transmission was deep and sustained, as identified or even integrated, endorsed as value-consistent, experienced as autonomous, and reported as self-determined on any standard measure. Regulatory quality is not diagnostic of source, which is what Source Opacity predicts.

Against that background the architecture supports one narrow claim, and it concerns acquisition rather than regulation. The Observer transmits Salience bound to whatever Object the Model’s directional valence marked (Section 8.1.3). Where what the Model’s directional valence marked was the Individual’s own standing, what the Individual receives is a Salience reading with themselves as its Object; a goal about how they are regarded, arriving through the same channel and in the same Transmission Window as any other. The Individual-as-Object Principle (Section 8.10) already establishes that the Individual can occupy the Object position; this is that case, running inward. What the literature describes as the internalised evaluative gaze need not be stored and replayed on this route. It is regenerated locally, each time, by the Observer.

The consequence concerns what the Thinker is given to work with. Integration, on the taxonomy’s account, is the reconciliation of a regulation with the Individual’s other values and needs, and reconciliation requires knowing what is being reconciled. Common-Currency Integration has already stripped the source-tag (Axiom 3), so the Thinker has no origin to reconcile against; and because a positive Salience reading integrated into a corrective currency is felt as deficit, the standard presents as a shortfall with nothing beneath it that meeting the standard could close (the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Chapter 2). What follows is not that the standard cannot come to be endorsed. The Thinker is perfectly capable of endorsing it, and Confabulation (Axiom 4) describes how: an account of why the standard is one’s own is supplied, sincerely, from material that never included its origin. What follows is that the endorsement is reached by construction rather than by reconciliation. On this route the Individual may arrive at any point on the taxonomy’s continuum, and the arrival says nothing about where the standard came from, which is the same result Source Opacity yields everywhere else, appearing here in the one place the taxonomy is most likely to be read as reporting it.

The claim is bounded in three ways, and each boundary matters. It concerns one channel, not the category: introjected regulation admits several origins, and the architecture speaks only to goals adopted because they were made salient, without deliberation. It makes no claim about the deliberate adoption of another’s standard, which is a different operation with a different phenomenology. And it makes no claim about what the Thinker subsequently builds from material already available to it. An Individual may construct an internal critic by reflection, by reasoning about obligation, or by any route the Thinker supports; nothing in the architecture argues against that, and nothing here is an account of it. What the architecture supplies is a mechanism for the case where no such construction occurred and the standard is nonetheless in force.

The structure this describes is independently attested. Introjected standards have been measured as represented others’ standards applied to the self, and distinguished from standards the Individual shares or holds independently (Moretti and Higgins, 1999); the adoption of an observer’s perspective on oneself is documented as a recurring process in its own right (Fredrickson and Roberts, 1997). What has been available less readily is the transfer. Observers acquire a demonstrator’s valuations from observation alone, remain unaware of the demonstrator’s influence, and attribute the acquired preference to properties of the target itself (Schultner, Lindström, Cikara, and Amodio, 2024): acquisition, opacity, and misattribution in a single experimental sequence. Naming the channel gives an existing description a causal account of how the standard arrives.

7.2.2 Flow Research

Csikszentmihalyi’s research on “flow” states (1990) provides complementary evidence for I as a distinct motivational phenomenon. Flow describes the phenomenology of optimal experience: the state of complete absorption in an activity where challenge matches skill, action and awareness merge, and the sense of time is altered.

Characteristics of Flow States:


	Loss of self-consciousness (reduced default-mode network activity)

	Intrinsic reward independent of outcome

	Merging of action and awareness

	Clear goals with immediate feedback

	Concentration on the task at hand

	Altered sense of time (typically, time seems to pass quickly)



Flow states are characterised by engagement with the process itself, not anticipation of external reward or audience response. The canonical citation for I’s deepening rather than satiating property comes from this research: “optimal experience feeds back into higher complexity and skill, preventing simple satiation.” In the architecture’s terms the enjoyment of flow is the joy in the doing at its most concentrated, the liking of each stage closing with nothing else competing for it (Chapter 4, Sections 4.3.2 and 4.4.5).

The Flow Channel:

Csikszentmihalyi’s model specifies that flow occurs in a “channel” where challenge matches skill. If challenge exceeds skill, the result is anxiety; if skill exceeds challenge, the result is boredom. Peak intrinsic motivation occurs at the frontier of current competence: what developmental psychologists call the “zone of proximal development.”

This model explains why I-engagement deepens rather than terminates: as competence grows, optimal challenge rises, and new possibilities become visible that were previously invisible. The guitarist who masters one technique discovers new techniques to pursue; the researcher who answers one question discovers new questions to ask. Competence generates new frontiers rather than completing a bounded task.

7.2.3 AIM’s Extensions of SDT and Flow Research

AIM incorporates these research programmes while extending them in two directions:

Extension 1: Three-Source Taxonomy

AIM situates I within a three-source taxonomy rather than treating it as one pole of a binary. As Section 7.2.1 established, SDT itself moved beyond the simple intrinsic/extrinsic binary through Organismic Integration Theory’s four-subtype continuum of extrinsic regulation. AIM’s critique is therefore not that SDT operates with a crude binary (it does not), but that even OIT’s four-subtype continuum does not capture the A/M distinction. External regulation, introjected regulation, identified regulation, and integrated regulation describe different regulatory qualities of extrinsic motivation. None of them maps onto the structural difference between A-driven behaviour (eating when hungry, seeking shelter when cold) and M-driven behaviour (acquiring status symbols, seeking recognition).

A and M have entirely different dynamics, neural substrates, and satiation properties. A satiates episodically; M does not satiate at all. A operates through homeostatic circuits; M operates through social-reward circuits. A-satisfaction produces durable welfare gains; M-satisfaction produces reference-point reset. These differences cut across OIT’s regulatory continuum rather than mapping onto it. An A-driven behaviour can be externally regulated (working to pay rent) or integrated (choosing to eat well because one values health). An M-driven behaviour can be externally regulated (performing for a boss’s approval) or integrated (pursuing a career one sincerely believes reflects one’s deepest values, where that Belief was installed by Preconscious Transmission and sustained by Source Opacity). AIM’s three-source structure enables predictions that neither the original binary nor OIT’s continuum can generate: specifically, predictions about when motivation will satiate (A-driven), deepen (I-driven), or escalate without bound (M-driven).

Extension 2: Architectural Explanation

AIM provides the neural architecture (common-currency integration, Source Opacity) that explains why contingent external rewards undermine intrinsic motivation. The explanation: contingent rewards introduce social comparison (M-dynamics) into what was previously process-rewarding (I-dynamics), shifting the weight distribution in the Decision Hub. The activity becomes associated with audience and payment rather than private satisfaction, and if the payments stop, the motivation may not return to its original state because the frame has shifted from I-led to M-contaminated.

This architectural explanation generates intervention implications that SDT’s original formulation does not specify: protecting I requires not merely avoiding contingent rewards but actively managing the conditions (observability, comparison, evaluation) that allow M to infiltrate I-domains.

The Relation Is Stratification, Not Correction

The two extensions above operate under the Empirical Acceptance Principle (Chapter 5, Section 5.9): the findings of both research programmes are accepted in full as valid evidence requiring explanation, and what AIM supplies is architecture, not replacement data. But the relation to Self-Determination Theory is more specific than acceptance, and it governs everything this chapter does and does not engage.

SDT characterises motivation as it presents above the threshold of integration: the felt quality of a regulation, the experienced locus of causality, the deliberative work the Individual performs on the goals and standards they find themselves holding. That is the Thinker’s domain, and within it SDT’s account stands. Nothing in this book revises the regulatory taxonomy, the three basic needs, or the conditions under which internalisation proceeds well or badly. AIM describes what happens below that threshold (the sources that feed the Decision Hub, the integration that merges them into a single currency, and the destruction of source-identity that integration entails) before anything reaches the level at which SDT’s constructs are defined. The two accounts are strata of one system, not rivals for one territory. Where this chapter has identified something SDT’s instruments cannot detect, the cause is not a defect in the instruments. It is that the quantity lies below the level at which they measure, and no refinement of a measure defined over experienced regulation will recover a source-tag that was destroyed before experience began.

The same stratification explains where the explanatory revision falls. The Empirical Acceptance Principle holds that findings stand while the explanations attached to them may require updating, and the strata say which explanations those are: not SDT’s account of the Thinker’s operations, which is correct where it operates, but the architectural assumptions beneath it: that a desire’s presence in consciousness is informative about its origin, and that the motivation reaching the Individual’s awareness arrives as an undifferentiated quantity rather than as the integrated output of three sources with different dynamics. Those assumptions were never SDT’s contributions. They were the inheritance every motivational psychology received from the era before the architecture was identified, and revising them leaves every SDT construct standing on a specified foundation rather than an assumed one.



7.3 Neural Architecture

Intrinsic Motivation is implemented by dopaminergic midbrain projections to ventral striatum and prefrontal cortex. These circuits support persistent, process-focused value that can grow with competence and meaning: a fundamentally different profile from homeostatic circuits (hypothalamus and brainstem nuclei for A) and social-comparison circuits (mirror-neuron systems and social-reward pathways for M).

7.3.1 Dopaminergic Midbrain and Curiosity Circuits

Gruber, Gelman, and Ranganath (2014) demonstrate that states of curiosity enhance dopaminergic activity in nucleus accumbens and midbrain. Critically, these curiosity-driven dopamine signals predict enhanced hippocampal encoding and subsequent memory. This distinguishes curiosity from mere attention: dopamine amplifies the learning signal itself, not just behavioural vigour.

Subjects report that learning feels intrinsically rewarding during high-curiosity states: the process itself generates reward. This is the neural signature of I: reward from engagement rather than from deficit-correction (A) or from social validation (M).

Di Domenico and Ryan (2017) review evidence that intrinsically motivated activities show dopaminergic activity even without external rewards or social feedback. Importantly, when external rewards are introduced in a contingent, controlling manner, dopaminergic activity in intrinsic-reward circuits decreases: the neural signature of motivation crowding-out. This demonstrates that intrinsic reward has a distinct neural substrate and can be suppressed by extrinsic framing.

7.3.2 Midbrain-Hippocampus Coupling

Curiosity states activate a distinctive midbrain-hippocampus coupling that enhances learning not only for the information sought but also for incidental material encountered during exploration. This coupling predicts better long-term retention and spontaneous exploration even when no immediate reward is available.

This neural signature distinguishes I from both A and M:


	A-circuits do not show this learning-enhancement pattern; homeostatic drives focus attention on the corrective stimulus without privileged memory consolidation

	M-circuits show enhanced encoding for socially relevant information (status cues, model behaviour) but not the generalised learning enhancement characteristic of curiosity states



The midbrain-hippocampus coupling explains why I-engagement produces competence expansion: the neural systems supporting curiosity are architecturally connected to memory systems in ways that produce cumulative skill development.

7.3.3 Flow-State Neural Signature

Neuroimaging studies of flow states reveal coordinated activation in anterior insula (self-referential processing), anterior cingulate (performance monitoring), and striatal regions, but notably reduced activity in default-mode network regions associated with mind-wandering and self-consciousness.

This network pattern is distinct from reward-anticipation patterns and suggests that flow involves a shift in self-directed attention rather than anticipation of external reward. The reduced default-mode activity corresponds to the phenomenological report of “losing oneself” in the activity: the characteristic absorption of I-engagement.

7.3.4 Distinction from A and M Circuits

The neural architecture of I is partially distinct from both A and M systems:

Distinction from A:

Appetites are monitored in the hypothalamus and interoceptive areas, modulating OFC and ventral striatum so that the same stimulus is highly valued when the Individual is deprived and negligible when sated. A supports episodic, satisfiable value: intense, then rapidly declining after correction.

I circuits, by contrast, support persistent, process-focused value that can grow with competence and meaning. There is no “satiation” of curiosity in the way there is satiation of hunger. The hungry person who eats enough stops wanting to eat; the curious person who learns something does not stop wanting to learn: they discover new questions.

Distinction from M:

Mirror neuron systems in parietal and premotor cortex fire when we observe others acting toward goals; these systems project to ventral striatum, so observed goals gain value in our own choice architecture. Social reward responses in ventral striatum (likes, prestige, approval) further amplify the value of mimetic targets.

I-circuits do not require this social input: they generate reward from process engagement regardless of whether anyone is watching or what anyone else values. The empirical signature is observable: I-driven activities persist in private while M-driven activities show sharp drop-off when observability is removed.

7.3.5 Neural Timing and Source Detection

A critical asymmetry in neural timing affects the detectability of different sources:


	A-signals arise from bodily states that are partly accessible to awareness (hunger pangs, fatigue, pain). The Individual cannot see the source-tag, but can observe correlated bodily phenomenology.

	I-signals arise from engagement with activities. The Individual cannot see the source-tag, but can observe whether the activity remains rewarding when audience and external stakes are removed.

	M-signals arrive preconsciously via mirror-neuron systems (within the Transmission Window, 60–340ms) and are integrated before the approximately 300–500ms threshold at which conscious awareness becomes possible. The Individual cannot see the source-tag and has no correlated phenomenology to observe; the mimetic acquisition event itself was never consciously registered.



This timing asymmetry explains why I is more accessible to diagnostic reconstruction than M. The Individual can retrospectively ask “Would I still want this if no one were watching?” and generate meaningful evidence from imagining the audience-removed condition. For M, no such reconstruction is possible because the acquisition was never conscious.



7.4 Defining Properties of Intrinsic Motivation

Four defining properties distinguish I from A and M. These properties are not arbitrary stipulations but emerge from the neural architecture and generate testable behavioural signatures.

7.4.1 Process-Rewarding

I-driven activities are rewarding in the doing, not merely in their outcomes. The value lies in the engagement itself:


	The act of playing music, not the applause that follows

	The act of solving a problem, not the credential that certifies the solution

	The act of gardening, not the photograph of the garden

	The act of caring for another, not the gratitude received



This distinguishes I from A, where the outcome (satiation of deficit) is what terminates and rewards the activity. A hungry person eating does not find the chewing intrinsically rewarding; they find the relief of hunger rewarding. Remove the deficit, and the activity loses its value.

I-driven engagement has no analogous structure: the guitarist who plays for hours does not “use up” her enjoyment of playing; she deepens it. The reward is generated by the process continuously, not delivered at termination. It is generated continuously because each stage of the process registers and closes its own deficit as the work proceeds, and the liking that accompanies each closure is the joy in the doing (Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2); the accomplishment that comes at completion is a second liking, not a replacement for the first.

Diagnostic application: If removing the outcome would eliminate the motivation for the activity, the activity is not I-driven (it may be A-driven if the outcome is deficit-correction, or M-driven if the outcome is recognition/status). If the activity would continue even without any outcome beyond the engagement itself, the activity is I-driven.

7.4.2 Privately Persistent

The diagnostic signature of I is Private Persistence. If an activity continues when no one is watching and no external reward is contingent on performance, across an interval long enough for an established Mimetic valuation to release, the motivation is not M in its special case, and where it also deepens with competence it is I-driven.

This distinguishes I from M in its special case, which loses its input without audience and falls away once the loop holding it releases. The third source (detailed in Chapter 8) is the Salience channel, and in its special case its input is social observation: wanting what others want, pursuing what confers status. When the audience is removed, M-driven motivation of that kind loses its input, because there is no one for whom to perform, no comparison to win, no Status the field will confer. The collapse can lag the removal: an established Mimetic valuation releases only once the withdrawal carries its loop below the release point, which lies below the point at which the loop ignited, and a valuation whose loop the withdrawal never carries that far persists without an audience (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.13.2; Appendix A, Section A.5.3). The templates the Thinker writes from the Belief Register also go on conditioning the Observer’s Salience after the audience has gone.

The audience-removal test:


Would this person continue this activity if they knew with certainty that no one would ever see the results, no one would ever know they did it, and no benefit would ever accrue beyond the engagement itself?



If yes, and the activity is rewarding in the doing, the motivation is I; if no, some portion of the motivation was M.

Studies comparing public versus private performance confirm this signature. Intrinsically motivated activities (engaging puzzles, creative work) show sustained engagement even when performance is unobserved, whereas socially-motivated activities show sharp drop when audiences are removed. This observability-independence is the diagnostic signature of I-dominance.

Caveat: The test asks about continuation, not identical intensity. Some I-driven activities may be enhanced by audience (performing music, sharing ideas) without being constituted by audience. The diagnostic is whether the activity continues in private, not whether it continues at identical intensity. Section 7.4.2.2 returns to this property to show that it is not a contingent behavioural regularity but a structural consequence of the fact that the Individual’s cognition continues in private, so that the substrate on which I operates remains fully available whenever the Individual is awake and alone.

7.4.2.1 Private Persistence Does Not Mean Unmeasurability

Private Persistence refers to what sustains the motivation, not to whether the outputs are observable or evaluable.

The guitarist who practises alone at midnight (whose engagement persists without audience) nonetheless produces outputs: recordings, performances, developed technique, musical compositions. These outputs remain available for evaluation, measurement, and even public display. The I-diagnostic criterion is not “produces no observable results” but “would continue producing even if no one ever evaluated or observed the results.”

The Process/Output Distinction:


	Process: The ongoing engagement (practising, researching, creating, caring); this is what persists privately under I-motivation

	Output: The results of engagement (the composition, the discovery, the artwork, the relationship quality); this remains observable and evaluable regardless of what motivated its production



Private Persistence means the process would continue even without evaluation of the output. It does not mean the output is hidden, unmeasurable, or unavailable for assessment. A researcher driven by genuine curiosity (I) produces papers that can be cited, replicated, and evaluated. A craftsperson driven by mastery (I) produces work that can be examined, compared, and judged. The I-motivation that sustained the process does not render the output invisible.

Implications for Evaluation:

This distinction has significant implications for how I-outputs can be evaluated without undermining I-engagement:


	Post-hoc evaluation of completed work does not necessarily introduce M-dynamics during the process. The novelist who writes without audience can still submit the finished manuscript for review.

	Informational feedback that supports competence development can enhance I rather than undermine it, provided it is non-comparative and non-controlling. Feedback that says “here is how this technique could be refined” supports I; feedback that says “you ranked 47th out of 100” introduces M.

	Evaluation separated from process preserves I-engagement during creation while permitting assessment afterward. The problem arises when evaluation becomes constitutive of the process, when the Individual works for the evaluation rather than submitting work to evaluation after I-driven completion.

	Non-contingent evaluation differs from contingent reward. Evaluating work quality is not the same as making resources contingent on evaluation outcomes. The former can coexist with I; the latter risks the overjustification dynamic.



The Institutional Design Implication:

This clarification matters for institutional design. Protecting I-domains does not require abandoning all assessment, measurement, or quality control. It requires designing evaluation systems that:


	Assess outputs without making process-engagement contingent on assessment outcomes

	Provide informational feedback rather than comparative ranking

	Separate the moment of evaluation from the moment of engagement

	Avoid making I-enabling resources contingent on competitive performance



The university that evaluates research quality is not thereby destroying I-engagement in research. The university that makes all resources contingent on comparative ranking, introduces continuous surveillance of process, and frames all work as performance for evaluators: that institution systematically converts I-engagement into M-performance, regardless of whether the underlying curiosity would have produced excellent work anyway.

Diagnostic Refinement:

The audience-removal test asks: “Would engagement continue if no one ever saw the results?” This tests what sustains the motivation. It does not ask: “Are the results invisible?” The outputs of I-driven engagement are as measurable as the outputs of M-driven engagement. The difference lies in what would happen to the engagement if measurement were removed: I-engagement continues; M-engagement collapses.

7.4.2.2 Why Private Persistence Follows from Continuous Cognition

Private Persistence is not a contingent behavioural observation about I, it is a structural consequence of the fact that the Individual’s cognition does not switch off in private. The waking Individual continues to perceive, attend, recall, imagine, plan, problem-solve, and track the environment regardless of whether observers are present. Cognition is the default state of the waking Individual, and solitude does not interrupt it. Because I operates on the substrate of ongoing cognition (the novelty detection, prediction-error responses, midbrain-hippocampus coupling, and competence-expansion dynamics described in Section 7.3), and because that substrate continues to run in private, the inputs that generate I-process-reward remain fully available to the Individual when alone.

This reframes the audience-removal contrast with M in sharper structural terms. The activity, the problem, the material, the body, and the world remain present to cognition in solitude, so I retains its inputs. M, by contrast, is constituted by social observation (developed in Chapter 8) and therefore requires a representation of an observer (real or imagined) to generate signal. Strict privacy, understood as cognition uncoupled from any representation of social observation, removes M’s input while leaving I’s inputs intact. The asymmetry is not that I happens to persist and M happens to evaporate, it is that the two sources draw on different classes of input, only one of which is necessarily continuous with waking cognition itself.

It follows that I’s “signature” Private Persistence is derived rather than stipulated. Wherever the Individual is awake and cognising, the conditions for I-engagement are in principle available, and the absence of observers does not subtract anything I requires. The diagnostic value of audience-removal tests (Section 7.4.2 and Diagram 7.5) rests on this structural asymmetry, not on a contingent regularity of behaviour. This also clarifies what “private” means in the strict diagnostic sense used throughout the chapter, namely cognition uncoupled from social-observation representations, not merely physical solitude, since imagined audiences and internalised models can re-introduce M-inputs into otherwise solitary settings.

7.4.2.3 The Gap Behaviour Test: Private Persistence Across an Interval

The Audience-Removal Test poses a counterfactual about a single activity. The Gap Behaviour Test reads the same asymmetry from conduct, across an interval in which recognition in a domain is absent: the months between engagements, between seasons, between offices, when the work goes unseen and nobody responds to it. The Gap Behaviour Test asks what the Individual does with that interval.

Across the gap, the input M draws from the reactions of others stops, because there are no reactions. What remains on M’s side is the Individual’s observation of their own behaviour, which re-enters the Observer whether or not anyone else is watching (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.9.1), together with any imagined audience the Individual carries into the interval (Section 7.4.2.2). Both are attenuated relative to an audience that is present and responding. I’s inputs are not attenuated at all: the material, the problem and the practice remain present to cognition in solitude, as Section 7.4.2.2 established. The two sources therefore separate over the gap in a direction fixed by the Lead (Chapter 9, Section 9.3.2). Where I leads, the practice continues: the comedian writes jokes nobody hears, the musician composes for no one. Where M leads, one of two things follows. The activity lapses, because its principal input has stopped; or the Individual seeks the missing input elsewhere, by finding an alternative audience for the practice or an alternative route to reaction without the practice, through controversy, a move to a new high visibility platform, or attention-seeking unrelated to the craft.

A lapse alone does not discriminate. A-driven causes, such as illness, fatigue or the need to earn an income elsewhere, also reduce output across an interval, so a lapse is read as M-led only when it comes with a turn toward a new audience, or when the A causes have been excluded. The Gap Behaviour Test reads the Lead, not the full composition, and it inherits the caveat of Section 7.4.2: it asks whether the practice continues, not whether it continues at the same intensity. Its advantage over the counterfactual is that it reads conduct laid down during the interval, before there was any impression to manage.

7.4.2.4 Release, the Interval Before It, and Re-Targeting

When the audience is removed, M in its special case loses its live input, but the loop that holds an established Mimetic valuation does not release at the same moment (Section 7.4.2; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.13.2). The templates the Thinker writes from the Belief Register were written for that audience, and they go on conditioning the Observer’s Salience after the audience has gone. The Observer computes under templates that call for a performance, and the field supplies no one to perform for. The interval is not quiet. Salience directed toward an Object the field does not supply is felt as a lack, by the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.0), so the Individual experiences restlessness and want without being able to say what is wanted.

Where the withdrawal carries the loop past its release point, the weight the Decision Hub gives M falls, and the weights sum to one (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.1), so the share M gives up passes to the other sources. An Individual with intact I-domains can step into something that remains rewarding without an audience. An I-Vacant Individual cannot, because I-Vacancy leaves Intrinsic Motivation no perceptible Object to lead (Chapter 8, Section 8.12.5), and the freed weight falls to A. A is bounded. Once its floors are met, Appetites satiate and supply no further signal: food past fullness is not pleasurable, and relief ends when the pain does. With neither I nor A supplying anything for the integrated valuation to carry, the Thinker has nothing to resolve, and the Individual meets Boredom in its starved form, in which no unresolved Object is present and the Thinker has set none (Section 7.5.6). Prolonged, that state creates conditions in which low mood can take hold. The architecture predicts the conditions, not their outcome.

The interval resolves in one of two ways. The Individual finds an I-Object whose capability-opening potential renews with engagement, and the release holds. Or the templates re-target M to a new field. Re-targeting is the likelier, for three reasons the architecture supplies. On release the Thinker moves the Belief Register to the next most likely Hypothesis, which under pressure for Cognitive Closure is adopted with near-certainty and writes templates that direct the Observer’s Salience to new Objects (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.13.2). Common-Currency Integration strips the domain of origin from Salience at the Individual’s own Decision Hub (Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2), so Salience from any field answers the templates as fully as Salience from the field that was lost. And the PM Fungibility Principle makes the move pay: observers in the new field process the Status the Individual carries from the old one without discount, so the Individual enters it already advantaged (Chapter 8, Section 8.12). An I-domain, by contrast, has to be built, because I-Vacancy is a vacancy of cultivation and not of capacity. Re-targeting can also come before release. Where new Salience arrives while the forcing is still above the release point, the loop never releases, and the Individual passes from one audience to the next with no interval at all. That is the turn toward a new audience the Gap Behaviour Test reads (Section 7.4.2.3).

Which way the interval resolves turns on how long the forcing stays low. Release requires the loop to be held below its release point for a sustained period, long enough for the Belief Register to move and other templates to come forward. Holding the loop there requires sustained separation from the Reference Set whose values the templates encode.

7.4.3 Competence-Expanding

I-engagement deepens with competence rather than terminating. The guitarist pursuing mastery does not reach a point where mastery is “full” and further engagement becomes unwanted. Competence generates new frontiers; curiosity answered generates new questions; flow deepens as challenges increase.

This property distinguishes I from both A (which terminates upon satiation) and M (which resets with new comparison targets rather than deepening).

The competence-expansion dynamic:

Intrinsic motivation shows clear dependence on perceived competence in a non-linear fashion. Engagement falls when tasks are perceived as either too easy (boredom) or too difficult (frustration), with peak intrinsic motivation at the frontier of current competence: what developmental psychologists call the “zone of proximal development.”

Neurally, this maps to dynamic calibration of learning signals in hippocampus and dopaminergic midbrain. The system is tuned to find the challenge level that maximises learning: neither so easy that no learning occurs nor so difficult that learning is impossible.

The expansion signature:

When an I-driven Individual masters one challenge, they experience not termination but expansion; new possibilities become visible that were previously invisible:


	The musician who masters one technique discovers new techniques to pursue

	The researcher who answers one question discovers new questions to ask

	The craftsperson who achieves one level of skill sees new levels that were previously invisible

	The caregiver who develops one form of attunement discovers new depths of connection



This expansion is the opposite of the M-reset dynamic. M-achievement shifts the comparison set without expanding horizons; I-accomplishment expands horizons without the reference-point instability that characterises M.

7.4.4 Autonomy-Dependent

I is undermined by controlling contexts and enhanced by autonomy support. When activities are framed as externally imposed, required, or controlled, I-engagement declines even if the activity content remains identical. When activities are framed as volitional, chosen, and self-endorsed, I-engagement increases. This property is what Freedom, derived at Chapter 16, Section 16.10, is a condition of: Freedom there is the state in which Intrinsic Motivation can reliably lead action while Appetites are regulated and Mimetic pressures are bounded, and the content of what it means for I to lead is the four properties of this section.

Controlling contexts that undermine I:


	Surveillance and monitoring

	Contingent rewards (“If you do X, you’ll get Y”)

	Imposed deadlines and external evaluations

	Controlling language (“You must,” “You should,” “You have to”)

	Removal of choice



Autonomy-supportive contexts that enhance I:


	Provision of meaningful choice

	Rationale for requests (explaining why something matters)

	Acknowledgment of feelings and perspectives

	Non-controlling language (“You might consider,” “Here’s an option”)

	Absence of surveillance



This autonomy-dependence is central to understanding how I can be “crowded out” by external structures. Introducing surveillance, contingent rewards, external evaluation, or controlling language shifts the phenomenology from “I am doing this because I want to” toward “I am doing this because I have to” or “I am doing this to get something else.” The activity becomes instrumental rather than terminal; a means to an external end rather than an end in itself.

The autonomy requirement explains I’s vulnerability to M-contamination:

When an activity that was I-driven becomes visible, evaluated, and compared, the Individual may begin to experience it as performance for an audience rather than engagement for its own sake. The original I-motivation may decline even as apparent engagement continues, but the engagement is now M-driven (sustained by the presence of evaluators) rather than I-driven (sustained by the process itself).



7.5 Satiation Dynamics: Process, Object, and Accomplishment

A critical distinction governs I-satiation dynamics, and confusion on this point generates systematic errors in understanding human motivation. This section develops the distinction between non-satiating I-processes and satiating I-enabling Objects, and introduces the concept of I-accomplishment as the characteristic phenomenology of I-episode termination: distinct from both A-satiation and M-status achievement.

7.5.1 The I-Process Does Not Satiate

The I-process itself (mastery, curiosity, flow) is non-satiating and deepens relative to the same mode, instrument, or tool. A guitarist pursuing mastery does not reach a point where mastery is “full” and further engagement becomes unwanted. Each achievement opens new horizons rather than closing the book.

The difference from A is not that A corrects a deficit and I does not. Both signal deficits and both close on correction. The difference is what the deficit is for and whether it returns: the Body Manager’s is for a set-point that drifts again, so it recurs on a cycle, while the Thinker’s is for an Object the process it is running requires, and once the process has that Object the deficit does not return. What the correction leaves running is the process:









	Source
	Dynamic
	Termination





	A (Appetites)
	Deficit generates wanting
	Repair terminates wanting; the deficit recurs



	I (Intrinsic)
	Deficit for a required Object generates Object-wanting; engagement generates reward
	Acquisition terminates Object-wanting and the deficit does not recur; the process does not terminate



	M (Mimetic)
	Comparison generates wanting
	No termination: reference point resets





The hungry person who eats enough stops wanting to eat. The guitarist who plays enough does not stop wanting to play; she may pause from fatigue (an A-signal) but she does not experience the satisfaction of having “used up” her desire for music. The desire deepens, transforms, and expands.

7.5.1.1 The Process May Be Set by Any Component

Which process the Thinker is running is not fixed by the architecture, and the deficit is the Thinker’s whichever way the process was set.

A process may be one the Thinker set itself. It may be one the Body Manager’s signal set for it: a hungry Individual’s Thinker takes the correction of that deficit as its problem, draws on the priors it holds about which Object-classes repair which deficit and by which causal pathways (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3), assembles candidate Objects that would do it, and updates the priors it supplies the Observer so that candidates of that kind are flagged in the perceived field. It may be one the Observer set, by way of the loop the architecture closes: the Thinker’s own priors condition the Observer’s Salience (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.8), that Salience enters the Decision Hub, and the tag-stripped Scalar returns to the Thinker as an Object for which the Belief Register holds no adequate posterior, which is the activation condition. The process the Thinker then runs is one its own cached priors selected for it, and nothing in the returning signal discloses that.

In each case the Thinker signals for the means its process requires, and that signal reaches the Decision Hub on its own channel. A hungry Individual’s Body Manager signals the hunger and their Thinker signals the absence of a shop, a recipe, or the money for either, and the two are separate contributions to one Scalar even though a single episode produced both.

7.5.2 I-Enabling Objects Do Satiate

While the I-process is non-satiating, I-enabling Objects satiate upon functional adequacy:


The guitarist wants a guitar. Once she possesses a guitar adequate for her current level and anticipated development, the object-desire terminates. She does not want additional guitars beyond functional adequacy.



The satiation attaches to the Object, not to the process:


	The I-process (playing, mastering, creating) is non-satiating

	The I-enabling Objects (guitar, practice room, sheet music) do satiate



The Thinker signals the absence of an Object its process requires in the same form the Body Manager signals a departure from a set-point, and that signal enters the Common-Currency Scalar alongside it. Acquiring the Object closes the signal, exactly as eating closes a hunger signal. The two differ in what follows: the set-point drifts again and the Body Manager signals again, whereas a process that has what it requires does not signal for it again unless what it requires changes. Functional adequacy is the closing condition, and non-recurrence is what distinguishes this closure from an appetite’s.

The reader who loves reading wants books, but once she has access to books adequate for her reading (a library card, a well-stocked bookshelf, a reading device), her desire for more access to books terminates. She does not want seventeen e-readers.

Diagnostic application:

Further Object-acquisition beyond what the process requires signals likely M-contamination rather than genuine I-need, and what the upgrade does once acquired shows which:


	If the new Object goes into the process and the process changes with it, the current tool was limiting the process, and the upgrade met a genuine I-functional need

	If the new Object is used while it is new and the process then continues on the old one, or does not continue at all, the upgrade was M-driven



This diagnostic distinguishes genuine I-need from M-contaminated Object-acquisition (endless gear accumulation, credential collection, tool fetishism). It is the Fallow Signature (Section 7.5.2.1) read on an upgrade.

7.5.2.1 The Object Acquired Without a Process

An I-enabling Object is wanted for the process it serves, and the process is what keeps it in use. The satiation of Section 7.5.2 closes the wanting of the Object at functional adequacy. It does not close the use, because the process goes on requiring the Object. The guitar adequate to the guitarist’s playing is played for as long as the playing continues, and an Object through which an Appetitive need is met, a coat or a bed, is used each time the need recurs.

No such process stands behind an Object wanted under Mimetic Desire. The wanting was set by the Observer’s Salience, and Salience tracks an Object as pursued rather than as possessed, so possession ends the reading that made the Object wanted (Chapter 4, Sections 4.2 and 4.3.6). The Object is still used. The Object is new to the Individual, and an Object the Belief Register cannot yet resolve recruits the Thinker’s Ground-Resolution, which is Curiosity (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.12): the guitar acquired because a Model plays one is picked up and played. That engagement lasts while the Object holds unresolved structure. Once the Object has been explored, Boredom registers that the Object holds nothing more to resolve, and with no process setting further problems in the Object, the Object is left. The guitar sits fallow.

That trajectory is the Fallow Signature: an Object acquired, used briefly, and then kept unused. The interval is not fixed. The interval is the time the Object’s novelty takes to be spent, which may be weeks for an instrument and a single wearing for a garment. What separates the Fallow Signature from the use of an Object that an Appetitive need or an Intrinsic process requires is that the Object stops being used while the occasions for using the Object continue: the instrument is there, the evenings are free, and the instrument is not played. An Object kept for a need that recurs with the seasons is not fallow between seasons.

Consumables end differently. Food is eaten, and timber, paint and seed are used up in the making or the growing. An Object consumed in the process leaves nothing to sit unused, and the wanting returns with the process, for any equivalent unit. Some Objects are consumed in their unresolved structure rather than their substance: a puzzle once solved and a novel once read have given the process what they held, and setting them aside is the process moving on to the next Object, not the Fallow Signature.

An Object first wanted under Mimetic Desire can become an I-enabling Object. Where the playing takes hold, the Thinker’s process now requires the guitar and the guitar stays in use: the Object was found by way of a Model and is kept by way of the process (Section 7.5.1.1). The Fallow Signature reads what keeps an Object in use, not how the Object was found.

Objects include roles, relationships and memberships (Chapter 2), and the Fallow Signature reads them in the same way. A place in a choir or a team is the Object, and the singing or the training is the process. Joining because friends have joined is consistent with every source. Where the time spent with the friends is what is rewarding in the doing, the engagement is relatedness (Section 7.1.2.1), and leaving when the friends leave is not Mimetic. Where the friends made the choir Salient and the singing then took hold, the place is kept by the process. Where what draws the Individual is being seen as a member, participation narrows as the novelty is spent: the unseen part of the process, the rehearsals and the training, lapses first; the seen part, the performances and the match days, continues for longer; and the membership is the last to be let go.

The Two-Question Diagnostic identifies a Mimetic want by elimination before acquisition (Chapter 18, Section 18.6.1). The Fallow Signature is the same reading taken after acquisition, on the Object: a want that served no Appetitive need and no process that is rewarding in the doing leaves its Object unused once the novelty is spent.

7.5.3 I-Accomplishment: The Phenomenology of Episode Completion

I-driven activities feature natural break points that are experienced as accomplishment, not deficit, not victory, but completion of a self-endorsed project.

I-accomplishment is the termination of an I-process episode experienced as completion rather than deficit. Unlike A-satiation (relief from pressure) or M-status achievement (transient comparison victory), I-accomplishment is characterised by:

1. Wanting-Liking Alignment

The most diagnostic distinction draws on Berridge’s wanting-liking dissociation (Berridge, 2004), which the AIM architecture incorporates.

For I-accomplishment, wanting and liking track together. The Individual anticipates completing the project (wanting), completes it (achievement), and experiences genuine hedonic satisfaction (liking) proportionate to the wanting. They track together at a finer grain as well. Each stage of an I-process registers and closes its own deficit as the work proceeds (Chapter 4, Section 4.2), and the liking that accompanies those closures is the joy in the doing, the activity enjoyment that Pekrun (2006) distinguishes from the joy and pride of a successful outcome; accomplishment is the liking that accompanies the closure of the goal state itself (Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2). The satisfaction is not hollow because the reward was in the process all along: completion marks the natural terminus of a self-endorsed engagement.

2. Internal Reference

The reference point is internal and self-endorsed. The question is: “Did I complete what I set out to do? Did I express what I intended to express? Does the work meet the standard I was working toward?”

The answer can be “yes” or “no” independent of what anyone else has achieved. A novelist who finishes their book can experience genuine accomplishment regardless of how many other novels were published that year.

3. Audience Independence

Satisfaction persists even if no one ever knows. The painter who completes a painting they are proud of experiences accomplishment whether or not the painting is exhibited. The researcher who solves a problem experiences accomplishment whether or not the solution is published.

Diagnostic question: “Would completing this feel satisfying if I knew with certainty that no one would ever see or know about it?” If yes, the accomplishment is I-structured.

4. Expansion Rather Than Reset

Completion opens new frontiers rather than shifting comparison targets. The musician who masters one piece does not feel “done with music”; they feel equipped and motivated to tackle new challenges that were previously invisible. The trajectory is one of deepening.

5. Durable Positive Affect

The accomplishment can be revisited with satisfaction. Years later, the Individual can recall the completed project and re-experience positive affect. The satisfaction is not transient but stored as a durable positive memory.

7.5.4 I-Accomplishment vs. M-Status Achievement

Superficially, I-accomplishment and M-status achievement resemble each other: both involve completing goals and experiencing satisfaction. Structurally, they differ on every dimension:









	Dimension
	I-Accomplishment
	M-Status Achievement





	Wanting-Liking
	Aligned: anticipatory wanting matched by consummatory satisfaction
	Dissociated: intense wanting, hollow liking



	Reference Point
	Internal: “Did I complete my project?”
	External: “Where do I stand vs. others?”



	Audience
	Satisfaction persists privately
	Satisfaction requires observers



	What Follows
	Expansion: new frontiers open
	Reset: new comparison targets appear



	Durability
	Persists in memory as positive
	Diminishes rapidly in felt significance



	Phenomenology
	“That was satisfying”
	“Is this all there is?”





The Wanting-Liking Dissociation Test:

The wanting-liking dissociation provides the most reliable diagnostic. M amplifies wanting without proportionately amplifying liking. The Individual pursuing a Status-charged Object experiences intense wanting, the urgency of the pursuit and the willingness to expend effort, but often experiences muted liking. The pleasure when the Object is reached is disappointing, and the victory feels hollow.

This explains the chronic dissatisfaction characteristic of M-dominance: wanting intensifies while liking remains flat or declines.

Diagnostic application: If intense wanting during pursuit is followed by hollow or transient liking upon achievement, the goal was M-structured. If wanting is matched by proportionate liking, the goal was I-structured.

The Reference-Set Reset:

M-achievement is followed by immediate reference-point reset: Property 2 of the Apex M-Capture. The felt deficit recreates immediately because the new achievement becomes the baseline, and the comparison set has either shifted upward (new rivals at the new level) or the Individual now compares themselves to the next tier.

The Individual experiences this as “I need more” when the actual problem is that M cannot be satisfied by achievement.

I-accomplishment involves no such reset. The completed project remains completed; the standard met remains met; the skill developed remains developed. New challenges may open, but they are experienced as expansion from the accomplished base, not as recreation of deficit.

The Post-Achievement Phenomenology Test:


	Pre-achievement: Did wanting intensify through comparison and observability (M-signature) or through process engagement and competence development (I-signature)?

	At achievement: Does completion feel like “relief/victory” followed rapidly by “what’s next?” (M-signature) or like “satisfaction/fulfilment” with durable positive affect (I-signature)?

	Post-achievement: Does the accomplishment persist as a positive memory that can be revisited with satisfaction (I-signature), or does it diminish rapidly in felt significance (M-signature)?



7.5.5 Why This Distinction Matters

The I-accomplishment vs. M-status achievement distinction has direct implications for welfare, intervention design, and institutional structure:

For individuals: Recognising whether one’s goals are I-structured or M-structured enables prediction of post-achievement experience. Pursuing M-structured goals expecting I-accomplishment produces the characteristic “arrival fallacy”; the disappointment upon achieving what was intensely wanted. The well-being that I-accomplishment supplies, and that M-achievement counterfeits, is the condition Chapter 18, Section 18.15 identifies with Subcriticality Maintenance read at the level of the person.

For institutions: Environments that convert I-pursuit into M-competition systematically undermine the welfare of participants. Educational systems that transform curiosity into credential-chasing, workplaces that transform craft into status competition, and creative fields that transform expression into recognition-seeking all produce the M-pattern (intense wanting, hollow achievement) rather than the I-pattern (aligned wanting-liking, durable satisfaction). The protection of Intrinsic domains that this requires enters the derivation of Freedom and Coercion at Chapter 16, Section 16.10, and the provision of Intrinsic Infrastructure at Chapter 18, Section 18.16.3.

For measurement: Well-Being measurement that fails to distinguish I-accomplishment from M-achievement will systematically misidentify welfare. High achievement rates may indicate either I-flourishing (genuine accomplishment) or M-escalation (hollow victories). Only source-tagged measurement can distinguish these cases, and the wanting-liking alignment test of Section 7.5.4 is the diagnostic that does so. The conditions an indicator must meet before a governing body may be assessed by it are derived at Chapter 20, Section 20.6.



7.5.6 Fun and Boredom: The Engagement Signal and Natural Termination Condition of Intrinsic Motivation

The preceding sections established that the I-process does not satiate in the way A does (7.5.1), that I-enabling Objects satiate upon functional adequacy (7.5.2), and that I-episodes can terminate through accomplishment when a self-endorsed project is completed (7.5.3). This section identifies a second, complementary termination mechanism that operates when no discrete accomplishment marks the endpoint: boredom. It also names the positive phenomenological signal of active I-engagement that boredom terminates: Fun.

Fun as the Phenomenology of Active I-Engagement

Fun is the subjective experience of novelty encountered during I-engagement. It is what process-reward feels like from the inside. When the Individual is absorbed in an activity that offers unfamiliar territory (sensory, physical, cognitive, creative, or social) the engagement is experienced as enjoyable in the doing. This is the phenomenological correlate of the dopaminergic signals described in Section 7.3: the prediction-error responses that mark new input, the midbrain-hippocampus coupling that enhances encoding, and the flow-state coordination of anterior insula and striatal circuits.

Fun is not frivolous. It is I’s real-time feedback signal that the current activity is generating process-reward. An activity that is Fun (in this technical sense) is one where:


	Novelty remains: the activity continues to present unfamiliar elements, whether sensory (a new physical experience), cognitive (an unanswered question), creative (an unexplored possibility), or social (an unpredictable interaction)

	Challenge persists: the activity demands engagement, whether physical, intellectual, or perceptual, at or near the Individual’s current frontier

	Prediction errors are being generated: outcomes are not fully anticipated, producing the dopaminergic reward that sustains engagement



The child on a roller coaster, the musician improvising, the researcher following a new lead, the swimmer entering unfamiliar water, the cook experimenting with an unknown ingredient: all experience Fun because the activity is generating novel input that the dopaminergic system registers as rewarding. In some cases that novelty is primarily cognitive (the researcher). In others it is primarily physical or sensory (the roller coaster, the swimmer). In most it is a blend. What unites them is that the experience is producing prediction errors that the system processes as rewarding, not that any particular type of knowledge is being acquired.

This account explains why Fun is so strongly associated with Intrinsic Motivation in everyday language. People describe I-driven activities as fun precisely because the engagement itself is enjoyable, not because the activity serves some ulterior purpose.

Fun, thus defined, is the phenomenological counterpart of what Csikszentmihalyi identifies as flow, but at a broader level. Flow describes the peak state of I-engagement where challenge and skill are precisely matched. Fun encompasses the wider range of positive I-engagement experience, including sensory exploration, playful experimentation, and curiosity-driven investigation that has not yet reached the intensity or absorption of full flow.

Boredom as I’s Natural Termination Condition

If Fun is the signal that I-engagement is active and productive, boredom is the signal that it has run its course. Boredom arises when a specific activity no longer offers:


	Novelty: the territory (sensory, cognitive, creative, social) has been explored and holds no further surprises

	Challenge: the activity can be engaged without effortful participation, falling below the frontier in whatever dimension the activity operates

	Prediction errors: outcomes are fully anticipated because the experience has become familiar



This is I’s natural termination condition. It is the mechanism by which the motivational system signals that the current activity has been sufficiently mined for process-reward and that the Individual’s engagement would be better directed elsewhere.

Boredom, in this account, is not a pathology. It is an adaptive signal, functionally analogous to A-satiation but operating on a different dimension. Where A-satiation signals “the deficit has been corrected, stop consuming,” I-boredom signals “the novelty here is exhausted, stop engaging and explore elsewhere.” Both are termination conditions that enable reallocation of the Individual’s finite attentional and motivational resources.

The parallel with A is partial:











	Source
	Positive Signal
	Termination Signal
	What Terminates
	What Follows





	A
	Pleasure of consumption
	Satiation
	Deficit-corrective behaviour
	Rest until deficit rebuilds



	I
	Fun (enjoyment in the doing)
	Boredom
	Engagement with this specific activity
	Exploration of new activities



	M
	Status validation
	None (reference-point reset)
	Nothing terminates naturally
	Escalation or redirection





I-boredom terminates engagement with a specific activity at a specific time, not I-capacity in general. The Individual who becomes bored with one puzzle does not lose the capacity for curiosity. Rather, curiosity redirects toward activities that still offer novelty. This is the mechanism underlying the observation in Section 7.5.1 that I “deepens rather than terminates”: the general capacity for I-engagement is inexhaustible, but any particular vein of novelty can be mined out.

Boredom and Task-Switching

Boredom’s functional role is to enable task-switching. Humans are novelty-seeking organisms: the dopaminergic midbrain circuits described in Section 7.3 are tuned to detect and reward new information, unfamiliar stimuli, and unpredicted outcomes. When an activity ceases to generate these signals, the motivational system naturally redirects attention toward alternatives that promise higher information gain.

This is not a failure of attention or discipline. It is the I-system functioning as designed. The architecture ensures that Individuals do not remain indefinitely locked into activities that have ceased to produce novelty or growth. By generating boredom as a termination signal, I frees attentional resources for redeployment toward activities at the frontier, where the potential for process-reward is highest.

The task-switching dynamic operates at multiple timescales:


	Within-session: the child who plays with one toy until its possibilities are explored, then turns to another

	Within-domain: the musician who works on one piece until mastery is achieved, then seeks a more challenging composition

	Across-domain: the Individual who develops competence in one field and, finding the frontier has shifted beyond their interest threshold, explores a new field entirely



At each timescale, the same mechanism operates: boredom signals exhaustion of novelty, challenge, or prediction-error potential, and the I-system redirects toward fresh territory. This novelty-seeking behaviour is not optional or culturally acquired. It is architecturally entailed by the dopaminergic prediction-error system that underwrites I-engagement. The system is tuned for exploration, which means it is tuned to disengage from the familiar and seek the unfamiliar.

The I-system’s requirements for healthy task-switching are minimal: A-floors met (the Individual is not in physiological deficit), and adequate resources to engage in whatever activity the I-system directs toward next. The I-system does not generate careers, job preferences, or employment goals. It generates engagement with activities that offer novelty, challenge, and prediction errors. The institutional structures through which those activities are accessed (or blocked) are external to the I-architecture and, as the final subsection of this section will establish, significantly shaped by M-dynamics.

Distinguishing I-Boredom from I-Accomplishment

I-boredom and I-accomplishment are both termination conditions for specific I-episodes, but they differ in phenomenology and in what they signal:









	Dimension
	I-Accomplishment
	I-Boredom





	Trigger
	Completion of a self-endorsed project
	Exhaustion of novelty, challenge, or prediction-error potential



	Phenomenology
	Satisfaction, fulfilment, pride in completion
	Restlessness, disengagement, desire for something new



	Valence
	Positive (“this was worth doing”)
	Neutral to mildly negative (“this is no longer worth doing”)



	Retrospective
	Durable positive memory
	Minimal retrospective Salience



	What follows
	Expansion to new frontiers from accomplished base
	Exploration driven by novelty-seeking





Both are healthy I-dynamics. Accomplishment marks successful completion; boredom marks the natural boundary of engagement when no discrete project structures the activity or when the project’s remaining phases no longer offer sufficient novelty to sustain engagement. Many I-driven activities involve both: the Individual works with engagement (Fun) toward a goal, experiences accomplishment upon completion, and eventually encounters boredom with the domain when it no longer offers sufficient novelty to sustain further engagement.

Implications for M-Contamination Diagnosis and Mimetic Lock-In

The Fun-boredom dynamic provides an additional diagnostic tool for detecting M-contamination and for identifying Mimetic Lock-In. Genuine I-engagement follows a predictable trajectory: Fun (active engagement with novelty and challenge), followed eventually by either accomplishment (project completion) or boredom (novelty exhaustion), followed by exploration of new territory. When this trajectory is disrupted (when boredom is present but switching does not occur) the diagnostic question is: what is preventing the Individual from acting on the termination signal?

Two structurally distinct patterns account for the disruption:

Pattern 1: M-Contamination (M sustains engagement directly). The Individual continues an activity that is no longer Fun, no longer challenging, and offers no further novelty. Something other than I is sustaining the engagement. In many cases, that something is M: the activity continues because of its status implications, competitive positioning, or audience expectations rather than because of process-reward. The academic who continues in a field long after curiosity has expired, because departure would forfeit institutional standing. The musician who performs the same repertoire without engagement, because the audience and reputation demand it. The diagnostic signature is that boredom is present but the Individual cannot articulate what would be lost by switching beyond status-relevant consequences.

Pattern 2: A-Constraint Through Mimetic Lock-In (the structural case). The Individual recognises boredom, knows what kind of activity would re-engage the I-system, but cannot pursue it because doing so would compromise A-sufficiency. This is by far the more common pattern.

People primarily work to secure A-floors: shelter, nutrition, healthcare, dependent care, basic security. The boredom they experience at work is I’s termination signal firing correctly. The inability to act on that signal is a genuine A-constraint. But the level at which A-sufficiency must be secured has been set by Mimetic Lock-In.

PM Contagion has colonised A-necessary goods. Housing prices embed PM-visible (location prestige, size beyond adequacy), PM-ownership (the Ownership Signal: the Status conferred by the fact of owning rather than renting, carried by social knowledge of the ownership rather than by any observable feature of the dwelling), and PM-interest (Mimetic Premium on the Money borrowed to finance the purchase). Healthcare, education, and transport carry analogous PM layers. The result is that the income required to meet A-needs in an M-escalated economy is far higher than the income that A-adequate provision would require in a PM-free system. That cost-side rise is the A-Floor Erosion Principle: under unmanaged M-escalation the Mimetic Premium infiltrates A-necessary goods through PM Contagion and raises the minimum cost of A-sufficiency faster than productivity. The Individual is not mistaken about what they need to earn. The cost structure they face is real. What is M-driven is the system that produced that cost structure.

The theoretical case of a “pure” A-constraint (one that would exist even in a PM-free economy, where A-adequate provision costs only what A-function requires) is vanishingly rare in practice. In M-escalated economies, virtually all A-constraints carry embedded Mimetic Premium.

This observation extends to the institution of employment itself. The I-system does not require a job. It requires A-floors met and adequate resources to engage in the activity that offers novelty, challenge, and prediction errors. The near-universal dependence on employment as the mechanism for A-floor access is not an A-necessity. It is the architectural signature of an economic structure shaped by unmanaged M-dynamics, where A-provision has been made contingent on labour participation, and labour participation has been made contingent on accepting roles defined by the market rather than by I-engagement. The labour market, as experienced by most Individuals, is substantially a product of Mimetic Lock-In.

Boredom at work is therefore not merely a quality-of-life issue but a system-level diagnostic. Widespread occupational boredom in a population indicates that I-termination signals are firing across the labour force while Mimetic Lock-In prevents the task-switching those signals are designed to produce. The Individual is not failing to be motivated; the I-system has correctly identified that this activity no longer offers process-reward. The failure lies in the structural conditions that prevent the Individual from acting on that signal.

Anxiety about switching requires the same two-pattern decomposition. The I-system produces boredom as a natural invitation to explore new territory. If the Individual experiences anxiety rather than excitement about moving on, the anxiety may be:


	M-driven: the current activity carries Status, credentials, or identity that would be lost by switching (Pattern 1)

	A-driven through Mimetic Lock-In: genuine concern about material security within a cost structure that has been inflated by PM Contagion beyond what A-adequate provision would require (Pattern 2)



The Two-Question Diagnostic provides the discrimination tool. “Would I still want to stay in this activity if no one knew I did it?” tests for Pattern 1. “Are my A-needs the reason I continue, or would those needs be met without this specific activity?” identifies Pattern 2, though in an M-escalated economy the honest answer for most Individuals will be that no alternative path to A-sufficiency exists that would free them to follow the I-signal. That answer is not a personal failing or a diagnostic confusion. It is a correct description of Mimetic Lock-In from the inside.

Absence of Fun with continued engagement remains diagnostic across both patterns. If an activity persists without the phenomenology of Fun (no sense of novelty, challenge, or prediction errors) and without the prospect of accomplishment, the motivation is not I. What differs across the two patterns is the required intervention: for Pattern 1, the Knowledge Patch and audience-removal reflection; for Pattern 2, A-Floor provision structurally decoupled from employment, combined with PM reduction in A-necessary goods, which together restore the exit path the I-architecture requires. Without that structural decoupling, the I-system’s task-switching function is architecturally suppressed across the population, and boredom becomes a chronic condition rather than the transient signal it was designed to be.

7.5.7 Humour

Humour is Fun in which the open question closes in the episode that opens it: evidence the Individual’s expected reading of an Object cannot accommodate, resolved by the Individual’s own Imagination into a reading that fits everything already encountered, the evidence that set up the expectation included, where the integrated valuation of the resolved Object is positive.

Humour follows from five established premises:

From Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3: the Thinker is recruited only by an open question, an Object the Belief Register cannot already resolve or a context that diverges from what the stored posterior predicted, and Curiosity is the felt signature of that recruitment. Where the stored posterior already answers, the Thinker is not called in.

From Chapter 4, Section 4.4.4: before Ground-Resolution can redistribute probability across candidate Hypotheses, Imagination must construct them from the Memory Store. A Hypothesis that has not been constructed is never available to Ground-Resolution, and updating moves probability only among the Hypotheses the Hypothesis Space holds (Appendix A, Section A.5.6).

From Chapter 4, Section 4.4.8: the Belief Register moves on the slow timescale of repeated updating, not in a single pass.

From Section 7.5.6: Fun is the felt signal of prediction error during I-engagement, and Boredom is its termination once nothing in the Object remains unresolved.

From Chapter 4, Section 4.4.0: every contribution to the Decision Hub’s integration is signed, so the integrated valuation can be positive, negative or zero.

Given these premises, Humour is entailed wherever the resolution of a prediction error is constructed and closed within the episode that produced it, and the integrated valuation of the resolved Object is positive.

The setup. The evidence that sets up a joke is read under the priors the Individual already holds, and those priors make one reading the most probable: the expected reading. The expected reading answers every question the setup poses, so no open question arises and Imagination is not recruited. A second reading may fit the same evidence equally well, and its constituent Knowledge may sit in the Memory Store, but nothing has occasioned its construction, and the second reading is absent from the Hypothesis Space. The Individual need not reason badly for this to hold. Imagination is recruited by open questions, and the setup posed none.

The resolution. The final item of evidence is one the expected reading cannot accommodate. Its arrival is a prediction-mismatch, which recruits the Thinker, and updating alone cannot close the question, because probability moves only among the readings already constructed and none of them fits. Imagination constructs the resolving reading from the Memory Store, and Ground-Resolution scores the resolving reading against all the evidence encountered, the setup included. The resolving reading fits all of it, and probability moves onto the resolving reading in a single resolution.

Curiosity is an open question held open, and Boredom is the state in which none remains. Humour lies between them: the question opens and closes together, and the closing shows that the expected reading was wrong. The reassignment occurs in the Thinker’s resolution of the Object and not in the Belief Register, which one resolution does not revise. The priors that made the expected reading probable therefore survive the episode intact, so a joke works once while the form of the joke works again on the next Object that meets the same priors.

The incongruity-resolution account of humour describes two stages, the perception of an incongruity and its resolution (Suls, 1972). The architecture supplies what that account leaves open: why the incongruity arises, which is that the setup posed no question and so recruited no Imagination, and why the resolution is a single event, which is that the resolving reading, once constructed, is scored against evidence already in hand. The account in which humour rewards the discovery of a mistaken commitment (Hurley, Dennett and Adams, 2011) is the same event, with the commitment located in the Thinker’s reading of the Object rather than in a revision of Belief.

The sign. Whether the episode is Humour turns on the sign of the integrated valuation and not on the resolution alone. The Thinker’s contribution at resolution is positive. The Body Manager’s and the Observer’s contributions are whatever the Object carries apart from the joke, and the resolution leaves them as they were: a single resolution does not revise the Belief Register, and the Observer computes under templates read from the Belief Register (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7). Where the content carries no deficit, no Observer-signed threat and no lowering of the Individual’s own standing, the net is positive and the episode is Humour. Where the content carries a threat that outweighs the Thinker’s contribution, the same resolution is felt as fear, and where the content lowers the Individual’s own standing, as offence. The account in which humour requires a violation that is also benign (McGraw and Warren, 2010) states this condition from outside: the violation is the prediction-mismatch, and benignity is the sign of the integrated valuation. Because integration strips the source tags (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.1), the Individual receives one felt state, amusement or its absence, and cannot introspect which contribution decided it.

Termination. Section 7.5.6 establishes that Boredom ends engagement with a specific Object and leaves the capacity for engagement intact, and Humour follows the same division. Once a joke has been heard, the resolving reading is held in the Memory Store, and to the degree that the resolving reading is recalled while the setup is still arriving, the setup no longer forecloses it. The expected reading no longer stands alone, the final item of evidence is no longer a mismatch, and the joke no longer recruits the Thinker. Humour is not exhausted, because the next joke poses a new question.

Two further consequences follow. A joke whose resolving reading draws on Knowledge the Memory Store does not hold cannot be resolved by that Individual, so the joke is unavailable to that Individual rather than unfunny, and humour travels poorly across cultures and specialisms for this reason. A joke explained after it has failed does not become Humour: the question has already stood unresolved, and a resolution supplied afterwards by someone else closes it in a later episode rather than in the one that opened it.

Construction. Constructing a joke is the converse operation. Imagination builds both readings deliberately and orders the evidence so that the setup forecloses the resolving reading. The operation is Imagination running on a question the Individual has set, and by the Observer-Quiescence Corollary (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.4) Imagination’s widest search runs when the Observer is least loaded. Writing jokes is accordingly private work, and the comedian who writes material nobody sees exhibits the Private Persistence that Section 7.4.2 establishes for I-engagement generally.

Contributions beyond the Thinker’s. A joke told at another Individual’s expense is also a positional act in the field: a downward attribution that the Observer of each Individual present reads, the teller’s own included. The Mimetic Desire such a joke engages is derived with the Extraction-Direction Asymmetry at Chapter 10, Section 10.3.5. Because integration strips the tags, the teller feels the Mimetic contribution as part of one amusement, and the account the teller gives of that amusement is derived as a Confabulation at Chapter 11, Section 11.21.

Scope. Two phenomena sit beside Humour, and in their form both fall outside what the Motivational Architecture derives: laughter and tickling. The AIM Framework holds that Phenomenal Affect exists and that Phenomenal Affect bears on motivation, and it makes no claim about the form Phenomenal Affect takes. The felt quality of mirth, the sensation of being tickled, and the involuntary motor response that goes with each therefore lie outside the derivation. The act of tickling does not. The Individual who tickles selects that action at the Decision Hub like any other action, and the selection can be I-led or M-led. I-led tickling is pursued for the enjoyment of the process and of the relationship it enacts. M-led tickling is a dominance display, a downward positional act that lowers the standing of the Individual being tickled (Chapter 10, Section 10.3.5). For the Individual being tickled, the response is involuntary and is not a selection.



7.6 Evidence for Independent Manipulability

For I to constitute a genuine third primitive (not reducible to A or M), it must be independently manipulable: interventions that affect I should not proportionately affect A or M, and vice versa.

7.6.1 I Can Be Manipulated Without Affecting A or M


	Autonomy support increases intrinsic engagement without affecting hunger or status-sensitivity

	Competence feedback enhances I-persistence independent of A-satisfaction or M-recognition

	Flow states can be induced through challenge-skill balance manipulation without altering A or M parameters

	Curiosity can be elevated through novelty exposure or question-framing without changing homeostatic state or social comparison dynamics

	Controlling contexts suppress I-engagement without changing A-deficits or M-Salience



7.6.2 A and M Can Be Manipulated Without Affecting I


	Fasting elevates hunger motivation without affecting curiosity or intrinsic engagement

	Visibility manipulations (being observed vs. private) shift M-driven behaviour without affecting the intrinsic interest an Individual takes in the activity content

	Prestige cues amplify desire for Objects without changing their I-enabling properties

	Reference-group changes alter M-targets without changing A-deficits or I-engagement



7.6.3 The Overjustification Effect: Key Evidence

Adding contingent external rewards undermines intrinsic motivation even when appetitive needs remain constant and social conditions are otherwise unchanged (Deci, Koestner, and Ryan, 1999).

The Classic Demonstration (Lepper, Greene, & Nisbett, 1973):

Children who enjoyed drawing were divided into groups:


	Expected reward: Promised a reward for drawing

	Unexpected reward: Given a reward after drawing, without prior promise

	No reward: No external reward



After the reward phase, children were observed in a free-play period with no rewards available:


	Expected-reward children drew less than children in the other conditions

	The external reward had undermined the intrinsic motivation that originally sustained the behaviour



What This Finding Rules Out:

This finding is inexplicable under undifferentiated preference models. If all motivation is fungible, adding reward should always increase total motivation. The fact that adding reward can decrease motivation demonstrates that I operates by different principles than externally-sourced motivation.

AIM’s Architectural Explanation:

Under AIM’s interpretation, the mechanism is this: Contingent external reward introduces social comparison and evaluation into what was previously process-rewarding engagement.


	The child experiences drawing as I-driven (process-rewarding, privately persistent)

	Expected reward introduces external evaluation (“I’m doing this to get the reward”)

	The activity becomes associated with audience and external validation rather than private satisfaction

	The frame shifts from I-led to M-contaminated

	When the reward is removed, I-engagement may not return to baseline; the frame has shifted



The same displacement operates between Individuals. Compliance with a demand replaces I-led engagement with the Individual making the demand, and the relationship failure path that follows is derived at Chapter 9, Section 9.19.

The overjustification effect is a descriptive finding about how human motivation operates, not a normative prescription about whether rewards should be used. This chapter establishes the empirical phenomenon and its diagnostic significance for identifying I as a distinct source. Its institutional consequence, that a contingent reward attached to an I-domain is a route by which that domain is lost, is carried into the derivation of Coercion at Chapter 16, Section 16.10 and into the provision of Intrinsic Infrastructure at Chapter 18, Section 18.16.3.

7.6.4 Additional Evidence for Independent Manipulability

Autonomy-support interventions:

Studies comparing autonomy-supportive versus controlling contexts show that:


	Intrinsic motivation increases under autonomy support

	The effect is independent of A-satisfaction (participants in both conditions have equal A-status)

	The effect is independent of M-Salience (social comparison conditions are held constant)



Competence feedback versus comparison feedback:


	Feedback framed as competence information (“You’ve improved”) enhances I without affecting M

	Feedback framed as comparison information (“You’re better than others”) enhances M without affecting I (and may undermine I)



Challenge-skill balance manipulations:


	Adjusting task difficulty to match skill produces flow states (I-elevation) without changing A or M

	The manipulation is specific to the I-system



These findings collectively establish that I can be elevated or reduced through interventions that do not proportionately affect A or M: the defining criterion for I as a genuine third source.



7.7 What I Is Not: Boundary Clarifications

Several common confusions undermine accurate source diagnosis.

7.7.1 I Is Not “Anything Enjoyable”

Pleasure and enjoyment are not sufficient for I-classification. An activity can be enjoyed because:


	It satisfies A (the pleasure of eating when hungry)

	It provides M-validation (the pleasure of receiving applause)

	It involves I-engagement (the pleasure of the process itself)



The diagnostic is not “Do you enjoy it?” but “Would you continue it in private, without external reward, when no bodily deficit demands it?”

A person who enjoys receiving praise is not thereby I-driven in whatever activity generates the praise. The enjoyment may be entirely M-structured, constituted by the social validation rather than the process.

7.7.2 I Is Not “Hobbies” or “Leisure”

I-driven engagement can occur in professional contexts, in activities that are remunerated, and in domains of high social visibility. The question is not where or whether paid but why: what sustains the engagement?


	A lawyer who finds genuine intellectual reward in legal analysis is I-driven in that engagement, even though the activity is professional and remunerated

	A hobbyist whose weekend activity is entirely status-driven (collecting to be seen as a collector, not because the objects themselves reward engagement) is M-driven despite the “leisure” context



The I/M distinction cuts across the professional/amateur, paid/unpaid, and work/leisure distinctions that organise ordinary language.

7.7.3 I Is Not Opposed to Social Engagement

I encompasses genuinely social motivations: the desire to connect, to care for others, to express oneself to an audience as communication rather than as performance for status.

The desire to share music with listeners, to discuss ideas with intellectual companions, to care for family members; these are I-driven when they persist privately and do not depend on status return. The distinguishing feature is not “solitary vs. social” but “audience-independent vs. audience-dependent.”

A musician who performs for an audience may be primarily I-driven:


	The performance is an expression of mastery and creative vision

	The audience enables communication and shared experience

	The motivation would persist even if the audience were smaller or less prestigious



Or the same activity may be primarily M-driven:


	The performance is a status display

	The audience constitutes the value through recognition and comparison

	The motivation would collapse without the right audience



7.7.4 I Is Not Merely “Intrinsic” in the Lay Sense

Everyday language sometimes uses “intrinsic” to mean “internal” or “inherent to the person.” Under AIM, I refers to a specific motivational source with specific properties, not to anything that happens inside the person.

M-driven desires are also experienced as internal and personal; they feel like “my” desires despite being socially transmitted. Source Opacity ensures that all three sources feel equally “mine” after integration in the Decision Hub. The lay sense of “intrinsic” does not track the AIM-specific technical meaning.

7.7.5 I-Objects Are Not Status-Free by Definition

I-enabling Objects (tools, instruments, access) may carry status connotations in the broader culture, but this does not automatically make desire for I-enabling Objects M-driven.

The diagnostic is functional: Does the Individual want this specific object because it enables their process, or because it signals status?


	The guitarist who wants a better guitar because her current instrument cannot produce the sounds she needs is I-driven

	The guitarist who wants a famous brand because other guitarists will recognise it is M-driven



The same object can be wanted for I-reasons or M-reasons depending on what sustains the desire. The audience-removal test applies: Would the upgrade-desire persist if no one would ever see the new object?

7.7.6 I Is Not Effortless or Constantly Pleasant

I-engagement often involves effort, frustration, and difficulty. The guitarist practising a difficult passage experiences frustration; the researcher stuck on a problem experiences cognitive strain; the writer facing a blank page experiences resistance.

These experiences do not disqualify the motivation as I-driven. The diagnostic is whether the engagement persists despite difficulty, sustained by the process-reward that emerges through engagement. I-driven individuals report that the difficulty is part of the reward; the challenge is what makes the activity engaging.

This distinguishes I from hedonic pleasure-seeking, which avoids difficulty. I-engagement seeks optimal challenge, not minimal challenge.

7.7.7 Entertainment: I and M Engaged Under A-Quiescence

Entertainment is the relation in which an Object engages an Individual’s Intrinsic Motivation and Mimetic Desire while Appetites are quiet, and the Observer’s engagement rests on the content the Object supplies rather than on the Individual’s own executed action.

The relation follows from four established premises:

From Chapter 6, Section 6.5: A signals bodily deficit and terminates on repair, so where no such deficit is present A contributes nothing to the valuation and the Object repairs nothing.

From Sections 7.4 and 7.5: the ground-resolution function is recruited by unresolved structure and sustains engagement for as long as structure remains unresolved, its felt signature being Curiosity and its exhaustion Boredom.

From Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7: the Observer is the general perception channel, running continuous Salience assessment across the whole parsed Object field, of which the reading of other valuing agents is the special case rather than the function itself.

From Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7: the Observer’s distinctive input arrives on three streams, the first carrying what other Individuals pursue and value, the second and third both beginning with the Individual’s own executed action, re-perceived directly and returned through the responses of others.

Given these premises, an Object that engages I and M under A-quiescence supplies the Thinker with unresolved structure and the Observer with Salient content, and repairs nothing. Which of the Observer’s streams carries that engagement then determines whether the Individual is entertained.

Where the Object’s content occupies the first stream and the general field-reading function, and the Individual’s own executed action enters neither, the Observer is engaged on the Object. This is the reception position, and it is the condition under which Entertainment obtains.

Because the field-reading function runs across the whole Object field rather than across agents alone, the relation requires neither that the content contain agents nor that it arrive by any one sense. Music supplies the Thinker with unresolved structure in the movement of the sound itself, expectation raised and resolution withheld, and supplies the Observer with a field to read, with no agent anywhere in the account. Drama and contest supply agents directly, which is the Observer’s special case. Narrative supplies neither directly. What reaches the Individual is symbolic, and the Objects engaged, the people in the story among them, are assembled by the generative operation out of that input together with what the Individual already holds in memory. The reach of a story is bounded accordingly: a narrative whose materials the listener cannot assemble is unavailable to them rather than difficult.

Where the Individual’s executed action is itself the content, the second and third streams carry the load by construction. The performer’s Observer is occupied with their own action as re-perceived and with how the room is receiving it, and that occupancy is not incidental to performing but constitutive of it. Section 4.4.4 establishes that elevated Observer activity narrows the generative operation’s search before ground-resolution can act on its output, so the load does not only displace the Observer from the Object, it narrows the Thinker’s engagement with the Object as well. Performing and being entertained by the same Object are therefore not two states an Individual can occupy together. They draw on the same channel in opposite directions.

An Individual performing without payment stands in the same position as one performing under contract. Both have their own executed action as the content, both carry the second and third streams loaded, and neither is entertained by the work they are in. Either may be strongly I-driven in it, since Section 7.7.2 establishes that the I diagnosis runs independently of whether an activity is remunerated.

The entailment extends to an Individual whose engagement is organised by an output they will themselves produce. Their executed action is not the content, but the priors on which the Observer conditions its assessment are weighted toward the audience that will receive that output, and the narrowing established at Section 4.4.4 follows from that weighting. Such an Individual receives the Object through a pre-filter set by an audience of their own.

An Individual can be entertained by a completed work in which they themselves appear, to the degree that the second and third streams stay quiet while they receive it. Where the work is received alongside others whose responses are legible, or where the Individual’s standing turns on how it lands, those streams carry load and the relation attenuates in proportion. The same Individual receiving the same work privately and at a remove may be entertained by it, the work unchanged and the Observer’s load having fallen.



Establishment Summary

This chapter has established:

1. Definition and Scope

Intrinsic Motivation (I) is self-endorsed engagement in activities rewarding in the doing, diagnostically identified by Private Persistence without external reward or audience. I encompasses curiosity, mastery, play, exploration, care, aesthetic and creative work, and genuine social connection.

2. Empirical Basis

I is grounded in Self-Determination Theory (Deci & Ryan) documenting autonomy, competence, and relatedness needs, and in flow research (Csikszentmihalyi) documenting optimal experience states. These research programmes establish I as a positive motivational state with its own characteristic properties, not merely the absence of extrinsic motivation.

3. Neural Architecture

I is implemented by dopaminergic midbrain-hippocampal circuits distinct from homeostatic (A) and social-comparison (M) circuits, with characteristic activation patterns that predict learning and memory enhancement. Curiosity states produce a distinctive midbrain-hippocampus coupling that explains competence expansion.

4. Defining Properties

I is process-rewarding, privately persistent, competence-expanding, and autonomy-dependent: four properties that generate testable behavioural signatures and distinguish I from both A and M.

5. Satiation Dynamics

The I-process does not satiate but deepens; I-enabling Objects satiate upon functional adequacy. This distinction explains why I-engagement is renewable (the process continues) while I-related acquisition terminates (once adequate tools are acquired, tool-wanting stops).

6. I-Accomplishment

I-episode completion produces I-accomplishment: a phenomenologically distinct experience characterised by wanting-liking alignment, internal reference, audience independence, expansion rather than reset, and durable positive affect. This contrasts with both A-satiation (relief from deficit) and M-status achievement (hollow victory followed by reference-point reset).

7. Fun and Boredom

Fun is the phenomenology of active I-engagement: the subjective experience of novelty (sensory, cognitive, creative, physical, or social) encountered during process-rewarding activity. Boredom is I’s natural termination condition, signalling that the current activity has been sufficiently mined for process-reward and that the Individual’s engagement would be better directed elsewhere. Together they constitute I’s engagement-termination cycle. When boredom is present but task-switching does not occur, two diagnostic patterns apply: M-contamination (M sustains engagement directly through status implications) or A-constraint through Mimetic Lock-In (the Individual cannot act on the termination signal because PM Contagion has inflated the cost of A-necessary goods beyond what an I-engaging alternative would fund). Widespread occupational boredom is a system-level diagnostic indicating that I-termination signals are firing across the labour force while Mimetic Lock-In prevents the task-switching those signals are designed to produce.

8. Humour

Humour is Fun in which the open question closes in the episode that opens it. The setup of a joke is read under priors that make one reading the most probable and pose no open question, so Imagination is not recruited and the resolving reading is never constructed. The final item of evidence is one the expected reading cannot accommodate: it recruits the Thinker, and it is closed when Imagination constructs a reading that fits all the evidence, the setup included. Whether the episode is Humour turns on the sign of the integrated valuation. Where the content carries no deficit, no Observer-signed threat and no lowering of the Individual’s own standing, the episode is Humour; where it carries a threat, the same resolution is felt as fear, and where it lowers the Individual’s own standing, as offence. Because a single resolution does not revise the Belief Register, a joke works once while the form of the joke works again on the next Object that meets the same priors.

9. Independent Manipulability

I can be elevated or reduced without proportionate effects on A or M, as demonstrated by the overjustification effect, autonomy-support interventions, and challenge-skill balance manipulations. This independent manipulability establishes I as a genuine third source rather than a derivative of A or M.



Axiomatic Recap

This chapter has drawn upon the following axioms from the AIM Framework’s core architecture:

Axiom 1 (Three-Source Taxonomy): Human motivation arises from exactly three neurologically distinct sources: Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), and Mimetic Desire (M). This chapter has detailed the second source, establishing its properties as distinct from both A and M.

Axiom 2 (Common-Currency Integration): The three motivational sources converge in a common-currency valuation system (vmPFC and ventral striatum) that produces a single scalar subjective value signal. This chapter has drawn on this architecture to explain how I-signals enter the Decision Hub and how they can be distinguished from A and M signals despite integration.

Axiom 6 (Differential Satiation Dynamics): The three sources exhibit structurally different satiation properties. A satiates episodically and cyclically. I deepens rather than terminates: competence generates new frontiers; only specific tools/means satiate. M has no natural satiation signal. This chapter has elaborated the I-specific satiation dynamics and introduced I-accomplishment as the characteristic phenomenology of I-episode termination.

Canonical citations:


	For I generally: Deci, E.L. & Ryan, R.M. (1985). Intrinsic Motivation and Self-Determination in Human Behavior. Plenum.

	For I’s deepening property: Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1990). Flow: The Psychology of Optimal Experience. Harper & Row.

	For the overjustification effect: Lepper, M.R., Greene, D., & Nisbett, R.E. (1973). Undermining children’s intrinsic interest with extrinsic reward. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 28(1), 129–137.





Forward Connection

Chapter 8: Mimetic Desire (M) will develop the third source: the Salience channel, whose special case is the socially transmitted wanting that arises because observed Models pursue, display, or signal value for Objects. Chapter 8 will establish:


	M’s triangular structure (subject–model–object)

	Amplification by visibility, prestige cues, and scarcity

	Non-satiating dynamics (comparative, reference-point dependent)

	Preconscious Transmission through mirror-neuron systems (within the Transmission Window, 60–340ms)

	Object Parasitism (M operates by inflating A-I Objects rather than generating independent M-Objects)



The contrast with I will become sharp: where I persists privately, M in its special case falls away without audience once the loop holding it releases; where I deepens with competence, M resets with new comparison targets; where I produces durable I-accomplishment, M produces transient status achievement followed by wanting-liking dissociation.

Chapter 9: Decision Hub Integration will examine how A, I, and M converge in the common-currency valuation system, producing the unified Scalar that determines choice. Chapter 9 will develop:


	The AIM Integration Equation

	The concept of AIM weights (wA, wI, wM)

	Weight dynamics across contexts and states

	The architectural explanation for Source Opacity

	The conditions under which each source dominates



Understanding I’s nature as established in this chapter is prerequisite for understanding both how M can contaminate I-domains (Chapter 8’s account of the overjustification effect mechanism) and how the three sources interact in producing choice (Chapter 9’s integration dynamics).



What Would Falsify This?

This chapter’s claims about Intrinsic Motivation depend on the core AIM architecture established in Chapters 2 and 3. The primary claims are:


	I constitutes a distinct motivational source with characteristic properties (process-rewarding, privately persistent, competence-expanding, autonomy-dependent)

	I is implemented by neural circuits partially distinct from A and M circuits

	I exhibits characteristic satiation dynamics (process non-satiating, objects satiating upon functional adequacy)

	I-accomplishment is phenomenologically distinct from A-satiation and M-status achievement

	I can be manipulated independently of A and M



Established Science vs. Novel AIM Predictions:

Claims 1–3 and 5 represent established science from Self-Determination Theory and flow research that AIM incorporates rather than novel AIM-specific predictions. SDT’s research programme has generated extensive empirical validation over four decades; flow research has similarly accumulated substantial support across multiple domains and cultures.

Claim 4 (I-accomplishment as phenomenologically distinct) integrates established findings (Berridge’s wanting-liking dissociation, reference-point adaptation research, hedonic treadmill literature) into the AIM taxonomic structure. The integration is AIM-specific, but the underlying findings are established. The overjustification effect provides strong evidence against reducibility: the undermining of motivation by external reward demonstrates that I operates by principles different from both homeostatic satisfaction (A) and social validation (M).

Falsification Criteria:

Falsification criteria for the core AIM architecture are stated in Chapter 4 (The Axiomatic and Architectural Foundation of AIM). The most relevant falsification conditions for this chapter would be:

1. Demonstrated Reducibility: If I-driven behaviours could be fully explained as combinations of A and M without residue, if every apparently I-driven activity could be shown to be either A-deficit correction or M-status pursuit in disguise, the claim of I as a distinct third source would be disconfirmed. What remains at risk is the residue claim: the criterion is discharged only by a decomposition that captures the full I-phenomenology (process-deepening, privacy-persistence, flow) without remainder, not by showing that some apparently I-driven activity has A or M components.

2. Wanting-Liking Alignment in M-Achievement: If M-status achievement were shown to produce wanting-liking alignment comparable to I-accomplishment (if the hollow-victory phenomenon were an artefact rather than a structural feature of M), the diagnostic distinction developed in Section 7.5.4 would require revision.

3. Reference-Point Stability in M: If M-achievement were shown to produce stable satisfaction without reference-point reset (if achieving status goals produced durable contentment comparable to I-accomplishment), Axiom 6’s claim of differential satiation would be disconfirmed for the I-M contrast.

4. Dissociation of Account from Grip in Self-Directed Goals: Section 7.2.1 claims that where a goal about the Individual’s own standing was acquired through the Observer without deliberation, whatever endorsement it carries was reached by construction rather than by reconciliation, because the origin reconciliation requires was destroyed at integration. Reported regulatory quality cannot test this. An Individual who has constructed an endorsement will report one, which is exactly what Source Opacity predicts and what makes self-report the wrong instrument.

The criterion is therefore the dissociation the claim entails between the account and the grip. A standard genuinely reconciled with the Individual’s other values is anchored to them, and demonstrating that it conflicts with those values should loosen its hold. A standard whose endorsement was constructed is not so anchored: the account can be revised, or exchanged for another, while the hold is unchanged. The claim is disconfirmed if the two behave alike, if self-directed goals demonstrably acquired without deliberation prove as responsive to demonstrated value-conflict as standards the Individual adopted deliberately. The criterion is exacting in one direction and permissive in the other: because introjected regulation admits origins the architecture makes no claim about, evidence that some of it arises without preconscious acquisition leaves the claim untouched. What is at risk is the construction result, not the prevalence of the route.

5. The Resolving Reading Must Be the Individual’s Own Construction (Tier 2). Section 7.5.7 derives Humour as a resolution the Individual constructs within the episode. The claim is disconfirmed if Individuals who cannot state the resolving reading when tested immediately afterwards report amusement as high as those who can, once the visible amusement of others is removed. The standard is an adequately powered, replicated study that controls for audience cues and for prior exposure to the joke. If it is met, the Imagination-resolution account of Humour fails. The architecture of Chapter 4 is untouched, and the incongruity is left without a derived mechanism.

6. Repetition Exhausts a Joke, Not Its Form (Tier 2). Section 7.5.7 derives that a resolution leaves the Belief Register, and the priors that made the expected reading probable, intact. The claim is disconfirmed if hearing a joke lowers amusement at a new joke of the same form, on a new Object, as far as it lowers amusement at a repeat of the original joke. The standard is a within-subject, counterbalanced design that controls for fatigue, replicated. If it is met, the claim that the reassignment occurs in the Thinker’s resolution rather than in the Belief Register fails for Humour. The satiation structure of Section 7.5 survives.

7. Gap Activity Follows the Lead (Tier 2). Section 7.4.2.3 derives that, across an interval without recognition, I-led Individuals continue the practice and M-led Individuals let it lapse or seek an alternative audience. The claim is disconfirmed if the share of gap activity given to the practice, against the share given to audience-seeking, does not differ between Individuals whose Lead was classified as I and as M before the interval, by a measure independent of gap behaviour. The standard is an adequately powered, replicated, prospective design that controls for A-driven causes of reduced output. If it is met, the Gap Behaviour Test fails as a diagnostic of Lead, and the claim that Private Persistence holds across an interval, not only within an episode, fails with the Gap Behaviour Test. The derivation of Section 7.4.2.2 for the single episode is untouched.



Appendix 7A: Diagram Placeholders

Diagram 7.1: I-Circuit Neural Architecture

Visual showing:


	Dopaminergic midbrain (VTA) projecting to ventral striatum and prefrontal cortex

	Midbrain-hippocampus coupling during curiosity states

	Default-mode network reduction during flow states

	Contrast with A-circuits (hypothalamus, interoceptive areas) and M-circuits (mirror-neuron systems, social-reward pathways)

	Convergence point in vmPFC/VS (Decision Hub) where all three sources integrate



Caption: The neural architecture of Intrinsic Motivation is partially distinct from Appetites (homeostatic circuits) and Mimetic Desire (social-comparison circuits). I-circuits support persistent, process-focused value that can grow with competence, contrasting with A’s episodic deficit-correction and M’s comparison-driven escalation.



Diagram 7.2: Differential Satiation Dynamics

Visual showing three trajectory curves over time:


	A-curve: Sawtooth pattern: deficit rises, satiation drops it to baseline, deficit rises again (cyclical)

	I-curve: Gradual upward slope with episodic accomplishment markers: competence deepens, new frontiers open, no ceiling (deepening)

	M-curve: Escalating peaks with immediate resets; achievement spike, reference-point reset, new target, repeat at higher level (treadmill)



Caption: The three sources exhibit structurally different satiation dynamics. A satiates episodically and recurs cyclically. I deepens rather than terminates: competence generates new frontiers. M has no natural satiation signal: reference points shift continuously with each achievement.



Diagram 7.3: I-Accomplishment vs. M-Status Achievement

Visual showing two parallel timelines:

I-Accomplishment Timeline:


	Pre-achievement: Process engagement, competence building (wanting aligned with process-reward)

	Achievement moment: Completion of self-endorsed project

	Post-achievement: Durable satisfaction, expansion to new frontiers

	Wanting-liking graph shows alignment throughout



M-Status Achievement Timeline:


	Pre-achievement: Comparison-driven pursuit, intensifying urgency (wanting escalating)

	Achievement moment: Victory/ranking attained

	Post-achievement: Brief spike, rapid decay, reference-point reset, renewed deficit

	Wanting-liking graph shows dissociation (high wanting, low liking at achievement)



Caption: I-accomplishment and M-status achievement differ on every structural dimension. I produces wanting-liking alignment, internal reference, audience independence, and expansion. M produces wanting-liking dissociation, external reference, audience dependence, and reset. The post-achievement phenomenology test distinguishes them.



Diagram 7.4: The Overjustification Effect Mechanism

Visual showing:

Panel A: Baseline I-Engagement


	Activity → Process reward → Continued engagement

	No external evaluation or audience

	Weight distribution: High wI, low wM



Panel B: Introduction of Contingent Reward


	Activity → External evaluation introduced → Social comparison activated

	Audience and outcome become Salient

	Weight distribution shifts: wI declining, wM rising



Panel C: Reward Removal


	External reward removed

	But frame has shifted: activity now associated with evaluation/audience

	I-engagement does not return to baseline

	Weight distribution: Lower wI than Panel A, elevated wM residue



Caption: The overjustification effect occurs because contingent external reward introduces social comparison (M-dynamics) into what was previously process-rewarding (I-dynamics). The activity becomes associated with audience and evaluation, and when the reward is removed, I-engagement may not recover because the phenomenological frame has shifted from I-led to M-contaminated.



Diagram 7.5: The Audience-Removal Test

Visual showing decision tree:

Activity in question
 │
 ▼
Would engagement continue if:
- No one would ever see the results?
- No one would ever know you did it?
- No benefit would accrue beyond the engagement itself?
 │
 ┌───┴───┐
 │ │
 YES NO
 │ │
 ▼ ▼
I-driven M-contaminated
(or A-driven if deficit-correcting)

Caption: The audience-removal test is the primary diagnostic for distinguishing I-driven from M-driven motivation. If engagement persists in private without external reward or audience and is rewarding in the doing, the motivation is I; if engagement evaporates without observers, the motivation was M-structured.
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Appendix 7C: Glossary of I-Specific Terms

Autonomy: The experience of behaviour as volitional and self-endorsed; being the origin of one’s actions rather than controlled by external forces. One of the three basic psychological needs in Self-Determination Theory; satisfaction of autonomy enhances I-engagement.

Autonomy Support: Environmental conditions that provide meaningful choice, rationale for requests, acknowledgment of perspectives, and absence of controlling factors. Autonomy-supportive contexts enhance I; controlling contexts undermine it.

Boredom (I-Boredom): I’s natural termination condition. The signal that a specific activity no longer offers novelty, challenge, or prediction errors. Boredom is an adaptive signal, functionally analogous to A-satiation but operating on a different dimension: where A-satiation signals “the deficit has been corrected, stop consuming,” I-boredom signals “the novelty here is exhausted, stop engaging and explore elsewhere.” I-boredom terminates engagement with a specific activity at a specific time, not I-capacity in general.

Challenge-Skill Balance: The condition in which the difficulty of a task matches the Individual’s current competence level. Peak I-engagement (flow) occurs when challenge and skill are balanced; excess challenge produces anxiety, insufficient challenge produces boredom.

Competence: The experience of effectiveness in action, feeling capable and developing mastery. One of the three basic psychological needs in Self-Determination Theory; satisfaction of competence enhances I-engagement and produces competence expansion.

Competence Expansion: The I-characteristic dynamic whereby developing competence generates new frontiers rather than completing a bounded task. As the Individual masters one level, new possibilities become visible that were previously invisible, sustaining I-engagement without satiation.

Controlling Context: Environmental conditions characterised by surveillance, contingent rewards, imposed deadlines, controlling language, and removal of choice. Controlling contexts undermine I-engagement by shifting phenomenology from self-endorsed to externally imposed.

Entertainment: The relation in which an Object engages an Individual’s Intrinsic Motivation and Mimetic Desire while Appetites are quiet, and the Observer’s engagement rests on the content the Object supplies rather than on the Individual’s own executed action. Entertainment is a relation between an Individual and an Object rather than a class of Objects: the same Object stands in the relation to one Individual and not to another, and to the same Individual at one time and not at another. It requires neither that the content contain agents nor that it arrive by any one sense. An Individual whose executed action is the content, or whose engagement is organised by an output they will themselves produce, occupies the production position and is not entertained by the Object, however strongly I-driven they are in it.

Flow: The phenomenological state of complete absorption in an activity where challenge matches skill, action and awareness merge, and the sense of time is altered. Characterised by loss of self-consciousness, intrinsic reward independent of outcome, and concentration on the task at hand. The paradigmatic state of I-engagement.

Fun: The subjective experience of novelty (sensory, physical, cognitive, creative, or social) encountered during I-engagement. Fun is I’s real-time feedback signal that the current activity is generating process-reward. An activity that is Fun is one where novelty remains, challenge persists, and prediction errors are being generated. Fun is the phenomenological counterpart of flow but at a broader level, encompassing the wider range of positive I-engagement experience including sensory exploration, playful experimentation, and curiosity-driven investigation. Fun is not frivolous; it is the architecturally entailed signal of active I-engagement.

I-Accomplishment: The termination of an I-process episode experienced as completion rather than deficit. Characterised by wanting-liking alignment, internal reference, audience independence, expansion rather than reset, and durable positive affect. Contrasts with A-satiation (relief from pressure) and M-status achievement (transient comparison victory).

I-domain: A protected context in which I-led engagement can occur without M-contamination, characterised by autonomy, low observability, non-contingent resources, and absence of comparative evaluation. I-domains enable the conditions for I-flourishing.

I-Enabling Object: A tool, instrument, material, access, or resource that enables an I-process. I-enabling Objects are wanted instrumentally (as means to the process) and satiate upon functional adequacy. Desire for I-enabling Objects beyond functional adequacy signals likely M-contamination.

I-Led: A weight distribution in the Decision Hub where wI dominates; the Individual’s choices primarily reflect self-endorsed aims, process-rewarding engagement, and autonomous evaluation rather than deficit-avoidance (A) or social pressure (M). The AIM-defined condition for freedom.

I-Process: The ongoing engagement with an I-driven activity (mastery, curiosity, creative work, care). The I-process is non-satiating: it deepens rather than terminates. Distinguished from I-enabling Objects, which do satiate upon functional adequacy.

Intrinsic Motivation (I): Self-endorsed engagement in activities that are rewarding in the doing (curiosity, mastery, play, exploration, care, aesthetic and creative work), that people continue in private without audience or external reward, typically strengthening as competence and meaning deepen. The second of the three motivational sources in the AIM taxonomy.

Overjustification Effect: The phenomenon whereby intrinsic motivation for an activity is undermined by introducing contingent external rewards. Demonstrates that I operates by different principles than externally-sourced motivation and provides key evidence for I as a distinct source.

Private Persistence: The diagnostic behavioural signature of I-driven motivation: engagement that continues when no one is watching, no external reward is contingent on performance, and no audience is present. Activities that persist privately and are rewarding in the doing are I-driven; activities that evaporate without audience are M-contaminated.

Process-Rewarding: The I-characteristic whereby value lies in the engagement itself, not merely in outcomes. I-driven activities are pursued because doing them generates reward, not because they produce external results or satisfy deficits.

Relatedness: The experience of connection with others, feeling belonging and caring and being cared for. One of the three basic psychological needs in Self-Determination Theory. Genuine relatedness (audience-independent care and connection) is I-driven; relatedness that depends on status return is M-contaminated.

Wanting-Liking Alignment: The I-characteristic whereby anticipatory wanting is matched by consummatory satisfaction upon achievement. Contrasts with M’s wanting-liking dissociation, where intense wanting during pursuit is followed by hollow or muted liking upon achievement.



Appendix 7D: Common Diagnostic Errors

This appendix catalogues common errors in I-diagnosis and provides correction guidance.

Error 7D.1: Mistaking M-Driven Activity for I Because It Is Enjoyed

The Error: Concluding that an activity is I-driven because the Individual reports enjoying it.

Why It’s Wrong: Enjoyment is source-ambiguous. M-driven activities can be intensely enjoyed: the pleasure of winning, of receiving recognition, of outperforming rivals. The diagnostic question is not “Do you enjoy it?” but “Would you continue it in private, without external reward, when no bodily deficit demands it?”

Correction: Apply the audience-removal test. If enjoyment depends on observers, comparison, or recognition, the motivation is M; if enjoyment persists privately and lies in the doing itself, the motivation is I.

Error 7D.2: Mistaking A-Driven Activity for I Because It Is Voluntary

The Error: Concluding that an activity is I-driven because no one is forcing the Individual to do it.

Why It’s Wrong: A-driven behaviour is also voluntary in this sense: no one forces the hungry person to eat. The voluntariness criterion does not distinguish I from A.

Correction: Check for deficit-correction structure. If the activity terminates upon satisfying a physiological or safety need, and recurs when the need recurs, it is A-driven. I-driven activities do not terminate upon “enough”: they deepen.

Error 7D.3: Mistaking Object-Accumulation for I-Need

The Error: Treating endless acquisition of I-enabling Objects (gear, credentials, tools) as evidence of strong I-motivation.

Why It’s Wrong: I-enabling Objects satiate upon functional adequacy. The guitarist who genuinely needs a better guitar experiences termination of guitar-wanting once she has an adequate instrument. Endless gear accumulation beyond functional adequacy signals M-contamination; the Objects are wanted for what they signal, not for what they enable.

Correction: Apply the audience-removal test to upgrade desires. If the desire for the new object would persist even if no one would ever see it, and the current object genuinely limits the I-process, the desire is I-driven. If the desire evaporates without audience, it was M-driven.

Error 7D.4: Mistaking I-Accomplishment for M-Achievement Because Both Involve Goals

The Error: Treating all goal-pursuit as equivalent, failing to distinguish I-accomplishment (completion of self-endorsed project) from M-achievement (comparison victory).

Why It’s Wrong: Goals can be I-structured (internally referenced, process-rewarding, audience-independent) or M-structured (externally referenced, comparison-driven, audience-dependent). The structural differences produce entirely different post-achievement phenomenology.

Correction: Apply the post-achievement phenomenology test:


	If wanting during pursuit was matched by proportionate satisfaction upon completion, the goal was I-structured

	If intense wanting was followed by hollow or transient satisfaction, the goal was M-structured

	If the accomplishment persists as a durable positive memory, the goal was I-structured

	If the achievement diminishes rapidly in felt significance, the goal was M-structured



Error 7D.5: Mistaking Social I-Motivation for M

The Error: Concluding that any socially-directed motivation must be M-driven because it involves other people.

Why It’s Wrong: Genuine connection, care, and expression are I-driven when they persist privately and do not depend on status return. The desire to share music, discuss ideas, or care for family can be I-driven even though it involves others.

Correction: The diagnostic is not “solitary vs. social” but “audience-independent vs. audience-dependent.” Would the engagement persist if the social relationship were invisible to third parties and no status benefit attached to it? If yes, I-driven; if no, M-contaminated.

Error 7D.6: Assuming Professional Activities Cannot Be I-Driven

The Error: Concluding that because an activity is remunerated or occurs in a professional context, it cannot be I-driven.

Why It’s Wrong: I-driven engagement can occur in any context, including professional settings. The question is what sustains the engagement: process-reward (I) or external validation (M) or necessity (A).

Correction: Apply standard diagnostics regardless of context:


	Would engagement persist if no one saw the work? (audience-removal)

	Does completion produce durable satisfaction or hollow victory? (post-achievement phenomenology)

	Does competence generate new frontiers or new comparison targets? (satiation dynamics)



Error 7D.7: Treating the Overjustification Effect as Universal

The Error: Concluding that all external rewards undermine all intrinsic motivation in all circumstances.

Why It’s Wrong: The overjustification effect is robust but context-dependent. Unexpected rewards, informational feedback, and rewards that do not introduce controlling dynamics may not undermine I. The effect operates specifically through the mechanism of introducing social comparison and evaluation into process-rewarding engagement.

Correction: Distinguish:


	Controlling rewards (contingent, evaluative, comparison-inducing) → undermine I

	Informational feedback (competence-relevant, non-comparative) → may enhance I

	Unexpected rewards (not anticipated, not contingent) → typically do not undermine I

	Autonomy-supportive compensation (non-controlling, acknowledging contribution) → may coexist with I



Error 7D.8: Treating Occupational Boredom as Individual Pathology

The Error: Concluding that an Individual who is bored at work has a motivation problem, attitude problem, or engagement deficit that can be corrected by individual-level intervention (coaching, motivation programmes, job enrichment).

Why It’s Wrong: Boredom is I’s natural termination signal, indicating that the current activity no longer offers novelty, challenge, or prediction errors. The signal is firing correctly. What prevents the Individual from acting on it is typically not a personal failing but a structural condition: Mimetic Lock-In has inflated the cost of A-necessary goods to the point where the Individual cannot pursue an I-engaging alternative without compromising A-sufficiency. The “problem” is not the Individual’s motivation; it is the absence of an exit path.

Correction: Distinguish Pattern 1 (M-contamination: the Individual stays for status reasons, not A-reasons) from Pattern 2 (A-constraint through Mimetic Lock-In: the Individual stays because no alternative path to A-sufficiency exists). For Pattern 1, the Knowledge Patch and audience-removal reflection apply. For Pattern 2, the intervention is structural: A-Floor provision decoupled from employment, combined with PM reduction in A-necessary goods, to restore the exit path the I-architecture requires.



Appendix 7E: Research Recommendations

This appendix identifies empirical work that would strengthen or challenge this chapter’s claims. Following the architect/builder distinction, these are recommendations for researchers, not tasks for the AIM Framework’s development.

Research Recommendation 7E.1: Neural Signature Refinement

Question: Can neuroimaging reliably distinguish I-driven from M-driven engagement with the same activity?

Method: Within-subjects design where participants engage with the same activity (e.g., puzzle-solving) under different framing conditions:


	Private engagement, no feedback (predicted I-dominant)

	Public engagement with comparison feedback (predicted M-dominant)

	Neural signatures compared across conditions



Prediction: I-dominant conditions should show midbrain-hippocampus coupling, reduced default-mode activity; M-dominant conditions should show enhanced social-comparison circuit activity, mirror-neuron activation.

Significance: Would provide direct neural validation of the I/M distinction beyond behavioural signatures.

Research Recommendation 7E.2: Wanting-Liking Dissociation in Achievement

Question: Do I-accomplishment and M-status achievement show predicted differences in wanting-liking alignment?

Method: Track wanting (anticipatory motivation) and liking (consummatory satisfaction) separately for goals that are I-structured vs. M-structured:


	I-structured: Self-set mastery goals, audience-independent completion criteria

	M-structured: Comparison-based goals, audience-dependent success criteria

	Measure wanting throughout pursuit and liking at achievement



Prediction: I-structured goals should show wanting-liking alignment; M-structured goals should show wanting-liking dissociation (high wanting, lower liking).

Significance: Would validate the central diagnostic distinction of Section 7.5.4.

Research Recommendation 7E.3: Post-Achievement Phenomenology Longitudinal Study

Question: Do I-accomplishment and M-status achievement show predicted differences in durability of satisfaction over time?

Method: Longitudinal tracking of individuals who achieve comparable goals that differ in I/M structure:


	Track subjective satisfaction at achievement, 1 month, 6 months, 1 year

	Track reference-point dynamics (do new comparison targets emerge?)

	Track expansion dynamics (do new frontiers open?)



Prediction: I-accomplishment should show durable satisfaction and expansion; M-achievement should show rapid decay and reference-point reset.

Significance: Would validate the differential trajectory predictions central to Axiom 6.

Research Recommendation 7E.4: Object-Satiation Dynamics

Question: Do I-enabling Objects show predicted satiation upon functional adequacy?

Method: Track object-acquisition behaviour in I-driven domains:


	Identify individuals with strong I-engagement in specific domains (musicians, craftspeople, researchers)

	Track object-acquisition behaviour over time

	Distinguish acquisition that enables process (functionally inadequate current tools) from acquisition beyond functional need



Prediction: Acquisition should terminate upon functional adequacy; continued acquisition beyond adequacy should correlate with M-indicators (visibility of objects, comparison to others’ equipment).

Significance: Would validate the I-process/I-object distinction and its diagnostic implications.

Research Recommendation 7E.5: Cross-Cultural Validation

Question: Do the defining properties of I (process-rewarding, privately persistent, competence-expanding, autonomy-dependent) hold across cultures with different social structures?

Method: Replicate core I-findings (overjustification effect, autonomy-support effects, flow characteristics) across cultural contexts:


	Individualist vs. collectivist cultures

	High vs. low power-distance cultures

	Cultures with different relationships to privacy and audience



Prediction: Core I-properties should be universal (they reflect neural architecture), but expression and accessibility of I-engagement may vary with cultural context (some cultures may provide more or fewer I-domains).

Significance: Would establish whether AIM’s I-construct is culturally universal or culturally bounded.





Chapter 8: Mimetic Desire (M), The Hidden Architecture of Social Wanting

Position Statement

This chapter establishes Mimetic Desire (M) as the third and final motivational source in the AIM taxonomy: the Salience channel over the perceived Object field, whose special case is socially transmitted wanting that arises because observed Models pursue, display, or signal value for Objects. Of the three sources, M is simultaneously the most powerful driver of human cultural achievement and the most dangerous driver of collective pathology, and these are not separate phenomena but aspects of the same mechanism operating under different structural conditions.

One identity runs through the whole of it. The Mimetic channel computes Salience, how much each Object in the perceived field matters to action now, and everything the chapter later says in social vocabulary is that computation seen at a larger scale. Status is not a further quantity standing beside Salience. It is Salience aggregated across observers and averaged over time, and the Mimetic Premium (PM, the Premium) is the differential between two such readings. Section 8.1.4 derives this before any social material arrives, because a reader who takes the social vocabulary for a second subject will misread everything downstream of it.

The chapter is organised as a single derivation. It begins from the minimal architecture Chapter 4 established and shows that a third signal channel is required by that architecture; it identifies the channel as the Observer and derives Mimetic Desire as the phenomenological output of the Observer’s signal passing through the Decision Hub and the Thinker; and it then follows the consequences without interruption from the neural scale to the intra-individual, the dyadic, and the civilisational. Nothing in the chain is introduced by stipulation. Each result is reached from the results before it, and the point at which each earlier result is used is named where it is used, so that a reader who doubts a conclusion can locate the step that produced it.

M carries the heaviest explanatory burden of any source chapter because most readers will encounter mimetic theory for the first time here. Homeostatic drives (A) are familiar from biology; Intrinsic Motivation (I) is familiar from psychology. Mimetic Desire, the discovery that wanting itself is contagious, that we desire because others desire, that the very feeling of authentic personal preference can be a copy of someone else’s wanting, remains outside mainstream scientific awareness despite robust neuroscientific grounding.

The chapter demonstrates that M is not “social motivation” or “peer pressure” but a specific mechanism with identifiable substrates, characteristic timing, and distinctive behavioural signatures; that the Triple Camouflage is why it stayed invisible; and that it is architecturally necessary for culture, the same preconscious channel carrying language acquisition and skill learning also producing rivalry escalation under particular structural conditions.

The Mimetic Trade-Off Principle formalises this trade-off: human mimetic capacity is the architectural foundation of cumulative cultural evolution, enabling knowledge transfer at scales no other species has achieved; however, the integration it feeds necessarily produces Source Opacity (whereby the source decomposition of M-amplified urgency is destroyed, and the urgency is experienced as survival threat), Information Gap (whereby true causes exceed computational tractability), and Confabulation completing as agent-based causation. Because these features are intrinsic to the mimetic architecture rather than separable defects, they are permanent. The only available intervention operates downstream: a knowledge-based patch providing conceptual vocabulary that permits I-Override to intercept confabulated causation before action.



Dependency Statement

This chapter requires prior understanding of:


	Chapter 2’s definitions: Individual, Object, Decision Hub, Common-Currency Integration, Source Opacity, Confabulation, the Species-Neutral Processing Principle, and the nine core axioms

	Chapter 4’s minimal architecture and its AIM instantiation: the Decision Hub as integrator-and-action-selector (§4.4.1), the Body Manager as homeostatic-deficit signaller (§4.4.2), the Thinker as prior-maintainer and Bayesian ground-resolver (§4.4.3), the Configural Update-Rate Asymmetry (§4.3.10), the Observer as continuous conditional Object-field Salience assessor (§4.4.7), the Belief Register (§4.4.8), the operational loop (§4.4.9), and the failure mode the loop produces (§4.4.11). This chapter’s opening section restates the features of the Observer specification on which its derivations depend, but the warrant for that specification is Chapter 4’s and is not re-argued here

	Chapter 5’s argument for disaggregation: Why exactly three sources are required, and why the Undifferentiated Desire Fallacy produces systematic errors when sources are conflated

	Chapter 6’s treatment of Appetites: The homeostatic foundation whose satisfaction is prerequisite for other motivations to flourish, and whose satiation dynamics provide the contrast against which M’s non-satiation becomes visible

	Chapter 7’s treatment of Intrinsic Motivation: The process-rewarding source whose characteristic signatures (Private Persistence, the continued pursuit of an activity without audience or external reward; deepening with engagement; satiation of enabling-Objects) provide the diagnostic contrast with M



Readers who have not absorbed these prior chapters will lack the vocabulary to follow the distinctions this chapter draws.

M-outputs, including status competition, fashion cycles, conspicuous consumption, and mimetic rivalry, are among the output families that CCGT (Chapter 3) requires any general theory to account for. OCEP establishes that denying the system’s capacity to produce these outputs, when they are demonstrably produced, is logically incoherent.



Derivation Preview

This chapter draws primarily upon:


	Axiom 1 (Three-Source Taxonomy): Establishing M as the third neurologically distinct source. Section 8.1.1 derives the three-way division from the Decision Hub’s specification rather than assuming it

	Axiom 5 (Object Parasitism): M’s distinctive contribution is the continuous comparative-position assessment of A-I Objects already valuated by A and I. The architectural failure mode in which Mimetic Premium is deposited on those A-I Objects under impoverished I-resolution is named Object Parasitism (Chapter 2, Object Parasitism; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.11; Section 8.4)

	Axiom 6 (Differential Satiation Dynamics): M has no natural satiation signal because the Observer’s conditional assessment over a perceived field has no termination condition, of which the comparativeness of Status and the continual shift of reference points are the expression

	Axiom 7 (Preconscious Transmission): M-signals are transmitted within the Transmission Window (60–340ms) through mirror-neuron systems, prior to conscious awareness (300–500ms threshold), ensuring that M-desires are integrated before they can be consciously scrutinised

	Axiom 3 (Source Opacity), and Axiom 4 (Confabulation): Together explaining why M-driven desires are experienced as authentic and why post-hoc narratives misattribute them to A or I



The derivation shows that M’s distinctive properties, social transmission, model-dependence, observability-amplification, comparison-constitution, and preconscious acquisition, follow from its architecture and are collected at Section 8.8 as results rather than stated at the outset as stipulations.



Chapter Preview

The chapter proceeds through sixteen sections arranged as five movements. The movements ascend a single scale ladder: architecture, substrate, Individual, dyad, civilisation. Section 8.16 fixes the boundary between M and the concepts it is most often confused with. The objections the argument invites are answered at Appendix 8F, outside the chain, because nothing in the chain depends on them.

Movement 1, The architectural warrant (Section 8.1). What the minimal architecture requires: why the Decision Hub’s specification as an action-selector over Objects entails a third component that neither the Body Manager nor the Thinker can supply; why that component’s input stream must include the observed valuations of other Individuals; the Observer’s function specification restated in the features this chapter uses; and the four-step derivation of Mimetic Desire as the phenomenological output of the Observer’s signal, from which the canonical definition follows as a conclusion. The derivation runs on installation by directional valence and on the destruction, at integration, of the distinction between Model-installed Salience and the Observer’s own reading of the Object, with the gate clause of the Minimum Installation Condition established as the floor of the mechanism and Girard’s triangular structure derived as the structure every installation from another Individual has. The derivation of Status from Salience, established here rather than at Section 8.12 so that the social vocabulary of the later movements is read as Salience vocabulary throughout: Salience measures what an Object affords against what it costs to obtain, other Individuals sit on that same axis as affording access, and Status is those readings aggregated across observers and averaged over time. The range of M-driven phenomena, and the distinction between Mimesis and Mimetic Desire. The perception of a work of Art, traced through the fast loop.

Movement 2, Neural instantiation (Section 8.2). How the architectural requirement is met in the human case, as an empirical claim separable from the architecture above it: mirror neuron systems, social reward circuits, Status-tracking systems, convergence in the Decision Hub, the channel-specific valence signal architecture establishing the Legibility Gradient across A, I, and M, the Valence Inversion establishing why enemies and scapegoats are approached rather than avoided, the timing that makes the mimetic acquisition event unregistrable (a barrier separate from Source Opacity), and the Observer’s baseline function. The triangular structure of desire as the architecture’s observable signature, and its independent discovery by Girard.

Movement 3, The Individual (Sections 8.3–8.9). The Object-Precedence Principle, establishing through two independent impossibilities that the Observer cannot generate Objects of its own (8.3); Object Parasitism as the entailment, locating the failure at I’s ground-resolution rather than at M (8.4); satiation dynamics and the Salience-Deficit Asymmetry, establishing why the deposit does not discharge (8.5); the Mimetic Premium as the quantitative trace of the deposit (8.6); the Triple Camouflage as the reason none of this is available to introspection (8.7); the five defining properties, collected as results (8.8); and the experimental evidence for independent manipulability (8.9).

Movement 4, The dyad (Sections 8.10–8.11). The Individual-as-Object Principle, taking the step from one architecture to two coupled architectures: reciprocal valuation, Object Transfer as the micro-foundation of exchange, relational Objects, the Rival-Constitution Principle, the Social Constitution Corollary, and Reciprocity as Convergent Confabulation (8.10). The trichotomy of mimetic responses, Admiration, Mimetic Attraction, Mimetic Repulsion, the Salience Substitution Principle, and the Corrosion Paradox (8.11).

Movement 5, The civilisation (Sections 8.12–8.15). The Status Decomposition as the network-level aggregate of dyadic valuations, with the compounding trajectory, the three components, the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, the Levelling-Up Principle, and the Salience Sufficiency Principle (8.12); PM in prices and the Price Decomposition, grounded in Object Transfer (8.13); PM beyond prices and the Unidirectional PM Flow Principle (8.14); and Positive Mimesis and Subcriticality Maintenance, including the structural conditions that determine outcome, the Two-Class Intervention Typology, and the Speed-Selectivity Trade-Off from which the Mimetic Trade-Off Principle is derived (8.15).

Boundaries (Section 8.16). Boundary clarifications distinguishing M from social influence, peer pressure, comparison as cognitive activity, envy, strategic status-seeking, conformity, and relational causation. The anticipated critiques are answered at Appendix 8F.



8.1 The Architectural Warrant for a Third Channel

Chapter 4 specified the minimal architecture that any system must instantiate if it is to select actions under competing demands: an integrator-and-action-selector (the Decision Hub), a homeostatic-deficit signaller (the Body Manager), a prior-maintainer and Bayesian ground-resolver (the Thinker), and a continuous conditional Object-field Salience assessor (the Observer). Chapters 6 and 7 developed the first two signal channels in their AIM instantiation: Appetites (A) as the Body Manager’s output, Intrinsic Motivation (I) as the Thinker’s. This chapter develops the third.

The order of argument in this chapter is therefore the reverse of the order in which the phenomenon is usually approached. The chapter does not begin by asserting that a third kind of wanting exists and then assembling evidence for it. It begins from the architecture Chapter 4 established, asks what that architecture requires, and arrives at Mimetic Desire as the answer. The canonical definition given at Section 8.1.3 is a conclusion of the derivation rather than a premise of it, and every result that follows (the Object-Precedence Principle, Object Parasitism, the Mimetic Premium, the Status Decomposition, Subcriticality Maintenance) is reached by continuing the same chain rather than by introducing new stipulations. A reader who accepts Chapter 4’s minimal architecture and Chapter 5’s demand for disaggregation is already committed to the existence of the channel this chapter describes. What remains is to establish what the channel does, what it cannot do, and what follows at the scale of the Individual, the dyad, and the civilisation.

8.1.1 What the Minimal Architecture Requires

The Decision Hub selects actions. Chapter 4 Section 4.4.1 specifies its operation precisely: it receives signed valuation inputs, integrates them into a single signed Common-Currency Scalar (the Scalar), and emits an action selection, approach when the Scalar is positive, avoidance when negative, disengagement when near zero. Actions are directed at Objects. A Decision Hub that received magnitudes but no indication of which Object in the perceived field those magnitudes attached to could not select an action, because there would be nothing for the selection to range over.

This entails a requirement the first two channels cannot meet.

The Body Manager cannot meet it. The Body Manager’s function is to signal the magnitude and category of homeostatic deficit (Chapter 4 Section 4.4.2). It reports that blood glucose has fallen; it does not report where in the environment a glucose-correcting Object is located. A deficit signal delivered without any assessment of the Object field is a drive with no target. The Body Manager is by specification interoceptive; the Object field is exteroceptive; no amount of deficit signalling closes the gap.

The Thinker cannot meet it at the required speed. The Thinker maintains priors and performs Bayesian ground-resolution (Chapter 4 Section 4.4.3). It parses the perceived field into candidate Objects through its categorical priors, and it does so at deliberative speed. If assessment of the Object field for action-relevant Salience were a Thinker function, the assessment would be gated by deliberation, and the system would be blind to the field between deliberative cycles. Chapter 4 Section 4.4.9’s operational loop makes the timing explicit: conscious access is available at 300 to 500 milliseconds. An organism whose Object-field assessment ran only at that rate would be unable to act on anything that changed faster than half a second. Such an organism is not viable in an environment containing predators, prey, or competitors.

Therefore a third component is required: one that assesses the perceived Object field continuously, at a speed below deliberative access, for how much each Object matters to action now. That is the Observer, and its output is Salience: the continuous calculation of how much each Object matters to action now. When the Object is another Individual, what is scored is that Individual’s Salience in this Observer, now. Status is what that score becomes once it is aggregated across observers and over time (Section 8.1.4). Status informs the present calculation, through the priors the Observer reads from the Belief Register, but the calculation itself is a Salience calculation and nothing else. The requirement of the Observer is architectural, not empirical. It follows from the Decision Hub’s specification as an action-selector over Objects, together with the specifications of the two components already in place, and it would hold of any system instantiating the minimal architecture, on any substrate.

One further step establishes that the third channel must be social, and it is this step that turns a Salience assessor into the mechanism of Mimetic Desire.

The Observer’s function is to identify which Objects in the field warrant action. In a solitary organism the available evidence for that judgement is limited to the Objects’ own perceptible properties. In a social organism it is not. Where the field contains conspecifics, the observable behaviour of those conspecifics constitutes evidence about the Object field of a quality no other input can match: a conspecific exhibiting directional valence toward an Object has, in effect, already performed the assessment. Its directional valence compresses whatever it knows about that Object’s deficit-correcting or engagement-affording properties into a single observable signal, available at perceptual speed and at no computational cost to the observer. An Object-field Salience assessor that ignored this stream would be discarding the highest-information input available in the field while continuing to pay full price for the low-information inputs it retained. Any architecture that admits such an assessor at all will admit one that reads conspecific directional valence, because the assessor that reads it strictly dominates the assessor that does not. Conspecifics are named here because they are the richest and most frequent case, not because the argument turns on shared species membership: the dominance holds of any observed agent whose directional valence carries information about the Object field, and Chapter 9’s Salience-Deference Identity states the resulting valuation function at that generality.

The distinctive input stream is therefore not an optional social extension bolted onto a perceptual channel. It is what the channel is for, wherever the channel operates in a field containing other valuing Individuals. Chapter 4 Section 4.4.7 records this as the Observer’s defining feature: the Observer’s distinctiveness as a component lies in the input stream that no other component receives, the observed pursuits and observed valuations of other Individuals, and comparative-position data derived from those observations.

The social input does not replace the calculation. It is the highest-information evidence the calculation can take. The output remains Salience: how much this Object matters, now. Where the Object is an Individual, that is a Salience reading of that Individual. Status is the population-scale, time-averaged form of such readings (Section 8.1.4).

This completes the derivation of Axiom 1’s three-source taxonomy at the architectural level. There are three signal channels because there are three components with signals to send, and there are three such components because the Decision Hub’s specification requires the Body Manager’s deficit information, the Thinker’s deficit information, and Object-field Salience information, and no one component can supply more than one of them. The channel-count asymmetry derived at Chapter 4 Section 4.4.12 follows from the same specification: one channel each from the Thinker, the Body Manager and the Observer, with control over those channels divided two to one in the Thinker’s favour, because the Observer computes on the Thinker’s cached priors rather than supplying content of its own.

8.1.2 The Observer: Function Specification

The Observer’s specification is given in full at Chapter 4 Section 4.4.7. The features on which this chapter’s derivations depend are restated here, so that the chain that follows can be checked without turning back.

Five input streams. Four of them are priors the Observer consumes from the Thinker through the Belief Register. The fifth is the stream no other component receives.


	The perceived Object field, parsed through the Thinker’s categorical priors. This stream includes Objects for which the Thinker holds no valuation history. A novel Object is still parsed as an Object, and Salience still runs: novelty is itself a reason the Object matters to action now.

	The Thinker’s priors about the Body Manager’s current deficit state.

	The Thinker’s priors about the Thinker’s own current deficit state.

	The Thinker’s priors about the Observer (Models, Reference Sets, comparative-position templates).

	The Observer’s distinctive stream, three kinds of observation that are architecturally distinct: what other Individuals are pursuing and appear to value (Model observation); the Individual’s own executed action as re-perceived after the fact (Reafference); and how other Individuals react to that executed action (the Observability coupling).



One output. The Observer emits signed Salience over Objects to the Decision Hub, and nothing else. The signal is signed per the Signed Valuation Principle (Chapter 4 Section 4.4.0): positive toward Objects flagged as Model-pursued or comparative-position-elevating, negative toward Objects flagged as Model-avoided, contaminated, or scapegoat-coded. The same channel carries both directions.

No priors. The Observer does not maintain priors. It consumes them read-only from the Thinker through the Belief Register (Chapter 4 Section 4.4.8). It is a prior-consumer, never a prior-maintainer, and nothing in its own operation can alter the priors it consumes.

No termination condition. Conditional assessment over a perceived field cannot complete while perception continues and while the conditioning inputs continue to exist. Non-satiation is guaranteed by the function specification rather than asserted on top of it. This is the architectural content of Axiom 6 as it applies to M, and Section 8.5 develops what follows from it.

No upstream channel to the Thinker. The Observer’s only output is the Salience signal it delivers to the Decision Hub, where it is compressed with the other direct inputs into a tag-stripped Scalar. The Observer’s Salience output is what is at issue; the Thinker receives other information. Ordinary sensory input, including information received from other Individuals, continues to reach the Thinker at its deliberative timescale. By the time anything the Observer produced returns to the Thinker, it has been stripped of the marking that would identify it as the Observer’s. The Observer therefore cannot serve as evidence against the Thinker’s priors about the Observer. This is the architectural reason the channel cannot correct the misunderstanding of itself, and Section 8.7 draws out the consequence.

Two-clause installation. The Minimum Installation Condition (Chapter 4 Section 4.4.7.1) separates whether the channel fires on a given cycle from how hard it fires. The gate clause: the Observer installs a Mimetic signal toward an Object on any cycle in which its distinctive input stream contains perception of another Individual exhibiting directional valence toward that Object, positive (approach, pursuit, reaching, acquisition, lingering gaze, positive display directed at the Object, expressed valuation) or negative (avoidance, recoil, withdrawal, contamination-coding, scapegoat-coding, expressed revulsion directed at the Object). Any conduct toward the Object discriminable from indifference carries it, and the sign of the observed valence is the sign of the installed signal. Nothing further is required at the gate: not scarcity, prior familiarity, or A-functional or I-functional relevance to the observer. Two conditions do not open it: another Individual merely co-present with the Object, and another Individual oriented toward the Object, by a passing glance or by position, with no valence readable in the orientation. The reason is given at Section 8.1.3: an Individual in the perceived field generates a categorically higher rate of trackable state-change than any static Object near it (the Configural Update-Rate Asymmetry, Chapter 4 Section 4.3.10), so the Observer registers a Salience spike on Individual-detection as such, and the Object-Precedence Principle requires that spike to bind to an Object already in the field, which is the perceived Individual (Individual-as-Object). The spike directs attention to the Individual and along the Individual’s orientation; what installs toward another Object is the Individual’s valenced relation to it.

The magnitude clause: the Salience weight applied to the installed signal is conditioned by the Thinker’s current priors about the Body Manager’s deficit state, its own deficit state, and the Object field, supplied read-only through the Belief Register, and by the strength of the observed Individual’s directional valence toward the Object. The slow loop does not decide whether installation occurs; it sets magnitude. An Individual whose deficit-state posterior currently flags food as high-priority receives, on observing a Model reach for food, a heavier-weight installed signal than the same Individual in a sated state, not because the gate differed but because the cache conditioned the Salience computation differently.

The Minimum Installation Condition is subject to Installation Carrier Neutrality: the gate is keyed to the decoded observation event, not to the carrier or sensory format in which that event reaches the Observer. This is the input-side counterpart of Source Opacity. Carrier and format are immaterial upstream of the Decision Hub, just as source-identity is destroyed at and downstream of integration. It is why observation through a screen installs as readily as observation in a room, and the point recurs when the chapter reaches Observability at Sections 8.13 and 8.14.

8.1.3 The Derivation of Mimetic Desire

The specification in the preceding sub-section describes a channel, not an experience. Mimetic Desire is what the Individual undergoes when that channel’s output completes its passage through the rest of the architecture, and the passage has four steps, each of which Chapter 4 has already established.

The derivation begins one step earlier than the phenomenon appears to require. The familiar description of mimetic transmission, the Subject comes to want the Object because the Model wants it, is accurate as a description of what is observed, but it is not the mechanism, and taking it for the mechanism commits the framework to more than the architecture needs. What the architecture supplies is weaker: not the Model’s wanting, but the sign of the Model’s conduct toward the Object as the Observer reads it, and the weaker premise is sufficient.

Step 1, Emission on Individual-detection, installation on directional valence. An Individual in the perceived field generates a categorically higher rate of trackable state-change than any static Object near it: transitions from rest to pursuit, to gesture, to approach, within fractions of a second. This is the Configural Update-Rate Asymmetry (Chapter 4 Section 4.3.10), and the Configural Update-Rate Asymmetry holds independent of what, if anything, the perceived Individual is oriented toward. A continuously sampling Observer therefore registers a Salience spike on detecting an Individual as such, before any comparative-position content about a particular Object has been read.

That spike cannot be emitted on its own. The Observer’s only output is signed Salience over an Object, delivered to a Decision Hub that selects actions over Objects and can do nothing with a signal that points at no target (Section 8.3, the Object-Precedence Principle). The spike must therefore bind to an Object already existing and already parsed in the field, and the perceived Individual is itself such an Object (Individual-as-Object). The spike binds to the perceived Individual: the spike is the Observer’s reading of that Individual, it draws attention to the Individual and along the Individual’s orientation, and it installs no valuation of anything else in the field. What passes from the perceived Individual to another Object is the Individual’s relation to that Object, and the relation carries a sign only where the Individual’s conduct toward the Object is discriminable from indifference: reaching for it, pursuing it, displaying pleasure at it, or recoiling from it, avoiding it, displaying disgust at it. Where the conduct carries valence, the Observer emits signed Salience over that Object in the sign of the observed valence (Chapter 4 Sections 4.4.7, 4.4.7.1). Where it does not, as with an Individual merely co-present with the Object, or oriented toward it by a passing glance or by position with no valence readable in the orientation, attention follows the orientation, and the perceived Individual adds nothing to the Object’s Salience.

The experimental record separates the two. An agent shown beside an Object without acting on it left the Object’s rating at baseline, while the identical Object shown as the goal of the agent’s reach was rated higher (Lebreton et al., 2012). A face displaying happiness or disgust while looking away from an Object left the Object’s rating unchanged, while the same expressions directed at the Object separated its ratings in the sign of the expression (Bayliss, Frischen, Fenske, & Tipper, 2007). A brief gaze toward an Object with no expression shifted attention robustly and left liking unchanged (Tipples & Pecchinenda, 2019). An observer who watches another Individual’s distress follow one stimulus and not another acquires fear of that stimulus alone (Olsson, Nearing, & Phelps, 2007). Attention follows orientation; Mimetic installation from another Individual follows valence.

The premise is broad. Nothing in the Configural Update-Rate Asymmetry restricts the perceived entity to an Individual. What generates the spike when perceiving Individuals is the rate of trackable state-change, and any animate agent in the field generates it. The derivation that follows therefore holds for any agent, and every subsequent reference to a perceived Individual should be read as naming the case that matters for a book about human motivation rather than the limit of what the architecture supports. This chapter uses Individual throughout for that reason; agent is retained only in the framework’s named constructs and where a claim is deliberately stated for any system.

The generalisation extends further than the gate. It is tempting to suppose that the comparative-position machinery narrows it (that Models, Reference Sets, and Status require a perceived entity of the Individual’s own kind), but the architecture does not place that restriction anywhere. Models, Reference Sets, and comparative-position templates are Thinker priors, consumed read-only by the Observer through the Belief Register (Section 8.1.2), and nothing constrains what the Thinker may hold priors about. Status likewise attaches to Objects as such and not only to Individuals-as-Objects (Section 8.12): a Rolex carries Status, and by the same architecture one Individual’s own animal is valued above a stranger’s, pedigree carries a positional premium, and Mimetic Premium deposits on animals as readily as on watches. Detection, binding, magnitude weighting, and Mimetic Premium deposition are agent-general throughout. The framework is already committed to this much: the agent taxonomy invoked at Section 8.2.6 comprises predators, prey, rivals, and collaborators, and nothing in the architecture requires them to be human or non-human either way.

What does vary falls later, at the dyad, and it varies by parameter rather than by kind. The Reciprocal Valuation Property (Section 8.10) turns on whether the perceived Object is itself a valuing subject: a house does not value back, whereas any agent running the architecture does, and the two Decision Hubs then couple. The results that depend on that coupling (Entanglement, Rival-Constitution, rivalry escalation, and Reciprocity as Convergent Confabulation) follow to the extent the coupling closes, and how far it closes is set by the parameters each agent brings: the constitution of its Reference Set, its Coupling Strength, its Loop Gain. Those are settings of one architecture, not marks of a different one, which is the Species-Neutral Processing Principle (Chapter 2) applied at the dyad. The escalation dynamics of Sections 8.10 through 8.15 are stated for Individuals because human valuation is the book’s subject and because human parameter values are where the coupling runs hard enough to produce them, not because the architecture excludes anything else.

Step 2, Integration, tag-stripping, and the loss of the source distinction. The Decision Hub integrates that signal with the Body Manager’s deficit signal and the Thinker’s deficit signal into a single Common-Currency Scalar. The source decomposition is destroyed at the moment of integration and cannot be recovered from the Scalar downstream, because the integration is a many-to-one map and no function of the Scalar recovers which combination produced it (Axiom 2, Axiom 3; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.1).

The decisive consequence is narrower than Source Opacity in general. What integration destroys is not merely the tag marking the contribution as the Observer’s. It destroys the distinction within the Observer’s contribution between Salience that arose from the Observer’s own reading of the Object against the Belief Register and Salience installed by the perceived Individual’s valence toward the Object. Both were summed into one scalar magnitude before the Decision Hub was reached. Downstream of that summation there is no fact available to any component about which of the two produced the elevation, because the two were never carried on separate dimensions. The Thinker does not receive a baseline reading and a Model-installed increment to arbitrate between; it receives a single number, a magnitude. Because the Scalar’s function is deficit-correction, that number is rendered as, and experienced as, deficit. This is the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle.

Step 3, Ground-resolution under an unresolvable question. The Thinker receives the tag-stripped Scalar and performs Bayesian ground-resolution over its Hypothesis Space, returning an attribution of the elevated valuation to a ground: a Body Manager deficit, a Thinker deficit of what a process requires, or both (Axiom 4, Axiom 8; Chapter 4 Section 4.4.3). Two impoverishments now operate together. The first is the familiar one: where the Hypothesis Space does not include the hypothesis that the elevation tracks the Observer’s reading of the social field, that hypothesis cannot be returned. The second is architectural and survives even an enriched Hypothesis Space: the evidence required to distinguish Model-installed Salience from the Observer’s own reading of the Object was destroyed at Step 2 and is not available to be reasoned over. The Thinker is therefore not merely reasoning from an incomplete candidate list; it is being asked a question the input cannot answer. What it has is an elevated valuation and an Object the Individual is oriented toward. The most probable available ground locates the cause in that Object, and the resolution returns it.

Step 4, Phenomenology. The Individual experiences a wanting for the Object, attributed to a ground located in the Object’s own properties or in their own needs, and phenomenologically indistinguishable from a wanting that arose from the Body Manager or the Thinker.

Mimetic Desire is the output of that four-step passage. The catching of the desire is not a separate event occurring somewhere in the chain; it is what the chain produces. The Individual catches a desire for the Object because a Salience signal installed by another Individual’s conduct toward the Object arrived at the Thinker with no recoverable indication of what generated it, and the Thinker, in the absence of richer information, could return no ground other than one located in the Object at hand.

Why the triangle appears. Girard’s triangular structure, Subject wants Object because Model wants Object, is the correct description of the phenomenon, and it is derived rather than displaced by the foregoing. Three features of the architecture converge to produce it.

First, the gate clause installs only on the perceived Individual’s directional valence toward the Object, so every installation from another Individual has three terms: the observing Individual, the perceived Individual, and the Object toward which the perceived Individual’s conduct carries valence. Co-presence alone adds nothing to the Object; valenced conduct installs in its own sign, and the magnitude clause weights the installed signal by how strongly the valence is expressed.

Second, the valence fixes the target. Conduct discriminable from indifference is directed at one Object rather than another, and that Object receives the installed Salience. An Individual reaching for a cup installs Salience on the cup; an Individual standing idly beside a table draws attention to the Individual and along the Individual’s gaze, and adds nothing to whatever is nearby.

Third, an observed Individual’s valenced conduct compresses their own assessment of the Object into a signal available at perceptual speed (Section 8.1.1). The installed Salience therefore tracks something about the Object’s standing in the social field, and the five properties collected at Section 8.8 (model-dependence, observability-amplification, comparison-constitution) follow from it.

The triangle is therefore not the common case of a broader mechanism but the structure every installation from another Individual has. Girard identified it from the observable record of desire caught from others, and the architecture explains why that record contains no other: an Object acquires a Mimetic signal from another Individual only through that Individual’s valenced conduct toward it, and the Individual who receives the signal confabulates it as a property of the Object. This is the gate clause of the Minimum Installation Condition, and it is the floor on which mimetic transmission stands.

What crosses from Model to Subject is the sign of the Model’s conduct toward the Object, read at perceptual speed, and not the Model’s goal. This is why the derivation survives the objection that mirror-neuron activity is predictive rather than imitative (Appendix 8F.2). It never required that the Model’s goal be copied, only that the Observer read a valence in the Model’s conduct toward an Object, that the reading install Salience over that Object in the same sign, and that integration strip the Salience of its provenance.

One distinction follows and holds throughout the chapter (Chapter 4 Section 4.4.7). The M input channel and Mimetic Desire are not the same thing: the channel is the continuous Salience-assessment function operating on the perceived Object field, while Mimetic Desire is the emergent property arising when that Salience is integrated, tag-stripped, and then mis-resolved by I into a confabulated A-ground or I-ground attribution, the point at which the Individual experiences the wanting as their own.

The canonical definition is a conclusion of the foregoing rather than an assumption entering it.

Mimetic Desire (M): The Salience channel over the perceived Object field. In the general case it reads which Objects are marked as valued with no Model present; in its special case it is socially transmitted wanting that arises because others want, pursue, or signal value for Objects, and it is the special case that is strongly shaped by observability, prestige cues, and scarcity, and prone to rivalry when it converges on multiple Individuals pursuing the same scarce targets. This Object-directed, Model-referenced character is a consequence of M’s underlying function, which is Salience-detection over the Object field: because observed Models are the highest-Salience Objects (by update density), M is disproportionately about them, and because Salience is achieved through the Objects Models are seen to value, M attaches to those Objects rather than generating Objects of its own. The Individual’s own drive to be Salient to others (so that its A and I needs may be met) is a subordinate adaptive redeployment of the same detection channel, not a separate source.

Each component of the definition traces to a step in the derivation:


	Socially transmitted, from the distinctive input stream (Section 8.1.1), which is the only input to the architecture that carries the presence and the valuations of other Individuals

	Because others want, from the gate clause of the Minimum Installation Condition (Section 8.1.2), which opens on observed directional valence toward the Object and installs in its sign, while the magnitude clause weights the installed signal by how strongly the valence is expressed

	Observability, from the gate clause: what cannot be observed cannot open the gate, since an Individual’s conduct toward an Object cannot be read from a field that does not contain both

	Prestige cues, from the magnitude clause, which weights the installed signal by the Thinker’s priors about Models and Reference Sets

	Scarcity, from convergence: where the field contains several Individuals whose Observers bind Salience to the same Object, their pursuits interfere

	Rivalry, from the same convergence closed into a loop, since each Individual’s pursuit is itself an observable directional valence installing in the others at high magnitude



The definition captures something that standard motivation theories miss entirely: that wanting itself can be transmitted, not merely information about Objects, not merely behavioural patterns, but the subjective state of desire. When Person A observes Person B pursuing Object X with apparent enthusiasm, A’s valuation of X increases, and it does so without A having learned anything new about X’s properties. The derivation above specifies what that transmission consists in. It is not that B’s desire travels intact from B to A. It is that B’s conduct toward X carries a valence, that the valence installs Salience on X in A’s Observer in the same sign, and that A’s Thinker, receiving the summed result with no recoverable indication of its provenance, resolves the elevation into a property of X. What is transmitted is Salience; what is caught is a desire, because a desire is what the architecture makes of Salience it cannot trace.

Nothing in the derivation makes M defective. A Salience channel that reads the social field is the correct design for an Object-field assessor operating among other valuing Individuals, and it is the mechanism by which language, skill, and norm are transmitted at all. Nor does anything in the derivation make M optional. It is not a habit, a cultural formation, or a personality trait, and it is not available to be renounced. It is a component of the architecture, and the only questions the framework can coherently ask about it are questions about the conditions under which it operates.

8.1.4 The Derivation of Status from Salience

The social material of the later movements is not a second subject, and the derivation does not change register when it arrives. There is one function, and Status is what that function produces when its outputs are aggregated.

What the Salience assessment measures. The Observer’s specification is to assess how much each Object in the perceived field matters to action now (Section 8.1.2). What an Object is worth acting on is not a property of the Object considered in isolation. It is a relation between what the Object affords and what it would cost to obtain, because an action-selector cannot rank options on affordance alone: two Objects affording the same thing at different costs are not equivalent inputs to a selection, and a channel that reported them as equivalent would be supplying the Decision Hub with a ranking it could not act on.

Consider an apple on a tree. An apple within reach and an apple at the top of the tree are the same Object by every A-functional measure: the same calories, the same nutrition, the same capacity to close the same deficit. They do not carry equal Salience. The low apple is worth orienting toward now; the high one requires a climb, or a ladder, or devising some other means to obtain it, and the Observer’s assessment reflects that difference. Accessibility of a deficit-correcting Object is not a separate consideration layered onto Salience. It is primarily what Salience is measuring.

The axis is not specific to inert Objects. The same computation runs over anything in the field. A prey animal is assessed for what it affords in deficit correction and what it will cost to catch; a predator for the threat it presents and how near it is to presenting it; a tool for what it enables and what it takes to reach. These are not four assessments. They are one assessment over four Object classes, which is what Section 8.1.1 established when it derived a single Object-field assessor rather than a set of them.

Other Individuals sit on the same axis. An Individual in the field is an Object like any other, and is assessed on the same terms. What an Individual affords is frequently access: to food, to shelter, to protection, to instruction, to coordination, to the regard of others. Where another Individual stands between an Individual and something that Individual needs, the Observer assesses them exactly as it assesses the low apple, and for the same reason: what they afford, against what it costs to obtain it through them. Nothing in this requires a social faculty. It requires only the Object-field assessor already derived, running on an Object that happens to be another Individual.

Aggregation yields Status. A Salience reading is one Observer’s assessment at one moment. But an Individual is not read once. They are read by every other Individual whose field they enter, repeatedly, over time. Those readings do not vanish. Each observer’s reading conditions their behaviour toward the Individual, that behaviour is itself observable, and the Thinker’s priors about who affords what are updated and retained in the Belief Register. The population therefore carries a running, distributed estimate of how much a given Individual matters, which is the sum of many private Salience readings, smoothed over time.

That distributed estimate is Status.

The Salience-Status Identity. Status is Salience aggregated across observers and averaged over time. Salience is the intra-individual, instantaneous reading; Status is the population-level, time-averaged reading of the same assessment. They are not two quantities standing in a causal relation, and Status is not a social quantity that Salience somehow gives rise to. Summation across observers and smoothing over time change the quantity’s form, from a private instantaneous reading to a public durable one, without adding anything to it or taking anything from it.

The burden the Identity carries is best seen by asking the opposite question. If Status is not aggregated Salience, what is it? It would have to be a quantity that exists somewhere other than in observers’ assessments, since aggregated assessment is precisely what has been excluded. But Status has no location outside the Decision Hubs that compute it: it is not a property of the Individual’s body, it is not held in any external independent register, and it does not survive the disappearance of everyone who holds it. It would have to be produced by some machinery other than the Salience assessment, yet no candidate machinery has been identified, and the Species-Neutral Processing Principle (Chapter 2) holds that the classification and valuation apparatus is common across the entities processed. And it would have to behave differently from Salience, yet it does not: it is comparative, valence-neutral in the same way (Section 8.2.3), non-satiating in the same way, and it responds to observability and to Model-density exactly as a Salience reading does. A quantity with no independent location, no independent machinery, and no independent behaviour is not a second quantity.

What the Identity fixes for the rest of the chapter.


	Where a later section says an Individual has high Status, it says that the Individual is a high-Salience Object in many Decision Hubs at once.

	Where it says Mimetic Premium is extracted in an interaction, it says that one party’s Salience reading of the other exceeded the reverse reading, and that the differential was paid through the four transfer channels (Section 8.14).

	Where it says Status-PM never closes and does not satiate (Section 8.12), it adds nothing specific to Status. It carries up to the population scale what Section 8.5 establishes about Salience: that a reading of what the environment marks as valued has no termination condition.

	The Individual’s own drive to be Salient to others is the same function turned outward, a redeployment of the detection channel rather than a separate source (Section 8.1.3).



The three components of Status follow from the three bases on which a Salience reading can be taken, and Section 8.12 develops them. Where the reading tracks a real Appetitive contribution it aggregates to Status-A; where it tracks a real Intrinsic contribution it aggregates to Status-I; and where it tracks nothing beneath itself, Salience for its own sake, it aggregates to Status-PM, which is the Mimetic Premium at population scale. Only the third never closes, for the reason Section 8.5 gives: observation of the field is a Salience function, not a deficit-correction function belonging to the Observer itself.

Why being Salient matters to the Individual. The derivation so far has run in one direction: an Individual assesses the field, other Individuals are Objects in it, and what they most often afford is access. Read from the other end, the same relation says something about the assessing Individual. They are also an Object in every field they enter, assessed on the same terms, and much of what they need is obtainable only through other Individuals who are doing that assessing. Food, shelter, protection, instruction, coordination, care, and the opportunity to reproduce are, for a social species, overwhelmingly obtained through others rather than from the environment directly. Whether another Individual routes attention, effort or resources toward them depends on the Salience they carry in that Individual’s Decision Hub. Being Salient is therefore the access condition for provisioning through the social field, and the Individual’s own drive to be Salient is not a further motivational source but this fact registered from the inside (Section 8.1.3).

The solitary case is the limit that shows the stakes. Section 8.2.8 establishes that the Observer functions with no other Individual present: an Individual alone in unfamiliar terrain still directs action at Objects and still finds food by observation. What they cannot do is be provisioned by anyone, coordinate with anyone, or reproduce. Isolation of that kind is survivable for a period and is among the most dangerous conditions an Individual can occupy, and an Individual who never returns to a social field leaves no descendants. That the detection channel works alone while the emission side does not is precisely why the species is social: coordination is adaptive, and the architecture that makes an Individual legible to others is what secures the provisioning and the reproduction that solitary competence cannot.

Needs are episodic; Status is standing. A deficit arises, is corrected, and recurs. Salience is episodic in the same way, firing on the encounters through which provisioning actually happens, so need and signal are well matched at that scale. Status is not. It is the time-average: a standing quantity that persists between encounters and is read by observers who were present at none of them. The architecture therefore meets an episodic requirement with a standing solution, and the mismatch is structural rather than incidental.

No Individual requires continuous Salience across a population. What the provisioning function requires is that an Individual be Salient to someone, in the right channel, when that Individual needs something: intermittent recognition, recurring often enough for Appetitive security and Intrinsic opportunity to be met through others. Continuous high Salience is not required by the architecture, and Section 8.12.7 sets out what it costs when it occurs.

The quantity Individuals pursue when they pursue Status is not the quantity they need. Because the standing aggregate is what observers read, and because it is the aggregate that compounds (Section 8.12.1), Individuals pursue the time-average when the requirement is episodic sufficiency. Status competition is on this reading the pursuit of a standing quantity by Individuals whose architectural requirement is intermittent, which is part of why it does not terminate on any level of attainment: no quantity of time-averaged standing discharges an episodic need.

The distributional consequence. The architecture places no floor under the distribution. Nothing in it guarantees that every Individual is Salient to someone often enough to be sufficiently provided for, so it permits populations in which some sit chronically below that threshold while others hold standing far above anything the provisioning function requires. This is an architectural cost rather than a moral claim: where an Individual is not Salient some of the time, other Individuals’ Decision Hubs do not route toward them, and their Appetitive and Intrinsic needs go unmet through the social channel whatever their competence. What an Individual below that threshold does about it follows at Section 8.11.5; what follows for design is taken up at Sections 8.12.6 and 8.12.7.

A reader who understands the relationship between Salience and Status will find nothing in Sections 8.10 through 8.15 that requires a new mechanism. Those sections change the scale at which the Salience function is observed, from one Decision Hub to two coupled Decision Hubs to a network, and they change the vocabulary accordingly, from Salience to Mimetic Premium to Status. The function beneath the vocabulary is the same function at every scale.

8.1.5 The Range of M-Driven Phenomena

M operates across the full range of human social behaviour:

Consumer behaviour: Fashion cycles, brand preferences, luxury goods markets, trend adoption and abandonment. The value of designer clothing lies primarily in the Mimetic Premium, the Salience the clothing carries as a form perceived and as a signal of social position, rather than A-function (warmth, protection) or I-function (the craft of dressing, practised).

Career choice. Prestige professions attract entrants disproportionately because high-Status Models occupy them. Medicine, law, finance, and technology attract more M-driven pursuit than nursing, social work, teaching, or skilled trades, not because the former are intrinsically more rewarding but because they carry higher Status. What the entrant experiences and reports is the pull of prestige, which is Status acting on the Decision Hub; the analyst’s decomposition reveals that the component of that Status that never closes is Status-PM (Section 8.12), the Mimetic Premium component of aggregate Status. Prestige-Biased Learning is the Observer’s overweighting of Model signals from high-Status Individuals.

Credential inflation: When credentials become visible markers of Status, M-dynamics drive acquisition beyond any A-I justification. The proliferation of advanced degrees in fields where they were previously unnecessary reflects M-competition, not I-learning.

Relationship formation: Partner preferences are substantially M-driven, wanting romantic partners whom others want, experiencing increased attraction when rivals appear interested, forming relationships that signal Status within one’s reference group. How relationships are formed is not to be conflated with what produces a durable healthy relationship. Formation follows from the Minimum Installation Condition, and what sustains the relationship from the integration of the three channels, derived at Chapter 9, Section 9.15.

Political Belief: M-dynamics shape political affiliation and opinion formation. Positions become attractive because high-Status in-group Models hold them; positions become repulsive because out-group Models hold them. The Content of the position matters less than its social location.

Social media engagement: Platforms optimised for observability and comparison maximally amplify M-dynamics. Likes, shares, and follower counts are pure M-currency, their value exists only through social validation. They serve comparatively little to no A or I satisfaction.

Institutional drift: Universities, professional associations, non-profits, and corporations systematically drift toward Status competition regardless of stated mission, because the humans staffing these institutions are subject to M-dynamics, and the institutions create visible hierarchies and comparison opportunities.

8.1.6 Mimesis and Mimetic Desire

A terminological distinction must be maintained throughout this chapter:

Mimesis: The neurologically grounded process of social transmission by which humans preconsciously adopt, mirror, and propagate the desires, valuations, avoidances, and behaviours of observed Models

Mimetic Desire (M): The specific motivational source within the integrated A-I-M system that results from mimetic transmission

This distinction matters because Mimesis operates for all three sources, children acquire A-related behaviours (eating practices), and I-related behaviours (play patterns) mimetically as well as M-targets. What makes M distinctive is not that transmission is mimetic (which is true of much social learning), but what the channel carries and what the architecture then makes of it. What crosses is Salience, installed on Object X because the Model’s conduct toward X carried valence (Section 8.1.3). What the Individual ends up with is a wanting for X, because the Thinker cannot recover what produced the elevation and resolves it into a property of the Object at hand. The wanting is therefore not copied from the Model so much as manufactured locally out of a signal the Model’s conduct generated, which is why it feels self-authored rather than adopted.

8.1.7 One Channel That Never Closes in a Deficit Currency

One feature of the architecture just derived carries more weight than any other, and the rest of the chapter is in large part its consequences.

The Decision Hub integrates three inputs into one Scalar. Two of them report a bounded internal quantity. The Body Manager reports departure from a homeostatic set-point, which closes on deficit-repair and recurs when the deficit recurs; the Thinker reports the absence of an Object its process requires, which closes on that Object’s acquisition and does not recur, the enabling Object ceasing to be required once the task it serves is performed even though the process itself deepens rather than terminating. The third reports nothing internal at all. The Observer reports Salience, a reading of what the environment marks as mattering, and the environment over which the Observer functions is limitless. There is no state of the world at which the Object field has been sufficiently assessed by the Individual and the Observer ceases operating.

These three are summed into a single Scalar whose function is corrective action, and the summation destroys the distinction between them. A Salience reading integrated into a corrective currency is therefore rendered as, and experienced as, the correction its sign demands: deficit where the reading is positive, threat where it is negative. This is the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle (Chapter 2).

The arrangement is what makes action selection possible. A deficit signal on its own is a drive with no target: hunger does not specify what to eat, and no quantity of deficit signalling locates food in the environment. Only the Salience reading says where in the perceived field the answer lies. Feeding it into the same currency as the deficits is what allows a deficit to be discharged against a particular Object rather than merely felt, and the same operation carries language acquisition, skill transmission and social coordination. Reading a Salience signal as a deficit demanding action is, in the ordinary case, exactly the targeting that makes an organism viable.

The arrangement is also inherently prone to pathology, and prone to it for the same reason that it works. Because the two deficit channels close and the Salience channel does not, and because integration has destroyed the marking that would distinguish them, an Individual can be left with a felt deficit that has nothing beneath it to satisfy. The wanting is real, the urgency is real, and there is no internal state whose correction would end it. Acquisition discharges nothing, because what was integrated was never a deficit in the first place.

Neither observation is a criticism of the design. There is no version of this architecture in which the Salience channel closes, because a channel that reported the environment as sufficiently assessed would stop directing action while the environment continued to change. Nor is there a version in which the channels stay separated, because separation is what integration is for: a Decision Hub that preserved three labelled quantities would have three rankings and no basis for choosing between them. The vulnerability is not a defect that better engineering would remove. It is the cost of the only arrangement that selects actions at all.

The asymmetry survives aggregation. Summing readings that close across a population yields an aggregate that closes; summing a reading that does not close yields an aggregate that does not. The closure of each channel therefore carries up the scale intact. Status-A is the aggregate of readings that close when the functional need they answer to is met, and so satiates at the population level once that need is met. Status-I is the aggregate of readings bounded by the sufficiency of Objects of engagement at any given level of competence, and so deepens without compounding and satiates once a sufficient Object is obtained. Status-PM is the aggregate of a reading that answers to nothing that closes, and it alone never closes: it accumulates for as long as the Individuals computing it are conscious and perceiving, up to the attention they can supply (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.4).

This is the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle: A is bounded by satiation and I is bounded by sufficiency of the Object to enable the process, while M alone never closes while the Individual is conscious and perceiving, because relative position has no terminal value. Chapter 9 derives it by a second and independent route, from the observation that a valuation contribution resting on a substrate of its own can settle because it answers to something outside itself, whereas a contribution constituted wholly by comparison has no closure condition because comparison has no terminus (Chapter 9, Sections 9.9.12 and 9.10). Appendix A gives the same result functionally, as the absence of any architectural self-stopping term in the M channel. The three routes agree, and the chapter uses the Asymmetry throughout as the ground of the eliminative source-attribution that identifies M by ruling out A and I: only one of the three can still be accumulating once the other two have closed.

Everything the chapter derives from here is a consequence of this one asymmetry. Object Parasitism (Section 8.4) is where the unbounded contribution lands, given that it cannot generate Objects of its own. Non-satiation (Section 8.5) is the asymmetry restated at the level of the Individual’s experience over time. The Mimetic Premium (Section 8.6) is its quantitative trace, and Status (Section 8.1.4) is that trace aggregated. The Triple Camouflage (Section 8.7) is why none of it is visible from inside. Subcriticality Maintenance (Section 8.15) follows because a cost intrinsic to a functioning design can be managed but cannot be removed.

8.1.8 The Converse Derivation: The Only Locus Open to the M-Contribution

Section 8.1.1 derives the Observer from the Decision Hub. Action selection over Objects needs an Object-field Salience reading that neither the Body Manager nor the Thinker can supply. A Salience assessor working in a field of other valuing Individuals reads the directional valence of their conduct toward Objects. The converse derivation starts from Salience as it is observed and asks where, in any architecture of choice, that Salience can enter.

Every Object in the perceived field matters to some degree for what the Individual does, before any Model acts on it, and that degree rises when a Model acts toward the Object. Lebreton et al. (2012) measure both in one design. Each Object was paired with an identical Object that differed only in colour. Objects shown at rest, moved by wind or gravity, or beside an agent who did not act on them were all rated at a common baseline. The identical Object, shown as the goal of an agent’s action, was rated higher. Which Object in each pair was the goal was counterbalanced across subjects. The baseline is the general case: Salience formed over the field with no Model’s directional valence in it. The increment is the special case: the same reading raised by a Model’s action.

Because Salience changes which Objects are chosen, it reaches action selection. Four questions with two answers each settle where it enters:


	Does the contribution supply an Object, or weight one already in the field?

	Does the weighting enter valuation, or reach action by a route around valuation?

	Does what enters valuation report a state of the Individual, which is a deficit, or a reading of the field?

	Is a reading of the field delivered as evidence to the Thinker, or to the Decision Hub directly, ahead of deliberation?



Each question divides only the branch the previous answer left open, so the five cells exhaust the possibilities. Table 8.1 tests each cell against both cases.

Table 8.1. The five loci at which Salience could enter choice, tested against the general and the special case












	Cell
	Locus
	What entering here entails
	General case: Salience with no Model acting
	Special case: Salience raised by a Model’s action
	Outcome





	1
	Supplies Objects of its own
	A want directed at an Object not already in the field
	The baseline attaches to each Object the Individual perceives
	The increment attaches to the Object the agent acted on
	Excluded



	2
	Reaches action around valuation
	Matched behaviour, with no change in the Object’s value
	The baseline is a rating of the Object’s own value
	The increment persists into a rating made on a picture of the Object alone, with no agent (Lebreton et al., 2012), and is paid for in prices (Section 8.13)
	Excluded



	3
	Enters valuation as a deficit
	A change in the Individual’s own state, discharged by any Object that corrects it, with no preference between equivalent Objects
	A deficit does not locate an Object in the field (Section 8.1.1)
	The increment arises with no change in the Individual and singles out one of two identical Objects
	Excluded



	4
	Enters as evidence for the Thinker
	A weight proportional to the information carried, registered before it moves valuation
	The reading is formed over the whole field at perceptual speed, faster than deliberation can assess it (Section 8.1.1)
	No information distinguished the goal Object from its twin, and subjects could not say which they preferred (Lebreton et al., 2012)
	Excluded



	5
	Enters the Decision Hub directly as a reading of the field, ahead of deliberation
	An Object-specific weight, formed without deliberation and moving the integrated value, raised where a Model acts
	Present
	Present
	Remaining





Cell 1. The observation excludes this cell by its own terms. Both the baseline and the increment are weights on Objects already in the field, and the increment falls on the Object the agent acted on and not on its twin. A contribution that supplied Objects of its own would show up as wanting directed somewhere else. The wider claim, that the Observer has no Objects of its own, is the Object-Precedence Principle (Section 8.3), and Object Parasitism (Section 8.4) is where the contribution lands as a result.

Cell 2. A route around valuation would produce imitation, which ends when the Model leaves. In Lebreton’s design the Object was rated alone, on a picture with no agent in it, and the increment was still there. The valuation circuitry carries it: the observer’s ventral striatum and ventromedial prefrontal cortex encode the raised value (Campbell-Meiklejohn et al., 2010; Lebreton et al., 2012). In markets it is paid for and in relationships it is conceded (Sections 8.13 and 8.14), trading against Appetitive and Intrinsic value in the same choice. This is the boundary between M and conformity (Section 8.16).

Cell 3. A deficit reports a departure of the Individual’s own state: a set-point for the Body Manager, the requirement of a running process for the Thinker. Any Object that corrects the departure discharges it. Hunger is not hunger for this loaf over an identical one, and the furniture maker needs a nail, not that nail. A deficit can set how much the Individual wants. It cannot say where in the field the answer lies, which is why a deficit with no Salience reading is a drive with no target (Section 8.1.7). The special case makes the point experimentally: the increment arises with nothing in the Individual changed, and it settles on one of two identical Objects.

How a want ends does not decide this cell. A deficit closes on acquisition, and the Salience on an acquired Object also ends at acquisition (Chapter 4, Section 4.2). Closure on acquisition is common to both. What separates them is what raised the want and what fixed its Object.

Cell 4. Evidence moves belief in proportion to what it carries. The general case cannot enter as evidence, because the Thinker assesses at deliberative speed and the field changes faster than that (Section 8.1.1). The special case shows the same from the other side. Nothing distinguished the goal Object from its twin except that an agent had acted on it, so the action carried no information about which was better, and the value rose anyway. Most subjects knew there were pairs and conditions but could not say whether they preferred the goal Objects (Lebreton et al., 2012). A Model’s action and orientation toward or away from an Object often do carry information, and that information reaches the Thinker and is updated on as information (Section 8.1.2). The rise in Salience is the part present when the information is zero.

Cell 5. What remains is a reading of the field that weights Objects already parsed, integrated by the Decision Hub ahead of deliberation, present for every Object and raised where a Model acts. Goal Objects were recognised no better than their twins (Lebreton et al., 2012), so what rose was not how much the Object was noticed but how much it mattered. That is Salience as Section 8.1.1 defines it: how much each Object matters to action now. Salience is how the field enters choice. A Model’s action is what raises Salience, and Mimetic Desire is what Model-raised Salience becomes once it is integrated and resolved by the Thinker (Chapter 4, Section 4.2).

Section 8.1.1 derives the Salience channel from the Decision Hub’s requirements, and Table 8.1 derives its locus from Salience as observed. The first establishes that an Object-field Salience assessor must exist and must read the directional valence of other Individuals’ conduct. The second establishes that Salience, in its general case and its special case alike, can enter nowhere else. Neither step depends on the mirror neuron system, so the identification holds whatever substrate carries the channel, and Section 8.2 gives the human instance (Appendix 8F.1).

8.1.9 Perceiving Art

A work of Art enters the Observer as any Object does. The Observer reads the parsed field, and the work in it, before conscious access is available (Section 8.2.7). What the Observer weights is a configuration. The Belief Register furnishes the configuration under which the perceived field is parsed and weighted (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.8), and a work that presents a configuration the Belief Register already holds triggers the Salience recorded against that configuration. A configuration is composed of every variable the Observer is conditioned on, and the range is wide: colour, size, distance, shape, texture, contrast against the ground, pattern, rhythm, pitch, timbre, the speed and direction of movement, and many more, in any medium the senses carry. No single variable carries the Salience. The configuration does, and the same colour can trigger approach in one configuration and recoil in another. A work that presents a configuration for which the Belief Register carries no prior is still marked, which is how a form the Individual has never met enters the loop. That absence is also the Thinker’s activation condition. A configuration the Belief Register cannot already resolve, because no posterior exists for it or because the context departs from what the stored posterior predicted, recruits Ground-Resolution, and the recruitment is felt as Curiosity (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3). An unfamiliar form is therefore the case in which perception most directly hands a work to interpretation. In the special case the configuration includes valence, in figures shown reaching toward or recoiling from an Object, and in other Individuals seen lingering over the work itself.

A figure a work depicts is a Model. The gate of the Minimum Installation Condition is keyed to the decoded observation event and not to the medium that carries it, which is Installation Carrier Neutrality (Section 8.1.2), so a figure shown reaching for or recoiling from an Object opens the gate as an Individual seen in the room would. The figure need not exist: a character in a novel is a Model in the same sense as a neighbour (Section 8.2.9). Children who watched an aggressive model on film, or an aggressive cartoon figure, were as aggressive afterwards as children who watched a live model, and markedly more aggressive than children who watched none (Bandura, Ross, & Ross, 1963). A poster showing a soldier saluting a flag, or a crowd recoiling from a caricatured enemy, sets a Model beside an Object and gives the Model a valence toward it, and the valence the work depicts sets the sign of what installs. The installation does not pass through a Belief, so nothing in it answers to a Referent and the Provenance Rule does not reach it (Chapter 14, Section 14.10).

The Decision Hub integrates the Observer’s Salience with the Body Manager’s state and the Thinker’s input from the previous cycle into one Scalar, and selects: approach, lingering, or turning away (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.9). The Scalar returns to the Thinker as Evidence. The Individual did not choose that Evidence and cannot decompose it. Source Opacity has stripped the tag, and the Observer’s contribution carries no anchoring phenomenology (Section 8.2.5). A valuation that arrives with no work, no felt reason and no source is experienced as ease, and the ease is felt against the effort that marks the Thinker’s own contribution. Ease belongs to the arrival and not to the sign: an unchosen recoil arrives as readily as an unchosen pull, and is felt as immediate distaste.

The experimental record measures this ease and names it processing fluency. The more fluently an Object is processed, the more positive the aesthetic response, and the ease is itself experienced as positive (Reber, Schwarz, & Winkielman, 2004). Rhyme, metre and brevity make a sentence’s sound easier to process while making its meaning harder to grasp (Menninghaus et al., 2015), so the ease that tracks the form is separable from the Thinker’s understanding of the content. Subjects whose valuation of an Object rose because an agent had acted on it could not say which of two identical Objects they preferred (Lebreton et al., 2012). The record takes ease as given. In the architecture, ease is how the Observer’s contribution is experienced once integration has stripped its tag. What the ease does to the Beliefs a work carries is derived at Chapter 14, Section 14.8.4.1.

The Thinker then resolves the ground of the valuation, and interpretation begins only after that resolution. Interpretation is Intrinsic Motivation (Chapter 7, Section 7.1.4). It starts from a valence already delivered, and combines that Evidence with the Evidence the Thinker holds independently: the caption, the period, the technique. The work itself reaches the Thinker through the Thinker’s own perceptual intake (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3). The posteriors the interpretation commits to the Belief Register condition the Observer’s next reading, so a work that has been studied is perceived differently on the next cycle. The Individual’s own lingering becomes an observation in turn (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.9.1), and other Individuals who see it read special-case Salience from it. Across a coupled population, that reading is the substrate of Aesthetic Drift (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3).

The maker of a work runs the same loop. Making is Intrinsic Motivation, but the maker perceives the work through the Observer at every stage of making, receives that Salience through the Scalar as any viewer does, and receives the audience’s response by reafference. The Thinker resolves all of it. A maker’s judgement of a work in progress therefore runs on the same Evidence as a viewer’s, under the same Source Opacity.

The account fails if, with perceptual processing held fixed, a work that other Individuals are seen to linger over is not reported as easier to take in than the same work seen passed by.



8.2 Neural Instantiation of the Observer

The preceding section derived the Observer as an architectural requirement and Mimetic Desire as the phenomenological output of its signal’s passage through the Decision Hub and the Thinker. The derivation was substrate-independent: it would hold of any system instantiating the minimal architecture. This section asks the separate question of how the requirement is met in the human case, and the answer is an empirical claim that could be wrong without disturbing the architecture above it.

The distinction matters for what the chapter is entitled to conclude. The framework’s foundation is the architectural derivation of Section 8.1, whose observable signature is the behavioural taxonomy set out at Section 8.8, identifiable and measurable without reference to neural mechanism. The neural account below is the best current explanation of that signature, not its epistemic foundation (Appendix 8F.1), and Appendix A treats the mirror-substrate accordingly, as the best-supported current candidate for the required function and not as a requirement of the architecture. If the substrate account given here were superseded, the Observer would still be required, Mimetic Desire would still be its output, and the chapter’s derivations would stand; what would change is the story about how the biology does it. The objections to the substrate claims made in this section, including the predictive-coding recharacterisation and the rational-social-learning reduction, are stated in the critic’s own terms and answered at Appendix 8F.

The load-bearing empirical anchors are these. Lebreton et al. (2012) showed that observing another’s preference directly modulates the observer’s Object-valuation in vmPFC and ventral striatum, motivational wanting, not merely cognitive Belief-updating. Rizzolatti and Craighero (2004) established mirror-neuron systems that respond to observed goal-directed action; the role such a substrate plays in AIM is the Salience function derived at Section 8.1.1, marking the observed Object as Salient because a Salient Individual’s conduct toward it carries valence, rather than constructing a model of that Individual’s goal. Appendix A formalises the M-channel in exactly these terms, as the input to the Observer’s Salience-valuation function (M2, M5b); on that reading the mirror-substrate is a plausible current implementation of the Salience function, not a settled account and not a requirement of the architecture. Campbell-Meiklejohn et al. (2010) showed social modulation of subjective value below conscious report. Zink et al. (2008) showed that the brain tracks relative rank independent of absolute reward: Status is a reward type, not merely a cognitive Belief about position.

One further consideration explains why the human instantiation places the channel where it does, and it is the consideration from which Section 8.15.8’s Speed-Selectivity Trade-Off is later derived. Humans are not faster, larger, stronger, or more numerous than the species against which their lineage was selected. They are slower than the predators that hunted them, weaker than the prey they pursued, smaller than many competing carnivores, and for most of their evolutionary history far less numerous. The decisive edge was not physical. It was the capacity for real-time coordination among group members, afforded by the speed at which mirror-neuron-mediated transmission propagates goals, attention, and arousal across a coordinating party.

Coordination at deliberative speed (300 to 500 milliseconds for conscious access) would have been too slow against prey attempting escape and against predators attempting kill, in the Agent-Type Vector terminology developed in Chapter 10 and Chapter 11, prey-type and predator-type encounters respectively. Coordination within the Transmission Window was fast enough. The architectural feature that produced human exceptionalism is therefore not raw mirror-neuron activity but the integration of mirror-system output into the Decision Hub at preconscious speed, where it could bias action-selection before the deliberative system could intervene. Every property that follows derives from that constraint: the speed required to make the coordination work is the speed that leaves the acquisition unregistered before conscious access.

8.2.1 Mirror Neuron Systems

The foundation of Preconscious Transmission lies in mirror neuron systems in parietal and premotor cortex (Chapter 4; Chapter 9 for the fuller substrate treatment). What this substrate delivers to the Decision Hub is a Salience assessment, not a transmitted goal: Chapter 4 fixes this at Section 4.2 as the sixth step of its derivation and again at Section 4.4.7 as the Observer’s formal function specification, which rules out the alternative directly, since the Observer does not pursue Objects, does not produce desire-as-wanting-to-pursue, and does not initiate acquisition, these being downstream functions of integration and ground-resolution. Observation of goal-directed action activates matching motor populations in the observer, and the activation is intention-sensitive, distinguishing what an action is directed toward from its raw kinematic form.

That sensitivity is evidence for what the Salience attaches to, letting it land on the Object of a Model’s pursuit rather than on some incidental feature of the Model’s motion; it is not evidence that the Model’s goal is itself what gains value. The activation projects to ventral striatum and vmPFC, where the Object’s elevated Salience enters the Decision Hub’s valuation directly. Any representation of the Model’s goal as such is a downstream refinement available to the Thinker (Chapter 4 Section 4.4.3), not the content the substrate hands over; Appendix 8F.2 develops the ordering. Activation falls within the Transmission Window (60–340ms; best-current empirical estimate, the load-bearing claim being that it is substantially shorter than conscious-report latency; Appendix A.6.2), so by the time awareness registers that a Model is pursuing an Object, the Salience has already been deposited.

The efficiency with which that conversion runs is itself a named quantity. Appendix A.3 calls it the Ignition Gain: the coupling from observed Model pursuit to the preconscious mimetic channel, and a structural property of the perceptual-to-goal substrate rather than anything an intervention reaches. It stays non-zero for as long as an Individual perceives other Individuals, which is why the baseline of mimetic activation is universal rather than contingent on circumstance.

8.2.2 Social Reward Circuits

The Salience mirror neurons deposit on an Object (Section 8.2.1) is not itself a valuation. It becomes one only once social reward circuits, centred in vmPFC, convert it into a scalar contribution alongside the Appetitive and Intrinsic signals the Decision Hub integrates (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.1: the Decision Hub, localised to vmPFC and ventral striatum, is the component that integrates unlike motivational signals into one Common-Currency Scalar; it is not the Observer’s function to do so). M also operates through these dedicated social reward circuits, which treat social outcomes as rewards in their own right (Chapter 4; Chapter 9). Ventral striatum and vmPFC respond to social approval, prestige cues, and competitive wins even without monetary stakes; social reward converges with primary reward in the Common-Currency system, which is why M-driven wanting can match A-driven potency. Prestige amplifies the signal: high-Status Models produce larger valuation shifts than low-Status sources because the social reward system weights their signals more heavily. The empirical record here confirms more than what is required by the Minimum Installation Condition.

8.2.3 Status-Tracking Systems

The brain tracks relative social position independent of absolute reward (Zink et al., 2008; Chapter 4; Chapter 9). Anterior cingulate and insula respond to Status threat through systems that also process physical pain; Status is continuously updated as social information arrives. What matters to the M-system is that the Individual registers on the social scoreboard, not whether the mark is positive or negative.

This is Valence-Neutral Status (Chapter 2). What the Status-tracking system encodes is the magnitude of an Individual’s registration in the observed field, not its sign. The signal that reaches the Decision Hub carries how much the Individual figures, not whether they figure as admired or as detested, and being hated by one’s enemies arrives as the same kind of mark as being loved by one’s friends. Nor can the Individual recover the distinction by introspection: the evaluative axis is stripped at integration alongside the source-tag (Section 8.2.4), so what is available to report is that a given exposure mattered, and what is not available is which sign it carried into the valuation.

The consequences of this neutrality depend on two things this chapter has not yet specified: what accumulates when Salience is registered, and how cheaply each of the two pathways can be made to produce it. The first is the Mimetic Premium (Section 8.6). The second is the Salience Substitution Principle, established once the Mimetic Premium is available (Section 8.11.5). The consequences are drawn there.

8.2.4 Convergence in the Decision Hub

Mirror neurons, social reward circuits, and Status-tracking systems converge in the Decision Hub, the Common-Currency valuation system centred in vmPFC and ventral striatum. Integration collapses A, I, and M into a single Scalar; source tags cannot be preserved, because the integration is a many-to-one map and no function of the Scalar recovers which combination produced it. This is the neural basis of Source Opacity (Axiom 3). M-driven wanting is therefore phenomenologically indistinguishable from A- or I-driven wanting at the point of conscious access.

The integration described in this section has a formal treatment in Appendix A, where the fast-layer dynamics of the Mimetic channel, the Decision Hub’s integrated valuation, and the Observer’s Salience state, computed under the prior-configuration cached for it, are specified on subsecond to seconds timescales. The architectural points that the formal treatment confirms at this level of description are two. First, exposure to Models, the stream of observed Model signals reaching the Individual’s senses, determines whether and at what level mimetic activation occurs. Without exposure there is no activation; with heavy exposure activation runs at a high baseline. Exposure does not, however, on its own determine whether activation will compound into runaway.

Second, compounding is determined by the internal cycle that connects Salience, the Decision Hub’s weighting on M, and the Observability feedback from realised valuation back into the environment’s Salience field. When that internal cycle’s amplification per loop sits above one, mimetic activation compounds; when it sits below one, activation arrives, propagates briefly, and decays as transient social learning. The two quantities are independent at the level of the single Individual: an Individual can be heavily exposed and remain in the decaying regime, or lightly exposed and slip into the compounding regime, according to the internal cycle rather than the input. What the loop does once it is closed through an environment containing other Individuals, and what follows for the design of that environment, are structural questions rather than architectural ones, and they are taken up at Section 8.15.3.

8.2.5 Channel-Specific Valence Signals and Differential Legibility

The preceding section established that A, I, and M converge in the Decision Hub and are integrated into a single Scalar. This section specifies what each channel transmits before integration: a valence signal, positive or negative, whose legibility varies by source. The asymmetry in legibility is architecturally decisive for understanding why M produces Confabulation while A and I constrain it.

A transmits a deficit-correction signal. The Appetitive channel delivers a valence that tracks deviation from homeostatic set-points. Negative valence signals deficit (hunger, thirst, cold, pain), and generates approach toward corrective Objects. Positive valence signals sufficiency or surplus (satiation, thermal comfort, safety), and terminates approach. The signal is anchored to a physiologically specifiable Referent: the set-point itself. This anchoring provides partial legibility. The Individual cannot introspect the source-tag (“this is A”), because Source Opacity strips it. But the signal arrives with bodily phenomenology (stomach contraction, dry mouth, shivering) that constrains the range of Confabulations available. You can misattribute why you are hungry, but you cannot easily confabulate that your hunger is actually a desire for social recognition. The bodily phenomenology narrows the Confabulation window.

The A-signal is self-terminating in a precise sense: when the deficit is corrected (glucose restored, hydration achieved, temperature normalised), the negative valence signal ceases. Approach toward the corrective Object stops, not because the Individual decides to stop, but because the signal driving the approach has been extinguished at source. Recent work on AGRP neurons confirms this architecture: these neurons transmit a negative-valence teaching signal whose aversiveness motivates corrective behaviour, and the relief of that aversiveness is what reinforces the correction. The A-channel therefore delivers a valence signal that is (a) anchored to a correctable departure, (b) partially legible through bodily phenomenology, and (c) self-terminating upon correction.

I transmits a requirement signal. The Intrinsic Motivation channel delivers a valence that tracks what the process the Thinker is running requires and does not yet have. Negative valence signals that requirement and generates action directed at the Object through which it can be met, and the action is the transduction (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.1): the Scalar is carried into a medium in which it can move something, and the Object carries it for as long as action is directed there. What closes the requirement is therefore the work done on the Object rather than the having of it. Carving the wood is not obtaining the wood, and the requirement the chair’s next stage registers closes when the wood has been carved. Acquisition is the special case in which the state the process requires is possession, which is why the tools and instruments an I-process needs satiate on functional adequacy. The Body Manager’s signal closes in the same form and differs in what follows: a set-point drifts back and the signal returns, whereas a stage whose work is done does not register again, and the process runs on to the next.

The I-signal is anchored to a Referent the Individual can interrogate more directly than the Body Manager’s, which is the work in hand. The Individual carving the wood knows what the carving is for, and the want is checkable against the state of the chair. As with A the source-tag is stripped, and the Individual cannot introspect “this is I-driven.” But the signal arrives as work directed at a particular Object for a stated purpose, and that specificity constrains Confabulation: an account of why the wood is being carved has to survive comparison with the chair it is being carved for.

Two further signatures accompany the requirement signal without being it. Curiosity is the felt presence of the ground-resolution function’s recruitment by something unresolved, and Boredom is the felt registration of its exhaustion. Neither is the requirement signal, and treating them as one mislocates both, since an Individual whose process is blocked for want of an Object is not bored, and an Individual with every tool to hand and nothing left to resolve in the Object is not short of anything. Both are available to introspection even though their source is not: the bored Individual may misattribute why they are bored, but they can detect that they are bored. The I-channel therefore leaves the Individual three things to work with where the Body Manager leaves one and the Mimetic channel leaves none.

M transmits a bare directional signal. The Mimetic channel delivers a signed valence signal under the Signed Valuation Principle (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.0): a positive scalar drives approach toward an Object, a negative scalar drives avoidance, and a zero scalar produces disengagement. Unlike the A-channel and the I-channel, the M-signal arrives at the Decision Hub without anchoring phenomenology. There is no bodily sensation that accompanies M-approach (no stomach contraction, no absorption in process). The signal is directional only: go toward this Object, or move away from this Object.

Fear of damage to the body is this negative pole, and it does not issue from the Body Manager. The Body Manager has no observation channel (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2). A tree falling toward the Individual, spoiled food, a predator still outside contact: each is an Object in the field. The Observer reads the Object. The Thinker holds the prior that the Object, if unmanaged, will damage the body. The Belief Register is how that prior conditions the Observer’s signed Salience. The Decision Hub selects avoidance. The Body Manager does not participate, and a Model does not have to be present. The falling tree is the Observer’s general perceptual function (Section 8.2.8). Recoil copied from a Model’s recoil is the mimetic special case of the same function.

The Individual experiences the output as a desire emanating from the body itself, with the physiological components that ordinary language calls fear. That experience is Phenomenological Collapse (Chapter 2). The Observer and the Thinker trigger the phenomenological effect. Integration strips the tags. The Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle renders the contribution as deficit. Ground-resolution returns the available story, that the body is in danger. The story is right about the stakes and wrong about the source.

This creates an asymmetry that is architecturally decisive. When an M-approach signal enters the Decision Hub, Source Opacity strips the tag (“this is mimetically transmitted”). What remains is a bare positive valence attached to an Object, with no phenomenological texture constraining what the Confabulation architecture can make of it. The A-channel’s bodily phenomenology narrows Confabulation to deficit-relevant narratives. The I-channel’s work directed at a named Object narrows Confabulation to narratives the work can be checked against. The M-channel provides no equivalent constraint. The Confabulation architecture therefore has maximum degrees of freedom when completing an M-signal. It can generate any narrative that achieves cognitive closure over “I am drawn to this Object,” and Object Parasitism (Axiom 5) guarantees that A-sounding and I-sounding reasons are always available, because M can only attach to Objects with prior A-I function. This is why M-driven desires are the hardest to detect and the easiest to confabulate: the signal provides the least phenomenological constraint on the narrative the brain constructs to explain it. The same window opens on recoil, and the available narratives are avoidance-side (this is dangerous, this is unclean, this is wrong).

The Legibility Gradient. The three channels can therefore be arranged on a Legibility Gradient:











	Channel
	Valence Signal
	Anchoring Phenomenology
	Confabulation Constraint
	Termination





	A
	Deficit/surplus
	Strong (bodily sensation)
	High (narrowed to deficit-relevant)
	Self-terminating at set-point



	I
	Requirement/supply
	Moderate (work directed at a named Object for a stated purpose; Curiosity and Boredom)
	Moderate (narrowed to what the work can be checked against)
	Each stage closes when its work meets the requirement and hands off to the next; the process terminates on completion, on the exhaustion of resolution (Boredom), or on interruption



	M
	Bare approach/recoil
	None
	Minimal (any A-I narrative available)
	Positive: non-terminating (Axiom 6). Negative: pursuit terminates; Salience retained (Minimum Installation Condition)





This gradient has a direct consequence for the Triple Camouflage (Section 8.7). Object Parasitism (Layer 3) works precisely because M-signals arrive without constraining phenomenology. If M-approach carried a distinctive felt quality (“this feels mimetic”), Object Parasitism would fail, because the Individual would have phenomenological evidence that something other than A or I was operative. Source Opacity (Layer 1) is necessary but not sufficient for camouflage; it is the absence of anchoring phenomenology in the M-signal that makes Source Opacity operationally devastating. A and I are also source-opaque (their tags are also stripped), but their anchoring phenomenology provides partial workarounds. M has no such workaround, which is why M is the channel that the Camouflage Architecture most completely conceals.

The Legibility Gradient also clarifies why I-Override (Chapter 9) is harder to apply to M than to A. An Individual attempting I-Override on an A-signal has bodily evidence to work with: “Am I hungry? Is this a deficit?” An Individual attempting I-Override on an M-signal has no phenomenological anchor: “Why do I want this?” and “Why do I fear this?” produce only the Confabulation that Source Opacity, Object Parasitism, and Phenomenological Collapse have already prepared. The Two-Question Diagnostic compensates for this asymmetry by providing external behavioural tests (audience-removal, Model-substitution) that bypass the phenomenological gap. But the gap itself is what makes the Two-Question Diagnostic necessary.

8.2.6 The Valence Inversion, Why Enemies Are Approached, Not Avoided

Section 8.2.5 established that the M-channel delivers a bare directional signal without anchoring phenomenology, and that fear of an unmanaged Object in the field is that signal’s negative pole: Observer-signed Salience conditioned by the Thinker’s priors, not a Body Manager output. This section derives a counterintuitive consequence: the M-channel generates positive valence (approach) toward rivals, enemies, and scapegoats, inverting the avoidance that Observer-plus-Thinker threat-priors would select.

The avoidance prediction. If an enemy were read only against the Thinker’s prior that the Object, if unmanaged, will damage the body, the Observer would emit negative Salience and the Decision Hub would select avoidance: flee, hide, minimise exposure. That is the falling-tree case of Section 8.2.5. It does not produce obsession with the Object. The Body Manager does not participate unless tissue is already damaged.

The observed behaviour. Individuals and groups do not avoid enemies. They approach them. They obsess over them, monitor them, construct elaborate plans for their elimination, invest enormous cognitive and material resources in engaging with them, and experience the enemy’s continued existence as an ongoing provocation requiring response. The valence is positive: the enemy is approached, not fled from.

The M-explanation. The approach signal originates in the M-channel, specifically through prey-detection. Chapter 10 (The Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis) establishes the four-type agent taxonomy: predators, prey, rivals, and collaborators. Prey-detection identifies agents who are vulnerable, visible, and reciprocity-exempt (agents who can be targeted without triggering costly retaliation). When the M-system classifies an entity as targetable, the signal entering the Decision Hub is positive valence: approach. The entity is not being approached as a threat (which would generate avoidance), but as a target for elimination, and the anticipated elimination is coded as a future reward.

The neuroscience confirms this. Retaliatory aggression and revenge-seeking engage reward circuitry (nucleus accumbens, dorsal striatum, ventral tegmental area), and not threat circuitry alone (amygdala-driven avoidance, periaqueductal grey). de Quervain et al. (2004) demonstrated dorsal striatum activation during punishment of defectors. Singer et al. (2006) showed that expressed revenge motivation predicted nucleus accumbens activity when observing unfair players subjected to pain. Threadgill and Gable (2020) demonstrated that winning the opportunity to seek revenge produces enhanced reward positivity (RewP), the same ERP component that indexes monetary wins and other desired outcomes. The reward component of the signal is not distinguishable in kind from any other reward signal. The anticipated elimination is coded as reward, and not merely as threat-mitigation.

The Confabulation completes. Source Opacity strips the prey-detection tag. What reaches consciousness is a bare positive valence (approach) directed at an entity the Individual consciously classifies as an enemy. This creates an Information Gap: “Why am I drawn toward my enemy?” The Confabulation architecture must close this gap. Two closure narratives are available:


	The Elimination-as-Peace Narrative. “Their removal will bring peace.” The approach signal is interpreted as defensive urgency: the enemy’s existence is the cause of the Individual’s felt deficit, and eliminating the enemy will restore safety and equilibrium. This is the Confabulation that underwrites the scapegoat mechanism. The promise of peace through elimination is phenomenologically compelling because the reward circuitry is genuinely active (the dopaminergic reward-prediction signal is real), so the Individual genuinely experiences anticipation of relief. What is false is the predicted outcome: elimination will not produce lasting peace, because the architectural need for comparison-others regenerates the deficit at a new baseline, shifting attention to the next target.


	The Status Capture Narrative. “I want what they have.” The approach signal is interpreted as desire for the rival’s position, resources, or standing. This Confabulation achieves closure by framing the approach as instrumental: the Individual is moving toward the rival to acquire something the rival possesses. This narrative also fails to terminate, because occupying the rival’s position triggers Reference-Set Reset: the comparison set recalibrates upward, and the deficit re-emerges at the new baseline.




Both closure narratives are non-terminating. This is architecturally entailed by Differential Satiation (Axiom 6): M has no natural satiation signal because the Observer’s Salience assessment over the perceived field has no completion condition, the continual shift of comparative reference points being its expression. The promised peace (Narrative 1) cannot arrive because elimination regenerates the need. The promised acquisition (Narrative 2) cannot satisfy because achievement resets the comparison. The Individual therefore cannot disengage from the enemy through either elimination or acquisition, producing the characteristic escalatory persistence of rivalry and scapegoating.

The Valence Inversion as diagnostic. This analysis yields a behavioural diagnostic: approach toward an identified enemy is itself evidence of M-contamination. If the Object were read only against the Thinker’s prior that unmanaged contact will damage the body, the dominant signal would be avoidance, the falling-tree case of Section 8.2.5. The fact that Individuals and groups approach enemies, seek them out, and invest resources in monitoring, pursuing, and engaging with them, reveals that the reward system is engaged (M-channel, prey-detection), and not the threat-prior alone (Observer-plus-Thinker predator-weighting). The two systems are anatomically distinct: threat-processing recruits amygdala, insula, and periaqueductal grey; reward-processing recruits striatum, nucleus accumbens, and ventral tegmental area. What the neural record establishes is that the reward channel is engaged during enemy-approach and that the degree of its engagement predicts the approach: nucleus accumbens activity measured during an aggressive decision scales with the severity of the retaliation chosen, and tracks the actor’s history of violence outside the laboratory (Chester & DeWall, 2016). Reactive aggression arises where social threat is experienced as inescapable, and that condition facilitates angry approach rather than fearful avoidance, with the reward system carrying the tit-for-tat retaliatory component (Bertsch et al., 2020). The hedonic quality of aggression is not confined to premeditated forms, and it traces to predatory rather than defensive antecedents (Chester, 2017).

The diagnostic does not require that threat circuitry fall silent, and the architecture predicts that it will not. Threat-related regions are recruited alongside reward-related ones during retaliation, and the insula is among the most reliably activated regions across punishment tasks (Boccadoro et al., 2021). Those regions are the physiological components of the phenomenological effect Section 8.2.5 names, not a Body Manager report of the enemy. The Body Manager is silent unless tissue is already damaged. The inversion is two Observer aspects of one Object: the Thinker’s threat-prior predicts avoidance; a Prey-weighted reading predicts approach. Approach is the resultant, not the only signal present. Observed threat-system engagement neither establishes nor rules out M-contamination, because Phenomenological Collapse gives the same bodily physiology to an Observer-plus-Thinker threat-prior that ordinary language calls fear. Only the sign of the resultant behaviour does, which is why the diagnostic is stated behaviourally.

Dual-Role Confabulation grounded. The Valence Inversion provides the Decision Hub grounding for the Dual-Role Confabulation signature (Chapter 11). The scapegoat is selected through prey-detection (vulnerable, visible, reciprocity-exempt), which generates positive valence (approach). Source Opacity strips the prey-detection tag. The Confabulation architecture completes with predator-framing (“they are dangerous, they threaten us”), because predator-framing is the available threat-prior narrative, experienced under Phenomenological Collapse as bodily danger, for approaching an entity classified as an enemy. The result is the characteristic dual-role structure: selected as prey (approach signal from M), framed as predator (Confabulated justification from the narrative system). The mismatch between selection criteria and framing criteria is diagnostic of Confabulation with near-certainty, because genuine predator-identification exhibits selection-framing coincidence (the agent is targeted because they are threatening, not despite being vulnerable).

Qualification: the scope of the result. The inversion derived here concerns the sign of the signal an Individual’s Decision Hub receives when a single Object, or a single Individual-as-Object, is classified as targetable. The sign derived here is the aspect presentation supplies. The same figure is read under an aversive aspect carried by the cached template, and Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7 states the two together. Its converse holds at the same scope: M-repulsion, negative M-valence, means the Individual wants nothing to do with the Object and disengages from it, and at the level of the single Object that is the whole of its effect. It does not follow that only approach is problematic. What negative M-valence does once several Individuals are directed at the same target does not follow from the Object-level result, and it is established separately at Section 8.11.3.

8.2.7 Timing and Source Opacity

Self-knowledge of the M-contribution is barred three times over, and Chapter 9 derives the three barriers; Source Opacity is one of them, two of them bear directly on the integration step, and the chapter’s arguments turn on those two in different places.

The information-theoretic barrier, which is Source Opacity. Common-Currency Integration reduces three qualitatively distinct input streams to a single Scalar. A source-tag is information about which stream contributed what, and the Scalar has no dimension in which to carry it. This is the Data Processing Inequality: no operation downstream of a compression can recover information the compression discarded, and no amount of introspective effort, deliberative time, or motivation constitutes an exception, because the missing quantity is not hidden but absent. This ground is mathematical rather than empirical. It would hold of any system performing the integration, at any speed, and it does not depend on the neural details of the human case. Chapter 9 Section 9.9.4 gives the derivation.

The timing barrier, which is additional and is not Source Opacity. Transmission completes within the Transmission Window, before conscious access is available. The Individual therefore has no opportunity to observe the acquisition even in principle, and cannot recall an event that was never registered. This ground is empirical and could in principle be revised by better measurement; Source Opacity would survive its revision intact.

The distinction matters for what the chapter is entitled to claim. Where an argument needs only that the source cannot be recovered, it rests on Source Opacity. Where an argument needs that the Individual had no chance to intercept the signal before it was integrated, it rests additionally on timing. The term Source Opacity names the information-theoretic barrier alone.

The timing of Preconscious Transmission is decisive for understanding why M remains hidden.

M-signals arrive within the Transmission Window (60–340ms): Mirror neuron activation, social reward processing, and initial valuation modulation all occur within the first 340 milliseconds of stimulus exposure.

Conscious awareness threshold: 300–500ms: Conscious access to the Content of perception and thought requires approximately 300–500ms of neural processing. This is the Libet window, the temporal gap between neural initiation and conscious awareness established in classic studies of the timing of conscious will.

M is integrated before consciousness is possible: By the time the Individual becomes consciously aware of wanting something, the mimetic transmission is complete. The desire has already been generated, already been integrated into the Common-Currency system, already been assigned a value. The Individual experiences the desire as a fait accompli, “I want this”, without having had any opportunity to observe its acquisition.

Acquisition event was never consciously registered: Because mimetic transmission occurs preconsciously, the Individual cannot recall when or how they came to want the Object. They cannot remember thinking “she wants that, so I want that” because they never did think that, the transmission operated below the threshold of conscious thought. When asked why they want something, they cannot access the true answer because the acquisition event was never recorded in conscious memory.

This timing asymmetry explains why M is structurally harder to detect than A or I. A-desires have bodily phenomenology, you can feel hunger in your stomach, fatigue in your muscles. I-desires can be tested via audience-removal, does engagement persist when no one is watching? But M-desires have no distinctive phenomenology and cannot be detected by introspection because the introspecting mind never witnessed their acquisition.

The architectural consequence of this timing structure is that Salience arrives at the Decision Hub already preloaded. By the time conscious access is available, M has already contributed its weighted salience-value signal to the integrated common-currency valuation, the Decision Hub has already selected an action-readiness output, and the motor or attentional commitment is already in train. Confabulation, in this context, is not a pre-hoc explanation generated to license an action the Individual is about to perform. It is a post-hoc tidying-up operation, returning the most probable A-grounded or I-grounded narrative for an action whose selection has already occurred. The Individual experiences the narrative as the reason for the action because the narrative arrives at conscious awareness at roughly the same time as the action does, but the causal arrow runs from preloaded Salience to action to narrative, not from narrative to action. This is why introspective reports systematically misattribute M-driven outputs to A or I, and why I-Override, when it operates, operates by interrogating the narrative against AIM categories rather than by intercepting the action itself.

A note on the channel-count asymmetry (Chapter 4 §4.4.12). The physical count is one channel each from the Thinker, the Observer and the Body Manager. The asymmetry lies in control rather than number: the Thinker supplies the priors conditioning the Salience weighting on the Observer’s channel as well as its own direct input, so counted by independent source the influence over the integrated value is two to one in the Thinker’s favour. The expression captures control over the channels, not a fixed ratio of effective weights, and it is not a claim that the Observer is an independent source, since it computes on the Thinker’s cached priors and contributes no content of its own.

8.2.8 The Observer’s Baseline Function

The Observer is, in the first instance, the channel through which an Individual reads the surrounding field and directs action toward the Objects in it. This function is general and adaptive, and it operates whether or not other Individuals are present. Consider an Individual alone in unfamiliar terrain. Hunger, undirected pressure from the Body Manager, supplies no Object and does not specify what to eat. Observation does the directing: the appearance of a plant, the result of testing it, its resemblance to things already encountered, the outcome that followed eating it. The Observer charges the Objects in the field with signed Salience on the basis of what observation reveals, the Thinker parses and tests candidates and updates its priors, and the Decision Hub integrates the result into directed pursuit. Nothing in this is pathological; it is how an organism finds food, avoids hazard, and locates whatever has been parsed as worth pursuing.

The Model case is a special case of that function rather than its definition. Where the field contains other Individuals, the Observer can read a further class of signal, their valuations as expressed in their pursuits, and this is the input that makes comparative-position assessment possible. The Mimetic Premium, Object Parasitism, structural non-satiation and the scapegoat dynamics derived below are therefore not properties of the channel as such but of the channel operating on a field populated by Individuals, under Source Opacity and an impoverished Hypothesis Space. The desert-island case runs the same channel with none of these consequences. This is why the framework’s objective is the management of M rather than its elimination: the channel that generates the Mimetic Premium in a populated field is the channel that directs an Individual toward food on an empty one, and it cannot be subtracted without subtracting the capacity to direct action at the world at all.

8.2.9 The Triangular Structure

The structure that distinguishes M from naive theories of imitation is the triangular structure of desire, discovered by René Girard through literary analysis and subsequently confirmed by neuroscience. Section 8.1.3 derived it as the structure the gate clause of the Minimum Installation Condition gives every installation from another Individual; this section sets out its content and its observable signature.

Standard models of desire are dyadic: Subject wants Object. The Subject examines the Object, evaluates its properties, and forms a desire based on that evaluation. This dyadic model underlies economic theories of preference, psychological theories of motivation, and commonsense folk psychology. It feels intuitively correct because introspection reveals only the wanting, not its origin.

In its special case, Mimetic Desire is triadic: Subject wants Object because Model wants Object. The Subject observes the Model pursuing, displaying, or valuing the Object, and this observation generates wanting in the Subject, not because the Subject has learned new information about the Object’s properties, but because the Model’s valenced conduct toward the Object has installed Salience on the Object and the Salience has been resolved as a property of the Object (Section 8.1.3). The triangle is the structure every installation from another Individual has, and it is the structure Girard’s sources documented.

 Model
 /\
 / \
 / \
 / \
 v |
Subject ---> Object

The triangle reveals that M is not merely “influence” or “social learning” in the informational sense. If Person A watches Person B evaluate Object X and express preference for it, A might reasonably update their Beliefs about X’s properties, B’s expert opinion provides evidence. This is social information transmission, and it is valuable. But M operates differently. When A observes B pursuing X with apparent enthusiasm, A’s valuation of X increases without A learning anything new about X’s properties. Salience generated in B’s presence has bound to X and been resolved by A’s Thinker as a property of X, which is what the transmission of a desire consists in at the level of the architecture (Section 8.1.3).

Girard distinguished two forms of this triangular relation based on the social distance between Subject and Model:

The triangle is not an addendum to the Object-valuation architecture, it is internal to it. Objects (Chapter 8 first-mention in Section 8.1.3) include goods, services, other Individuals, roles, identities, relationships, goals, and objectives. The Model is an Individual-as-Object, the target is an Object of some further type, and the Model, Object relation is itself a relational Object. The Decision Hub does not need a separate module for triadic social cognition, it needs only to apply Object-valuation to relational Objects whose relata include Individuals. The Model, Object relation is the relational Object instantiating the connection (Relational Instantiation Principle), and it is constructed by the Subject through inference from observable configurations of the Model and Object (Relational Inference Principle), after which it enters the Subject’s Decision Hub through the same mimetic channel that processes atomic Objects. This architectural grounding is developed in full in Section 8.10.2.

External mediation: The Model is socially distant, a celebrity, historical figure, fictional character, or someone in a different social stratum. Don Quixote desires chivalric adventure because Amadís of Gaul, his literary Model, desired it. External mediation produces admiration and emulation without direct rivalry because the Subject cannot compete with a distant Model for the same Objects.

AIM reserves Admiration for the Positive Mimesis response, emulation of flourishing-enabling qualities that expand the observer’s I-capacity or A-competence. External mediation does not automatically produce it: a distant Model famous for the capacity to dominate is externally mediated, yet what transmits is Status-position rather than I-expansion, which AIM classifies as Mimetic Attraction through external mediation. The diagnostic is structural, whether observing the Model transmits wanting-to-develop-a-quality or wanting-to-occupy-a-position. Section 8.11 develops the full trichotomy.

Internal mediation: The Model is socially proximate, a peer, colleague, neighbour, or rival. When Subject and Model occupy the same social space, they can converge on the same scarce Objects. Internal mediation produces rivalry because the Subject’s pursuit and the Model’s pursuit directly interfere with each other. Each person’s desire intensifies the other’s desire for the same Object, creating positive feedback that can escalate without bound.

The collapse from external to internal mediation, when the Model becomes proximate enough to compete with, is when mimetic dynamics turn destructive.

8.2.10 Independent Observation of the Structure

The triangular structure derived above was identified independently, and long before the architecture that entails it was available, by René Girard. The convergence matters as confirmation and not as warrant: the framework’s claim to the structure rests on Section 8.1’s derivation, and would stand if Girard had never written. What his work supplies is evidence that the structure is visible in the record of human conduct to an observer who was not looking for an architecture at all.

René Girard (1923–2015) discovered the triangular structure of desire through systematic analysis of European literary masterworks. Reading Cervantes, Stendhal, Flaubert, Dostoevsky, and Proust, Girard observed a recurring pattern: protagonists desire objects not because of the objects’ intrinsic properties but because mediators (Models) desire them first. Don Quixote desires chivalric adventure because Amadís of Gaul, his literary Model, desired it. Emma Bovary desires romantic passion because the novels she reads depict characters desiring it.

Girard extended this framework anthropologically: when mimetic rivalry escalates within a community, tension builds until it discharges against a scapegoat, a figure who can be blamed for the community’s ills and whose expulsion or destruction produces temporary catharsis. The scapegoat mechanism, Girard argued, is the foundation of archaic religion and the hidden structure beneath much collective violence.

AIM provides what neither Girardian theory alone nor neuroscience alone could generate:

Situating M within a complete motivational architecture: Girard sometimes wrote as if mimetic desire were the sole or primary driver of human behaviour. AIM situates M as one of three sources feeding a Common-Currency valuation system, allowing for cases where A or I genuinely lead. This avoids the over-generalisation that critics have identified in some applications of Girardian theory.

Neural timing that explains the missing acquisition event: AIM provides the timing data (Axiom 7) that explains why Mimetic Desire feels self-generated. Preconscious Transmission ensures the desire is integrated before conscious awareness, and Source Opacity prevents recovery of the social origin.

The mechanism for Object Parasitism: the mirror-substrate marks as salient the Objects toward which observed Individuals’ conduct carries valence; it does not generate Objects of its own. This is why M cannot originate independent M-Objects but can only amplify the salience, and thereby the valuation, of the A-I Objects that Models are observed pursuing (Axiom 5; the Object-Precedence Principle, Section 8.3).

Predictive content Girardian theory alone does not yield: when M will dominate, how interventions along the Observability Gradient (Chapter 2; observability amplification at Section 8.8.3) will affect behaviour, what satisfaction trajectories Differential Satiation (Axiom 6) entails for M-driven pursuits, and under what conditions M-dynamics escalate into the Crisis State Architecture (Chapter 17). What is at risk in these predictions, and what would count as disconfirming them, is set out at What Would Falsify This rather than here.



8.3 The Object-Precedence Principle, Why the Observer Cannot Generate Its Own Objects

Sections 8.1 and 8.2 established what the Observer is and how it is instantiated. The remainder of the chapter establishes what follows, and the chain begins with a constraint rather than a capacity. Before the chapter can say what the Observer’s contribution does to the Individual’s valuations, it must fix what that contribution can and cannot attach to. This section fixes it, by showing that the Observer cannot supply Objects of its own; the section that follows shows what the Observer must therefore do instead.

The constraint is established against the strongest form of the contrary position rather than assumed from the Observer’s specification. The specification given at Section 8.1.2 already forecloses Object-generation by stipulation, the Observer holds no priors, parses the Object field only through the Thinker’s categorical priors, and generates no Objects of its own. This section does not rely on that stipulation. It grants the critic the strongest available position, an Observer endowed with generative power the specification denies it, and shows that the supposition collapses under two independent impossibilities. The first concerns what such an Observer would have to supply. The second concerns when it could supply it. Together they establish the Object-Precedence Principle: every Object the Observer can charge with Salience must already exist and already be observable before the Observer cycle that charges it, from which it follows that Object-creation is a Thinker function and never an Observer function.

Emission teleology. The same result follows from the emission side: where the Individual acts to be Salient to others, Salience is achieved through Objects that Models are seen to value, so the Object is the vehicle and Salience is the goal. M therefore borrows whatever Objects carry Salience in the reference set on both the detection side (M reads Salient Objects), and the emission side (M displays through Salient Objects), which is why M never requires an Object-class of its own.

The supposition under test is the architectural form of the Romantic Lie, the culturally transmitted Belief that desires originate autonomously within the Individual. Applied to the architecture, the Lie amounts to the claim that the Observer is an independent source that conjures its own targets.

The first impossibility, the Infinite-Invention reductio

Suppose the Observer were an independent generator of Objects rather than a conditional salience-assessor over an Object field the Thinker has already parsed. An independent generator would have to supply its own targets, Objects of valuation that do not already exist as A-Objects (deficit-correcting) or I-Objects (process-enabling). This is precisely what Axiom 5 (M as Amplifier) denies, holding that Mimetic Desire does not generate independent objects of desire and operates only as an amplifying force attaching a Mimetic Premium to Objects that already carry A-functional or I-functional roles. An Observer that continuously manufactured Salience without drawing on the existing Object field would therefore demand a continuously expanding supply of genuinely new, never-before-instantiated Objects, an unbounded series of novel inventions originating in the Observer itself.

This is not what the architecture produces. The Observer’s distinctive input stream is observed pursuits, observed valuations of other Individuals, and comparative-position data. By specification it operates on what is observed, and what is observed is a finite, shared field of already-existing targets. The convergence dynamics of Negative Mimesis, in which multiple Individuals are driven onto the same scarce Object, presuppose a shared, pre-existing Object that more than one Individual can observe and pursue. An independent Object-generating Observer would produce divergence onto private inventions, not convergence onto shared targets. The observed signature is convergence. The supposition predicts divergence. The supposition is therefore false at the level of output.

The second impossibility, the action-bearing constraint and the Preconscious-Creation reductio

The first impossibility shows that an independent Observer would have to supply Objects that are not observed to appear. The second is stronger, because it grants the critic the generative capacity outright and then shows the Observer has no interval in which to exercise it. The argument does not assume the Observer only assesses. It assumes the opposite, the most favourable case for the critic, an Observer that can create, and then asks what the Observer must be doing during the window in which it operates.

The Observer’s operation in the human substrate is placed within the Transmission Window, before conscious awareness (Axiom 7; Section 8.2.7). During that window the Observer is not idle. It is emitting a signed Salience signal to the Decision Hub. This is constitutive of the M input channel, not incidental to it, the Observer’s defined output is signed Salience and value signals over Objects, delivered to the Decision Hub on each cycle.

Here the decisive constraint applies. The Decision Hub is an integrator-and-action-selector. It receives signed valuation inputs, integrates them into a single signed Common-Currency Scalar, and emits an action selection, approach when the Scalar is positive, avoidance when negative, disengagement when near zero. It does not interpret, store, or pass through signals that have no bearing on action selection. A signal delivered to the Decision Hub that carried no action-bearing content would be an input to a selection mechanism that has nothing to select over, which is architecturally meaningless. Whatever the Observer delivers within its window, therefore, must be a signed valuation over an Object, that is, content about a target toward which approach, avoidance, or disengagement is a possible action.

This is what forecloses creation. For the Observer’s output to be a signed valuation over an Object, the Object must be available to action, which means it must already exist and already be present in the parsed Object field as a possible target. The window is thus necessarily occupied by emitting signed Salience over an existing Object. There is no spare interval within the same window in which a generative Observer could instead be bringing a new Object into existence, because the window is fully committed to delivering action-bearing Salience about an existing one, and it must be so committed or it would be feeding the Decision Hub something the Decision Hub cannot use.

The contradiction can be stated cleanly, without assuming the Observer merely assesses:


	Grant that the Observer possesses a generative capacity, the power to create its own Objects.

	The Observer operates only within the Transmission Window, before conscious access.

	Within that window the Observer is emitting a signed Salience signal to the Decision Hub. This is constitutive of the M input channel, not incidental.

	The Decision Hub is an integrator-and-action-selector, so any input it receives must be a signed valuation over an Object, that is, action-bearing content. A non-action-bearing input to a selection mechanism is meaningless.

	A signed valuation over an Object presupposes a target available to action, which is a target that already exists and is already present in the parsed Object field.

	Therefore the window is necessarily occupied by emitting Salience over an existing Object, leaving no interval within it for the creation of a target.

	The Observer’s conceded generative capacity therefore has no time in which to operate. The capacity, even if granted, cannot be exercised within the only window the Observer has.



In plain language: we are not assuming the Observer merely copies. Grant that it could create, and ask what it is doing in those few dozen milliseconds. It is firing a signed signal into the part of the architecture that selects what to do next, and that part deals only in signals pointing at a possible action toward an Object that already exists. The whole window is consumed assessing a target that is already there, leaving no instant in which the same fast channel could build a new one.

This argument is independent of the first. The Infinite-Invention reductio shows that an independent Observer would have to supply Objects that are not observed to appear. The Preconscious-Creation reductio shows that even an Observer endowed with the power to supply them could not exercise that power in the only window available to it, because that window is necessarily consumed by emitting action-bearing Salience over an already-existing Object to the Decision Hub. The first removes the observed output. The second removes the opportunity.

The Recombination corollary

A critic may grant both impossibilities and retreat to recombination, claiming the Observer need not invent from nothing but could assemble new targets from existing parts. This does not survive the action-bearing constraint. For the Observer to emit signed Salience over a recombined configuration, that configuration must already be a possible target of action in the parsed Object field, which means the Thinker’s categorical priors must already have parsed it as a candidate Object and some observation must already present it as a locus of directional valence (the gate clause of the Minimum Installation Condition). Construction of the candidate is therefore complete before the Observer cycle can charge it. Construction of candidate Objects is a Thinker function, performed at deliberative speed in the conscious, competence-expanding ground-resolution process. The recombination move does not give the Observer a generative capacity. It relocates the constructive act to the Thinker and confirms that the Observer arrives afterward.

The Object-Precedence Principle and the temporal ordering

The two impossibilities converge on a single named result.

The Object-Precedence Principle. Every Object over which the Observer can emit signed Salience must already exist, and must already be present in the Thinker-parsed Object field as a possible target of action, prior to the Observer cycle that charges it. The Observer is therefore strictly posterior to its Object. Creation of Objects is a Thinker function, and for deficit-correcting Objects follows from Body Manager states the Thinker has parsed. It is never an Observer function. The Observer cannot precede the existence of its Object, because its only output, action-bearing signed Salience to the Decision Hub, presupposes the Object’s existence.

The principle fixes a strict temporal ordering. An Object is first constructed and parsed as a candidate by the Thinker, at deliberative speed. It is then observed as a locus of directional valence, which opens the Observer’s gate under the gate clause of the Minimum Installation Condition. The Observer then emits signed Salience over the Object within the Preconscious Transmission window, weighted by the Belief Register under the magnitude clause. The Decision Hub then integrates and tag-strips. The Thinker then mis-resolves the tag-stripped Scalar under an impoverished Hypothesis Space, and the felt phenomenology of Mimetic Desire arises, much later and consciously, as the confabulated ground-attribution. Creation sits entirely upstream of this chain, in the Thinker. The Observer enters only after the Thinker has parsed the candidate and an observation has opened the gate.

The two-layer summary is this. The precise statement is that the Observer is causally and temporally downstream of Object-construction, which is performed by the Thinker, and the Observer’s signed-Salience output cannot engage with any candidate the Thinker has not already parsed and an observation has not already presented as a valenced target. The plain-language statement is that the part of you that thinks and creates, the Thinker, which the AIM Framework identifies as Intrinsic Motivation, is what brings new things into the world, and the part that watches others and tracks position, the Observer, the M input channel through which Mimetic Desire arises, is what attaches social wanting to those things once they are already here. The Thinker creates. The Observer charges. The feeling that our wants spring up from nowhere inside us is the Romantic Lie, because the component that would have to do that spontaneous creating, the Observer, is too fast and too tightly bound to action-bearing assessment to create anything at all.

Relation to Object Parasitism

The Architectural Absence Test supplies converging confirmation of the Object-Precedence Principle: an artificial system that processes M-saturated content without the preconscious Observer channel generates no new Observer-driven Salience of its own, exactly as the Object-Precedence Principle predicts when the Thinker-construction and observation steps that must precede the Observer are absent (Appendix 8F.4). The conditions under which the Object-Precedence Principle would be falsified are stated with the chapter’s other criteria at What Would Falsify This, item 9. ***

8.4 Object Parasitism: The Architectural Failure Mode of I-Resolution Under Source Opacity

The Object-Precedence Principle fixes what the Observer cannot do. This section draws the entailment: given a channel that cannot generate Objects of its own and cannot stop emitting, and given a Decision Hub that strips the tag identifying the channel’s contribution, there is exactly one thing the contribution can do. It inflates the valuation of Objects that are already there.

Chapter 4 Section 4.4.11 states the entailment in a sentence: a non-terminating, Object-less Salience function operating on a field of A-Objects and I-Objects can do nothing other than inflate the valuation of those Objects, which is Object Parasitism. This section develops the result for the M channel specifically, and locates the failure precisely, because the location, not the fact, is what the rest of the chapter turns on.

Object Parasitism is the architectural failure mode of I’s Bayesian ground-resolution function under Source Opacity and impoverished M-Hypothesis Space, in which Mimetic Premium is deposited on A-I Objects rather than recognised as the trace of M’s continuous comparative-position tracking against the social world. It is not a property of M’s architectural function. M’s architectural function is the continuous conditional Object-assessment channel derived at Section 8.1.1, and that function is indispensable. What this section establishes is that the conditions under which M’s contribution becomes pathological are conditions of the resolution architecture downstream of M, not conditions of M itself. The Mimetic Premium derivation at Section 8.6, the Triple Camouflage at Section 8.7, and Subcriticality Maintenance at Section 8.15 all depend on this relocation of the pathology, from M’s function to I’s resolution operating over an impoverished Hypothesis Space.

8.4.1 The Derivation

Object Parasitism follows from three premises established in prior sections and Chapter 2:

Premise 1 (Source Opacity at the Decision Hub). Common-Currency Integration in the Decision Hub combines the A, I, and M channel contributions into a single Scalar and destroys source-tags in doing so. The integrated Scalar carries no marker indicating which channel contributed what (Axiom 3; Chapter 2, Decision Hub and Source Opacity; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.0).

Premise 2 (M’s social-world input stream). M is the continuous conditional Object-assessment channel that supplies comparative-position signals about Objects observable in the social world. M’s contribution to the integrated valuation is therefore not arbitrary: it is the comparative-position component of a wanting whose other components are A and I, evaluated against the same Objects the social world is observably pursuing (Section 8.8; Chapter 2, Mimetic Desire; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7).

Premise 3 (No M-ground returned at I-resolution). I’s Bayesian ground-resolution function operates downstream of the Decision Hub on the integrated valuation, and in nearly every Individual it does not return the M-ground: the candidate that the elevated valuation tracks comparative position rather than property of the Object. Two conditions produce that outcome and the Premise holds under either. In the first, the M-Hypothesis is not among the candidates the resolution can return, because the Individual holds no vocabulary in which to formulate the M-Hypothesis. In the second, the M-Hypothesis is formulable and available on every cycle, and an incumbent A-ground or I-ground, restated to the Individual by their own Belief Register and by the reference group, holds the probability mass the M-Hypothesis would need to be returned. Under either condition the resolution returns the most probable available A- or I-ground, with high subjective confidence, by content-agnostic Bayesian update over a Hypothesis Space that does not adequately include the M-Hypothesis (Axiom 4; Chapter 2, Confabulation; Chapter 4, Sections 4.4.3 and 4.4.7; Chapter 11 §11.2 Confabulation Rationality Lemma; Appendix A, Section A.5.6 for the Confabulation Rationality Lemma in mechanism form).

Derivation. Given Premises 1 and 2, the M-contribution to any wanting is structurally inseparable from the A- and I-contributions to the same wanting (the social world’s pursuits are pursuits of A-I Objects, and the Decision Hub destroys the tags that would distinguish the components). Given Premise 3, I’s Bayesian ground-resolution function does not return an M-ground, whether because the M-Hypothesis is not on the candidate list or because the M-Hypothesis is on the list and cannot accumulate mass against the incumbent; it returns the most probable available A- or I-ground located in the perceived Object. The persisting non-A-non-I component of the integrated valuation, which by Axiom 6 (Differential Satiation) does not terminate when A-I function is met, is therefore deposited on the A-I Object rather than recognised as the trace of M’s comparative-position tracking. This deposit is the Mimetic Premium (Section 8.6), and the deposition pattern is Object Parasitism. The architectural failure is located at I-resolution under Source Opacity and a Hypothesis Space that does not adequately include the M-Hypothesis, not at M.

8.4.2 Loop Dynamics Under These Conditions

Object Parasitism is not a one-shot event. The deposition pattern feeds the conditions that produce subsequent depositions, through a coupled-loop dynamic that Section 8.10 (Individual-as-Object), and Chapter 11 (Confabulation, Projection, and the Scapegoat Mechanism) develop in detail.

When Mimetic Premium has been deposited on an A-I Object, the Object carries higher Salience in the social world (Individuals pursue and display it). M’s social-world input stream therefore registers higher comparative-position signals for the Object on subsequent encounters. The Decision Hub integrates these higher signals into elevated scalar valuations. I’s Bayesian ground-resolution function operates again on the elevated Scalar with the M-Hypothesis still absent, and returns an even more confident A-or-I ground located in the Object (“the house really is that valuable; everyone serious knows it”). Subsequent Mimetic Premium deposition compounds. This is the Mimetic Treadmill (the Treadmill; Section 8.5) at the loop level: the architecture’s elevated output for the Object recruits more elevated input on the next iteration, with no termination signal because M does not satiate (Axiom 6), and because the Confabulated ground does not name M as a Hypothesis that could be tested or revised.

The Levelling-Up Principle (Section 8.12.6), and the Knowledge Patch (Chapter 18) are interventions on this loop. Levelling-Up reduces the social-world differential M’s input stream registers; the Knowledge Patch inserts the M-Hypothesis into I’s available candidates so that I’s Bayesian ground-resolution can in principle return an M-ground when warranted. Neither eliminates M (architecturally impossible and undesirable, given M’s indispensable cultural-transmission function); both reduce the conditions under which Object Parasitism deposits Mimetic Premium on A-I Objects.

8.4.3 Object Parasitism Is Not a Failure of M’s Architectural Function

M’s architectural function (the continuous conditional Object-assessment channel) is indispensable. It is the mechanism by which observed Models pursue, display, or signal value for Objects, and by which the observer’s valuation system is updated to reflect what the social world is doing (Section 8.8 Defining Properties; Chapter 2, Mimetic Desire). Without M, cultural transmission collapses: language acquisition, skill learning, normative coordination, the Knowledge Patch itself all depend on M’s continuous operation. This chapter’s earlier characterisation of M as both the most powerful driver of cultural achievement and the most dangerous driver of collective pathology (Position Statement) holds because the architecture that produces achievement and the architecture that produces pathology are the same architecture; what differs is whether I’s Bayesian ground-resolution function operates over an adequate or impoverished M-Hypothesis Space.

Object Parasitism is a property of the failure mode, not of the architectural function. Eliminating M would not eliminate Object Parasitism; it would eliminate the channel whose contribution makes cultural transmission possible. The intervention space is therefore not M-elimination (architecturally incoherent; Section 8.15), but M-management: maintaining the conditions under which I’s Bayesian ground-resolution operates over an adequate M-Hypothesis Space, and reducing the social-world conditions that drive Mimetic Premium deposition past the threshold at which it produces collective crisis (Subcriticality Maintenance; Chapter 2; Chapter 18 Knowledge Patch).

Mimetic Premium is the quantitative trace of the deposition pattern Object Parasitism names; Triple Camouflage is the architectural reason the deposition pattern remained invisible to introspection (Source Opacity at the Decision Hub, Confabulated I-resolution under impoverished Hypothesis Space, deposition on A-I Objects whose A-I function provides genuine cover). Both treatments depend on the localisation established here.

8.4.4 The Parasitism Theorem and Its Behavioural Signature

The architectural failure mode named in this section admits a precise statement that holds for the dynamics formalised in Appendix A.5.4. The Parasitism Theorem says that everything M contributes to compounding is governed by parameters of the host A-I architecture and the Observability environment, not by any parameter of the M channel itself. Five properties follow.

First, M does not stop on its own. Appetites stop because the body’s deficit is corrected. Intrinsic Motivation regulates itself because skill engagement provides feedback about whether the activity is going well. M does neither. There is no architectural negative-feedback term in the M channel. The absence of a self-stopping term is what permits the loop to compound when the other conditions are met.

Second, M has no Objects of its own. Every Object on which a Mimetic Premium is deposited is an Object that action is already directed at, and that is what permits the deposition. The host condition is that the Object stand on a chain running toward a correction, not that it correct anything itself: a spade, a credential, a sum of Money and a place in another Individual’s regard all carry the claim of the deficit whose chain runs through them, and each is available to carry a Premium for that reason. M is parasitic in the strict sense that it requires a host, and the host is the chain rather than its terminus.

Third, M contributes nothing stabilising. M raises the operating point of the Decision Hub’s integrated valuation for the host Object but supplies no restoring force when valuation deviates upward.

Fourth, compounding is determined by host parameters. The conditions under which mimetic activation will compound rather than decay are stated entirely in terms of the Salience environment, the Decision Hub’s weighting on M (which the Knowledge Patch can reduce), the Observability feedback gain (which Observability Governance can reduce), and the slope of the Observability response at the operating point. Reductions in exposure shift the operating point and thereby have a second-order effect on stability, but exposure is not what sets the compounding condition.

Fifth, once the loop is closed and supercritical, it sustains itself. Compounding does not require continued fresh exposure to Models. The internal cycle, Salience to mimetic drive to integrated valuation to environmental Salience, runs on its own Salience feedback. This is the architectural reason purely exposure-based interventions are necessary but not sufficient.

These five properties are jointly diagnostic of Object Parasitism’s operation in any given Object class, and each has a behavioural correlate accessible without the formalism: wanting that does not terminate when the Object’s A-I function is met (the Individual who acquires the larger house finds themselves attending to the next-larger house); deposition only ever onto Objects already carrying A-I function, with no separable M-Object whose acquisition would discharge the premium; no increase in the underlying A or I capacity, only in the integrated Scalar; accumulation rates governed by the social-world parameters of the Object class rather than by properties of M; and continued attraction of deposition after the original ignition conditions are removed.

Object Parasitism across the Object taxonomy. Because the canonical Object category enumerated in Chapter 2 includes relationships as full Object-types, Object Parasitism operates across the entire taxonomy, not only on atomic A-Objects and I-Objects such as goods, credentials, or houses. Mimetic Premium can be deposited on relational Objects, partnerships, memberships, alliances, mentorships, rivalries, and care relationships, independent of the A and I content of those relationships. This has two practical consequences. First, relational Objects carrying high A-I content (for example genuine care relationships) are where PM-contamination most often evades detection, because the A-I signal provides cover for the PM-component. Second, Object Transfer (Section 8.10) generalises, Mimetic Premium accumulated in interpersonal valuation flows not only into atomic-Object prices but into the valuation of relational Objects themselves, which is why status marriages, prestige partnerships, and signalling alliances exhibit PM-escalation dynamics even when no individual atomic Object changes hands.

The same architectural extension applies to interactions themselves. An interaction between two Individuals is a relational Object on which Mimetic Premium is deposited through the same mechanism that deposits Mimetic Premium on goods, services, partnerships, memberships, and alliances. The reciprocity-percept that each Individual forms after the interaction is the I-resolution that sincerely cites the A-I content of the relational Object as the explanation for the elevated valuation, while the Mimetic Premium component remains concealed by Source Opacity and is not available to the resolution function. The dyadic application of Object Parasitism is therefore the architectural ground for the reciprocity treatment developed at Section 8.10.5. Pre-AIM reciprocity-Beliefs are produced by the same failure mode that produces the individual-scale Confabulations developed earlier in this section, the difference being that the failure mode is operating on a relational Object held jointly between two Individuals rather than on an atomic Object held by one.

The Two-Class Intervention Typology these five properties force is developed at Section 8.15.4, once the civilisational scale at which the two classes operate is in view. The formal statement and qualitative derivation of the five Parasitism properties, and the formal characterisation of the threshold each intervention class operates against, are given at Appendix A.5.4 and A.5.1, with the five-channel Patch architecture supplied at Appendix A.6.4 and A.5.7.7.



8.5 Satiation Dynamics: Why M Does Not Terminate

Object Parasitism establishes where the Observer’s contribution lands. It does not yet establish why the deposit accumulates rather than discharging. That requires the satiation result, and the satiation result must be in hand before the Mimetic Premium can be derived at Section 8.6, because a premium that discharged on acquisition would leave no residue to quantify.

Axiom 6 establishes that the three sources exhibit structurally different satiation properties. A satiates episodically and cyclically, I deepens rather than terminates, and M does not satiate at all. The reason M does not satiate is more fundamental than the comparative structure of Status. M does not satiate because it records no deficit. A and I each read a bounded internal quantity, a homeostatic set-point for A and a process-engagement state for I, and each carries its own termination condition. M reads Salience, a measurement of what the environment marks as valued, delivered by an Observer whose domain is unbounded. Non-satiation is therefore not a defect in M but the correct design for its function.

Boundedness is the signature of a channel that reads an internal quantity: A terminates when its deficit closes, and I, which deepens rather than terminates, is bounded by the sufficiency of its own engagement, the quality of the activity regulates the appetite for it. A channel whose work is identifying Objects for the other two sources has neither a deficit that closes nor an engagement whose quality feeds back; environmental pointing is continuous work, and its premium on the integrated valuation is charged whether or not any deficit is currently open (the formal statement is the functional derivation at Appendix A, M5b (Section A.2)). The felt deficit that drives M is manufactured when this Salience reading is integrated under Source Opacity and becomes indistinguishable from a deficit reading. Reference-Set Reset, the Mimetic Treadmill, the wanting-liking dissociation, and Resentment are the downstream expressions of this architecture at the levels of comparison, effort, hedonics, and social attribution respectively, and they are derived in that light in the subsections that follow.

8.5.1 The Salience-Deficit Asymmetry

The Salience-Deficit Asymmetry is stated canonically in Chapter 4 §4.3.6 and named in Chapter 2: A and I encode genuine internal deficits with termination conditions; M encodes Salience, a reading of what the environment marks as valued, supplied by an Observer whose domain is unbounded. Once Common-Currency Integration strips source-tags (Source Opacity), a Salience reading and a deficit reading are formally indistinguishable, so the Decision Hub experiences positive M as felt lack. Non-satiation and the anticlimax of acquisition follow: there is nothing within the Individual for M-satisfaction to consist in, and Salience is a property of the Object as pursued, not as possessed. On the emission side, the same non-termination follows from the terminator being exogenous and event-shaped (Salience-Emission Asymmetry, Chapter 2).

None of this makes the integration of Salience into the common currency defective. The mixing is adaptive, and it is the function the architecture exists to perform. A deficit signal answers what the Individual lacks; the Salience signal answers where in the environment value is located. A deficit without a Salience reading is a drive with no target. Feeding the Observer’s Salience signal into the same Scalar as the A and I deficit signals is what allows deficit-driven action to be directed toward whatever the environment marks as valued, and this is the same operation that carries language acquisition, skill transmission, and social coordination. The re-interpretation of a Salience reading as a deficit demanding action is, in the ordinary case, precisely the targeting that aligns individual action with genuine collective value.

The pathologies of M are not caused by the mixing as such. They are emergent properties of the identical operation once its preconditions shift. Under Source Opacity the Salience reading is read as deficit even when no A-I deficit underlies it; under an unbounded Observer domain the targeting stream never closes and becomes the treadmill; and under dense observability and socially transmitted comparison the same targeting produces convergence and rivalry. The mixing is adaptive in its normal use case, and the downstream pathologies are what that same adaptive process entails under conditions of high coupling and sustained observability. This is why the normative objective is M-management rather than the architecturally incoherent and self-defeating goal of preventing the integration itself.

Because each recurrence of the salience-deficit is felt as a fresh, authentic-seeming want whose source cannot be introspected (Source Opacity), it is re-confabulated as an A-need or I-engagement at every rung. The Salience-Deficit Conflation therefore fires once per rung rather than once, which is why the ratchet is concealed continuously: each return presents as a new and legitimate reason, never as the recurrence of the same positional deficit.

8.5.2 Reference-Set Reset

The Reference-Set Reset is not the root of M’s non-satiation but its expression at the level of the comparison set. Given that M records Salience rather than deficit, and that the Observer’s domain is unbounded, the comparison set recalibrates upward after every gain, so that when an Individual achieves an M-target (the promotion, the house, the recognition) the achievement does not produce durable satisfaction but becomes the new baseline against which future position is measured. This occurs because M tracks relative position rather than absolute achievement: elevation changes the comparison set, and the felt lack recreates immediately because the architecture computes rank, not quantity. The familiar phenomenology, promotion or house attained, satisfaction evaporating within days, is the predictable output of that architecture, not a characterological mystery. The upward recalibration is the compounding face of the reset; its recurrence face, why the demand returns at all after a fully successful act because the acknowledgement is event-shaped, is the Salience Ratchet Principle (Chapter 2).

This reset is the recurrence mechanism, and it must be distinguished from compounding. Recurrence (the Salience Ratchet Principle) explains why the demand to be Salient returns at all after a fully successful act, because the acknowledgement is event-shaped and becomes the new baseline. Compounding (Internal Loop Gain) explains why those returns amplify once loop gain exceeds threshold. The two are separate results: recurrence operates even below the compounding threshold.

The ratchet is the third thing, and it is what the reset contributes that neither of the other two supplies. Each time an M-target is reached, the Individual’s standing relocates, and Objects that were previously too far above them to serve as Models come within comparable range; the drive does not discharge but redirects onto them. The comparison set is therefore not restored after the event but relocated one rung up, which is why the demand returns above where it returned last time rather than at the same height.

This matters for what the escalation can be attributed to. Compounding amplifies the system’s response at a given operating point, and that amplification is bounded, because the valuation response saturates. The ratchet moves the operating point itself, one such event at a time, and nothing in the architecture returns it. Cumulative M therefore grows across a life of those events without anything having to compound without limit within any one of them. The formal statement is the Reset Corollary at Appendix A.9.6, and the fresh-ignition reading of the reset at Appendix A.5.2, which separates the exit component, the acquired Object leaving the upward-comparable set, from the ratchet component, adjacent Objects entering it, and establishes that aggregate mimetic drive is conserved across the event when the two balance and increasing when the ratchet dominates.

The two components are the two sides of a single balance. Whatever mimetic drive attaches to an acquired Object does not cease at acquisition; it leaves the upward-comparable set as the exit component and returns through the ratchet component as adjacent Objects enter that set. Nothing in the architecture removes drive from the ledger. No term discharges it, because discharge requires a deficit to close and the Salience reading records none, so the balance carries no negative term at all. Where the two components are equal the aggregate holds; where the ratchet component is the larger it rises; and no configuration produces a fall.

The Mimetic Premium is therefore conserved under a change of register and non-decreasing under time. The first is the relation the Salience-Status Identity and the Status-Premium Duality establish: a Mimetic Premium computed in one head, summed across observers and smoothed over time, arrives at population scale as Status with none of it discarded at the joins. The second is the result of this section: across an acquisition event the aggregate is held or raised, and the ratchet is the term that raises it. A quantity redistributed without loss, and supplied by a term that is never negative, cannot come to rest, which is why the trajectory has no stable point and why the only bound on the operating point recedes as it is approached. The conjunction of the Reset, Treadmill and Apex Corollaries is stated as the Trajectory Futility Theorem at Appendix A, Section A.9.10.

8.5.3 The Hedonic Treadmill Mechanism

The “hedonic treadmill”, the robust finding that life satisfaction returns to baseline after major positive or negative life events, has puzzled researchers since the phenomenon was first documented. Standard explanations invoke “adaptation” as if naming the phenomenon explained it. AIM provides the mechanistic account that adaptation-talk lacks.

The treadmill operates specifically for M-driven pursuits and consumption. A-satisfaction does not show treadmill effects in the relevant sense: hunger genuinely terminates with eating, and the Individual is genuinely more comfortable with adequate shelter than without. The A-improvement is real and durable until the next deficit cycle begins. Similarly, I-engagement does not show treadmill effects: mastery genuinely deepens, skills genuinely accumulate, and the meaning derived from intrinsic pursuits persists. The musician who has spent years developing their craft does not “adapt” back to baseline, they possess capabilities and satisfactions that did not exist before.

M-satisfaction, by contrast, shows treadmill effects because M computes comparison rather than absolute value. The Individual who acquires Status markers experiences momentary elevation followed by reference-point reset that recreates the original felt deficit at a new level. The treadmill is not mysterious adaptation; it is the mathematically inevitable consequence of a system that computes rank rather than quantity. The formal treatment of the Treadmill, in which the Decision Hub weight w_M on M is itself a function of environmental Salience S, is given at Appendix A.9.7, where the Treadmill appears as one trajectory of the coupled possession-differential system rather than as a mechanism of its own; the Treadmill is one limb of the Trajectory Futility Theorem, Appendix A, Section A.9.10. Its contribution to the total loop gain is non-zero whenever the Decision Hub weight on M is state-dependent and the Mimetic and Intrinsic channels carry different signal strengths at the operating point, grows as the operating point climbs the rising portion of that weight’s curve, and vanishes when the weight is constant. What remains open there is the closed-form quantification of that trajectory, not the derivation of it.

The three weights sum to one (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.1), so a rise in the weight on Mimetic Desire is taken from one of the other two. When Mimetic Desire is driving that rise, the weight on Intrinsic Motivation is used up before the weight on Appetites. The Appetitive weight stays where it is while any weight on Intrinsic Motivation remains, and only once the weight on Intrinsic Motivation is exhausted does a further rise draw on Appetites. Hunger, and any other Appetitive urgency, reweights the Decision Hub on its own route, and the route is separate from the Treadmill. While Intrinsic Motivation is what the rise spends, the Treadmill adds to the loop’s tendency to run away when the Mimetic signal at rest is the stronger, and the Treadmill works against that tendency when the Intrinsic signal is the stronger. The same order is what Apex M-Capture records where a position has already made Appetites secure: what is lost is Intrinsic Motivation, because a Status-driven rise spends Intrinsic Motivation first, and the order holds at every rung. Appendix A, Section A.9.7 states the formal rule.

This mechanism resolves the Easterlin Paradox, the mismatch between a persistent within-country correlation, in which richer people report higher satisfaction than poorer people, and a flat time series, in which rising national income beyond sufficiency does not raise aggregate happiness. Beyond the point where A-needs are met, marginal income growth feeds M-channels rather than A or I channels. The additional consumption is Status-driven: larger houses, more prestigious cars, more exclusive credentials. But because Status is zero-sum within reference groups, everyone’s rising consumption shifts everyone’s reference point simultaneously. Aggregate position is unchanged, it cannot change, since relative rank is conserved, while aggregate expenditure rises and aggregate anxiety increases from the intensified competition. National happiness flatlines despite GDP growth because the growth is flowing into a channel that cannot produce durable satisfaction by architectural necessity. That flattening is the Easterlin Plateau, the time-series observation the Easterlin Paradox sets beside the persistent within-country correlation.

The treadmill has a market-level counterpart, and it is the same loop observed from outside the Individual. Where the Individual runs to hold position, the observability infrastructure that supplies the comparison runs on the returns from their running. M-success generates visibility; visibility attracts mimetic attention; that attention inflates the Mimetic Premium on whatever is attended to; and the inflated Premium funds the acquisition of further visibility. This is the Mimetic Flywheel. Each rotation returns more visibility than it consumed, so those already turning the cycle accumulate while those outside it face a rising threshold to enter, and the result presents as ordinary market success rather than as capture of the observability gradient.

The flywheel and the treadmill are one architecture described at two scales, and the ratchet is what joins them. What climbs is not the speed of the cycle but the baseline it turns against: each reset relocates the comparison set upward, so the next rotation begins from a higher operating point, and w_M climbs the rising portion of its curve as the salience field follows. Nothing here compounds without limit. At any fixed operating point the valuation response saturates and the loop settles. It is the walking of the operating point, one acquisition event at a time, that produces the appearance of accumulation without ceiling, and it is why the interventions that work on the flywheel are those that break the visibility-to-mimesis-to-revenue chain rather than those that merely slow it.

8.5.4 The Wanting-Liking Dissociation

The distinction between wanting and liking, between incentive Salience and hedonic pleasure, provides additional insight into M’s satiation failure. Kent Berridge’s research established that the dopaminergic system generating wanting (the motivation to pursue, the craving, the urgency) is neurally dissociable from the opioid system generating liking (the pleasure upon consumption, the hedonic satisfaction). These systems typically operate in tandem, we usually want things we would enjoy, but they can come apart, and M-driven pursuit is characterised precisely by their dissociation. Incentive Salience is the dopaminergic wanting signal dissociable from hedonic liking, and it is the mechanism by which Mimetic Desire drives non-satiating pursuit.

M amplifies wanting without proportionately amplifying liking. The Individual pursuing a Status-charged Object experiences intense wanting: the urgency of the pursuit, the willingness to expend enormous effort, the preoccupation with achievement. But when the Object is reached, liking often proves muted. The victory feels hollow; the pleasure is brief and shallow; the achievement that consumed years of striving produces days of satisfaction at best. This is not a failure of the particular achievement but a signature of M-dominance: wanting can escalate indefinitely through mimetic competition while liking remains flat or even declines.

The wanting-liking dissociation explains why M has no natural satiation signal. Liking is the felt side of a deficit closing (Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2): it accompanies A’s repair of the body, as with eating, and I’s closure of each stage of a process and of its goal state, which is why wanting and liking track together in I. M records no deficit, so it closes none and has no liking of its own to deliver. But when wanting can escalate without liking following, no satiation signal is generated. The Individual continues wanting more even though acquiring more produces no proportionate pleasure. The absence of satiation is not greed or pathological ambition; it is the predictable output of a system where the wanting-generator (dopaminergic, mimetically amplified) has become decoupled from the satisfaction-generator (opioid, hedonic).

Non-satiation has a specific phenomenological consequence: resentment. This book defines Resentment as the phenomenological output of a PM-Salience signal that, integrated through Common-Currency Integration and rendered source-opaque, is read by the Decision Hub as a survival-level deficit (Axioms 2 and 3), completed by the Agent-Based Causal Default as directed attribution toward the proximate rival (Axiom 9 through Axiom 4), and sustained without satiation because the underlying Salience does not close on acquisition (Axiom 6).

The derivation proceeds in four steps. First, the Status-tracking system registers a negative PM-differential when a rival advances (Zink et al., 2008). Second, Common-Currency Integration carries the PM-deficit in the same Scalar as A-deficit, so the resulting urgency is phenomenologically indistinguishable from survival threat. Third, the Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9) generates directed attribution: the rival is the computationally tractable cause of the felt deficit. Fourth, because M has no satiation signal, closing the gap to the rival resets the reference point rather than resolving the urgency, producing continuous approach-escalation rather than withdrawal or acceptance.

Resentment is therefore not a moral failing or a character defect. It is the predictable output of a Status-tracking system whose PM-Salience signal is read as a survival-level deficit once integrated and rendered source-opaque, and completed as agent-attribution by I’s Bayesian ground-resolution function operating under impoverished M-Hypothesis Space (Chapter 2, Confabulation; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3; Chapter 11 §11.2 Confabulation Rationality Lemma; Chapter 11 §11.7 Projection). The Structural Determination Principle (Chapter 17, Section 17.14.3) applies: the output is determined by the architecture and the input conditions, not by the Individual’s intent or character. Girard’s literary analysis of ressentiment (following Nietzsche) captured the phenomenology accurately. What that analysis could not supply was the mechanism: why the urgency is survival-level (Common-Currency Integration in the Decision Hub), why it targets the rival (Confabulated I-resolution returning the most probable available agent-ground; Chapter 11 §11.7), and why it does not resolve (Differential Satiation, Axiom 6).

8.5.5 Contrasting Trajectories

The differential satiation dynamics produce characteristic trajectories that serve as retrospective diagnostics for source-identification.

The I-Accomplishment trajectory follows a pattern of deepening engagement. The Individual pursuing an intrinsic project experiences process-reward during engagement itself; competence develops, expanding the space of possible engagement; new frontiers become visible as skill increases, maintaining or intensifying interest; the accomplishment, when it comes, feels genuinely meaningful because it is embedded in a history of valued process; and looking back produces satisfaction, “I’m glad I did that; I would do it again regardless of external recognition.”

The M-Status Achievement trajectory follows a different pattern entirely. Social comparison generates wanting; pursuit occurs with high intensity driven by urgency that feels survival-relevant; achievement occurs; a brief hedonic response follows, if any, often the victory feels hollow even at the moment of attainment; reference point shifts immediately as the Individual begins comparing to the new peer group; felt deficit recreates at the new level; and the characteristic phenomenology emerges: “Is this all there is?” Looking back produces ambivalence rather than satisfaction: “I’m not sure it was worth it; I’m not sure what I was chasing.”

The trajectory reveals the source that the achievement moment conceals. At the instant of achievement, M-driven and I-driven accomplishments may appear identical, both produce success, recognition, completion. But the downstream dynamics diverge sharply, and retrospective examination of satisfaction trajectories provides diagnostic information that the achievement itself cannot supply.

The structural non-satiation of M has a fast-layer correspondent in Appendix A, where the M channel of the dynamical system carries no architectural self-stopping term. A and I each carry built-in damping: A through deficit correction at homeostatic set-points, I through correction of the deficit the Thinker signals for the Object its process requires. M has no analogue. The consequence for the dynamics is decisive. When the internal loop runs supercritical, the bifurcation that eventually follows is necessarily a fold-style discontinuous collapse to a low-valuation attractor, not a sustained oscillation around the high-valuation state. An oscillation would require the system to notice and correct deviations at every cycle, and the architecture provides no mechanism for that correction inside its existing structure. The fold is therefore the architecturally entailed terminus of supercritical M-dynamics, not the generic one. This is the fast-layer face of reference-point reset and the hedonic treadmill: the ratchet that cannot be unwound until the supporting Concealment Infrastructure fails catastrophically.

This decomposition has an epistemological corollary, derived in full at Chapter 14, Section 14.10.4.10: because there is no world-constraining good beneath Status as there is beneath money, the subtraction that exposes a truth-tracking remainder in a price exposes nothing beneath Status but further comparison, so Status-PM is testable in principle but bounded in fidelity by the scarcity of the events on which the test depends.

8.5.6 The Ratchet Under Loss

The Reference-Set Reset and the Treadmill are acquisition results. The same architecture fixes what happens when an Individual loses a holding or vacates an occupancy that carried standing, and the answer is that the ratchet is not run backwards.

A fall moves four quantities on four timescales. The holding falls at once: a loss event removes the Object or vacates the occupancy on the fast timescale, and loss events are exogenous (dismissal, disgrace, divorce, the discovery of an error). Standing falls slowly, because it is the time-average of other Individuals’ valuations rather than a reading of what is currently held, so vacating an occupancy lowers standing without returning it to the reading that preceded the occupancy (Appendix A, Section A.9.2, premise P2). Coupling to the Models of the rung follows standing, not holding (Appendix A, Section A.9.4, the mediation-distance and coupling closure), so while standing lags the Individual remains close to the Models of the rung just lost. The comparison set moves slowest of all. The Reference Sets, Models and comparative-position templates against which the Observer computes are the Thinker’s priors about the Observer, read through the Belief Register (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7), and a single event does not rewrite the Belief Register; repeated Ground-Resolution cycles do (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.8).

This is Rung Loss: the event in which the holding falls below a comparison set that does not fall with it. The balance of Section 8.5.2 carries no negative term (the Reset Corollary, Appendix A, Section A.9.6), and nothing in the architecture lowers the comparison set at the event; it is revised only on the Belief Register’s timescale (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.8). The loss separates the Individual from the rung, and the rung stays where the ratchet left it. The ratchet is built to move one way. The upward press of Axiom 6 (Chapter 4, Section 4.3.6) does not reverse when the holding falls; it continues to act, directed at the rung, while the Individual moves away from it, so that a fall sets the pressure and the movement in opposite directions: the reading yields downward under duress (Chapter 10, Section 10.3.5), and the press does not. In the formal system the opposition is the Loss Corollary itself: Mimetic Desire for the lost Object rises while standing falls (Appendix A, Section A.9.6).

Two readings follow. The lost Object re-enters the upward-comparable set, because the Individual no longer holds it while the Models who hold it remain within close mediation distance, so the wanting for it rises rather than decays: Mimetic Desire persists as wanting without possession and is sharpened by the loss (Section 8.12.5). And the Observer computes the Individual’s position against the cached comparison set with the post-loss holding. That reading is signed, negative toward a comparative-position-degrading state (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7), and among conspecifics it carries the sign of a reading against a predator, because a fall acquires the criteria that make an agent Prey (Chapter 10, Section 10.3.5). The first reading reaches the Decision Hub as deficit under the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, and the second as threat, the Observer’s negative pole, the pole that carries fear of damage to the body (Section 8.2.5). The Body Manager reports nothing and nothing in the body needs repair, so no consumption and no repair ends the signal.

The formal statement of the first reading is the Loss Corollary of Appendix A, Section A.9.6, with the loss limb of Section A.9.9, on the position dynamics of Section A.9.4 and the low-pass standing of premise P2 at Section A.9.2. The second rests on the Signed Valuation Principle, and its fast-layer standing is the Signed-Input Stability Corollary of Appendix A, Section A.5: with the couplings positive, a negative-signed reading leaves the fixed point unique and stable and cannot compound through field salience, so what carries it is the slow layer of the Belief Register and not the internal cycle. The case in which a coupling itself changes sign remains the specialist task named at Chapter 4, Section 4.4.0. Rung Loss opens a state that persists for as long as the comparison set is unrevised, and that state, Status Death, is derived at Chapter 15, Section 15.7.



8.6 The Mimetic Premium: Architectural Definition and Derivation

Sections 8.3 and 8.4 established that M cannot generate independent Objects but must operate by attaching to Objects with prior A-I function (Axiom 5, Object Parasitism). This attachment has a quantitative consequence that the framework names the Mimetic Premium (PM)1. Like Object Parasitism, the Mimetic Premium arises only where the observed field is populated by Individuals; the Mimetic Premium is a property of the Observer’s baseline function (Section 8.2.8) operating under that condition, not of the channel as such. This section derives Mimetic Premium directly from the architecture and defines it canonically before the chapter proceeds to its interpersonal and economic consequences. The derivation rests on Object Parasitism (Section 8.4), Differential Satiation (Section 8.5 and Axiom 6), and the preconscious integration architecture that receives its full treatment in Chapter 9 (Axiom 3, Source Opacity; Axiom 7, Preconscious Transmission).

8.6.1 Canonical Definition

Mimetic Premium (PM): the portion of an Object’s integrated valuation that is contributed by M, over and above the Object’s A-contribution and I-contribution. The abbreviation PM is used interchangeably with the full term throughout, and carries no distinct meaning; it is retained where the compressed form aids legibility, chiefly in the Price Decomposition, in compounds such as Status-PM and PM-interest, and where the term would otherwise repeat within a single sentence. PM is the quantitative trace of Object Parasitism in the Decision Hub’s Scalar. It is the difference between the Object’s integrated value with M active and the integrated value that would obtain from A and I alone. Realised Mimetic Premium feeds back into environmental Salience; the feedback is stated formally as Status Feedback at Appendix A, Section A.2 (M4).

In ordinary language: Mimetic Premium is the extra wanting that is attached to an Object because others want it, display it, or signal value for it. In the chapter’s primary vocabulary it is a Salience quantity: the Mimetic Premium is the portion of an Object’s valuation contributed by the Observer’s Salience reading, the part that survives in the integrated Scalar after the A-contribution and the I-contribution are accounted for. Naming it a premium rather than a Salience reading is a convenience for the transactional settings of Sections 8.13 and 8.14, not a change of quantity (Section 8.1.4). That extra wanting is not separable from the A-wanting and I-wanting in the Individual’s experience (Source Opacity prevents decomposition from the inside), but it is structurally distinct in the architecture. When the Object meets a market or a counterparty, the extra wanting shows up as an additional component in the exchange ratio. When it operates in non-exchange settings, it shows up as the additional attention, deference, or concession the Individual extends.

The Mimetic Premium can compound through interest, designated PM-interest. The compounding mechanism is developed for the housing case in Section 8.13. Interest is not the only PM-compounding mechanism; the housing treatment names several others, and this section uses PM-interest as the canonical instance because it is the most insidious mechanism in essential-good markets.

8.6.2 Axiomatic Derivation of Mimetic Premium

The Mimetic Premium follows from a four-step chain, the middle step being the derivation already given at Section 8.4.1 rather than a fresh one:


	M-assessment. The Observer supplies a Salience reading for the Object, conditioned on the social field (Section 8.1.2).

	Integration and resolution. The three premises of Section 8.4.1 apply unchanged: the Decision Hub destroys the source-tag, and I’s ground-resolution returns the most probable available A- or I-ground rather than the M-ground. The Individual cites that ground sincerely.

	Acquisition without termination. Because M does not satiate (Section 8.5) and the Confabulated ground is located in the Object rather than in M, the elevated valuation does not terminate when the Object’s A-I function is satisfied. It persists and tracks observability, prestige cues and Model-density.

	Deposition. The persisting non-A-non-I component is deposited on the A-I Object, and its magnitude is the Mimetic Premium. The existence of a non-satiating, source-opaque value component attached to A-I Objects is therefore entailed by the architecture rather than postulated.



8.6.3 Why Mimetic Premium Is Invisible at the Object Level

Mimetic Premium is invisible at the Object level because the architecture that generates it also blocks every introspective route by which it could be found. The three premises of Section 8.4.1 are jointly sufficient for this: the source-tag is gone, the M-ground is not what resolution returns, and Object Parasitism guarantees that genuine A-I grounds are always available to be returned instead. The Individual cites the returned ground sincerely, so the concealment operates through architectural compression rather than through any deception.

This invisibility has a structural consequence. Mimetic Premium is not a small additive distortion layered on top of a primarily A-I valuation. The Lebreton et al. (2012) result demonstrated that observed choices modulate valuation in the Common-Currency system even when nothing distinguishes the chosen Object from its unchosen twin, so that the choice carries no information about which is better. This shows that Mimetic Premium can be generated in the absence of any A-I justification whatsoever, and yet be experienced as ordinary wanting because I’s Bayesian ground-resolution still returns the most probable available A- or I-ground rather than declining to resolve. The magnitude of Mimetic Premium is therefore an empirical question for each Object class, not a stipulation. In some Object classes, the Mimetic Premium component dwarfs the A-I component.

8.6.4 The Manifestation of the Mimetic Premium: Where It Becomes Visible

Mimetic Premium is invisible to the Individual but not invisible to the system. Four manifestation pathways allow Mimetic Premium to be detected from outside the Individual’s introspection:


	Prices. When the Object is exchanged in a market, the integrated valuation meets a counterparty’s integrated valuation, and the exchange ratio records the sum of Mimetic Premium contributions from both sides. Section 8.13 develops this pathway with a worked example.

	Non-exchange transfers. When the Object is another Individual (Section 8.10, the Individual-as-Object Principle), Mimetic Premium is transferred through attention, deference, narrative authority yield, and positional concession. Section 8.14 develops this pathway.

	Audience-dependence. Mimetic Premium responds to observability. Behaviour that intensifies when observed and attenuates when audience is removed exhibits the characteristic signature of elevated Mimetic Premium contribution. The Transmission Attenuation Principle’s Status-Seeker Demerit Clause (Chapter 2) operates through this same pathway in the inverse direction: audiences that recognise PM-seeking as the motive withhold status conferral, introducing a self-limiting mechanism on Mimetic Premium accrual for overtly visible status-seeking behaviour. Extraction is itself asymmetric in direction: a downward attribution (lowering another’s computed position) extracts more Mimetic Premium per act than self-elevation does, because the down-move widens the positional differential from both ends simultaneously and runs on the higher-gain alarm channel (Extraction-Direction Asymmetry, Chapter 2). And because Mimetic Premium is the differential between mutual deferences rather than an absolute quantity, symmetrising regard, rather than simply withholding downward attribution, is the complementary route to the same equilibrium floor (Mutual-Regard Equilibrium, Chapter 2).

	Model-tracking. Mimetic Premium responds to Model behaviour. Valuation that shifts when Models shift (without any change in the Object’s A-I properties) exhibits the characteristic signature of Mimetic Premium contribution.



These four pathways are jointly diagnostic. No single one is decisive in isolation, but the convergent presence of observability-amplification and Model-tracking, combined with the presence of a price or a non-exchange transfer, is sufficient to infer a substantial Mimetic Premium component.



8.7 The Triple Camouflage (Layers 1–3 of the Camouflage Architecture): Why M Was Hidden

The three preceding sections complete the intra-individual mechanism: the Observer’s contribution can only land on A-I Objects (Sections 8.3, 8.4), it does not terminate (Section 8.5), and its accumulated residue is the Mimetic Premium (Section 8.6). If all of this runs continuously in every socially embedded person, why is it not obvious to the person it runs in?

The answer is that the camouflage is not an additional mechanism the framework posits. It is the three premises of Section 8.4.1 seen from the inside, and each premise closes one detection route. This is the Triple Camouflage, Layers 1 to 3 of the Camouflage Architecture; Layers 4 to 8 operate at institutional and civilisational scale and are treated in Chapter 9 (Chapter 2, Camouflage Architecture, for the complete structure).

8.7.1 Source Opacity

The first layer is Premise 1. Integration destroys the source-tag, so the Individual experiences “I want this” with no marker of which channel produced it (Section 8.2.7). Section 8.2.5 established the application that matters here: the loss is asymmetrically devastating for M. A and I are also tag-stripped, but both carry phenomenological texture that constrains what Confabulation can make of them, whereas M arrives as bare directional valence. Source Opacity is therefore a nuisance for A-detection, a moderate obstacle for I-detection, and a complete barrier to introspective detection of M.

8.7.2 Confabulation

The second layer is Premise 3. Asked why they want something, Individuals do not answer “I don’t know”, though that would be accurate given that the tags were destroyed. I returns the most probable ground its Hypothesis Space affords, and the operation is a rational one: the pathology is the impoverishment of the candidate list, not the inference over it.

Confabulation is not lying. The narrative is believed, with the confidence characteristic of correct posterior updating, because it is the most probable available ground and because the Individual has no access to the integration history that would distinguish a Confabulated ground from a veridical one. Cultural narratives rarely supply “I want this because my Observer read the social field” as a candidate, so the space is populated with A-grounds (need, security, survival) and I-grounds (passion, meaning, self-expression) and no structured M-Hypothesis.

The impoverishment is self-reinforcing. Because the M-Hypothesis is absent from the cultural repertoire, no Individual’s resolution returns it; because none returns it, the repertoire is never enriched. The Knowledge Patch (Chapter 18) is the intervention that breaks this loop. Inserting the Hypothesis into the candidate list answers the exclusion described here. It does not by itself answer the case where the M-Hypothesis is present and an incumbent attribution holds the mass, which the Knowledge Patch addresses through its later Operations (Chapter 11 §11.2).

8.7.3 Object Parasitism

The third layer is the deposition pattern of Section 8.4. M generates no separable M-Object on which its contribution could be identified independently: the Status-signalling house is also a shelter and an I-enabling room, the prestige-conferring credential is also a qualification, the comparison-tracked car is also transportation.

This is what supplies the cover. When resolution runs, the genuine A and I components are on the candidate list because the Object really does serve those functions, the M-ground is not what resolution returns, and the returned ground is true but incomplete. Asked why they want the house, the Individual truthfully cites shelter, space, location, the garden. The M-component, that the house’s perceived value tracks the neighbour’s house and the reference group’s positional structure, need never be mentioned, because the A-I justifications are genuinely available and the alternative is not. The Individual is not being dishonest; the explanation conceals M precisely by being the highest-likelihood completion available.

8.7.4 The Completeness of the Camouflage

The three layers together produce complete camouflage:


	Source Opacity prevents introspective access to M-contributions

	Confabulation generates A-I explanations that feel complete and true

	Object Parasitism ensures that A-I explanations are always available and genuinely applicable



No introspective detection pathway survives absent the M-Hypothesis. The Individual cannot catch M through introspection (Source Opacity blocks it), cannot identify M through self-explanation (Confabulation generates non-M narratives), and cannot detect M through Object-analysis (Object Parasitism ensures A-I cover). M operates in plain sight, driving enormous portions of human behaviour, while remaining invisible to the very Individuals it motivates.

This explains why Girard’s discovery came through literary analysis rather than psychological investigation. The novelist observes characters from outside, sees their behaviour, their escalating rivalries, their convergent desires, without being limited to the characters’ self-reports. From the external perspective, mimetic patterns are visible. From the internal perspective, they are architecturally hidden.

The Triple Camouflage operates on reciprocity-percepts in exactly the same way it operates on individual desire-percepts, which is why pre-AIM fairness discourse, contract theory and meritocratic justification could not have produced anything but confabulated outputs at population scale, whatever the sophistication of the reasoning within each tradition. Section 8.10.5 develops this as the dyadic case.

8.7.5 Why Third-Person Observation Also Failed

If M is visible from external observation, why did psychology and sociology not discover it through third-person methods?

Several factors blocked external detection:

Disciplinary priors excluded M from Hypothesis Space. Economics assumed preferences are exogenous and stable; finding that preferences are transmitted from Models would violate foundational assumptions. Psychology assumed that introspection provides reliable access to motivation; finding that the most powerful motivation is introspectively inaccessible would undermine the field’s primary method. Sociology recognised social influence but conceptualised it as information transmission or norm enforcement rather than desire transmission. Each field’s foundational commitments blocked the very Hypothesis that would explain the phenomena they observed.

M produces the same Objects as A and I. Because of Object Parasitism, M-driven behaviour targets the same Objects as A-driven and I-driven behaviour. External observation sees people pursuing houses, credentials, relationships, careers, the same Objects that A and I would produce. Without a method for distinguishing which source is driving pursuit, external observation cannot identify M as a distinct source.

M-dynamics were misattributed to other mechanisms. Fashion was explained as information cascade. Status-seeking was explained as rational investment in social capital. Keeping up with the Joneses was explained as preference for relative position. These explanations captured M-phenomena but misidentified the mechanism, treating M-dynamics as cognitive (information-based) or strategic (calculated) rather than motivational (desire-based). The phenomena were observed; the source was misidentified.

The observer is also subject to M. The scientist studying human motivation is human, subject to the same Source Opacity, Confabulation, and Object Parasitism as their subjects. When the scientist asks “why do people want this?” their own M-blindness shapes the questions they ask and the explanations they accept. M hides from the observer as effectively as from the observed.



8.8 The Five Defining Properties of Mimetic Desire

The intra-individual derivation is complete. This section collects its behavioural consequences into the five properties that distinguish M from A and I in observation.

The properties are stated here rather than earlier because they are results, not premises. Each is entailed by the architecture established at Sections 8.1 through 8.7, and the entailment is recorded with each. Their function in the chapter is twofold: they supply the diagnostic vocabulary the dyadic and civilisational movements will use, and they constitute the observable signature against which the framework can be tested without reference to any neural claim, which is what makes the manipulability evidence of Section 8.9 evidence of anything.

8.8.1 Socially Transmitted

M-desires are acquired from Models, not generated internally.

The direction of causation: For A, the direction of causation runs from internal state to desire. Physiological deficit (low blood glucose, high osmolality, elevated cortisol) generates wanting. No external input is required, you would become hungry on a desert island with no other humans present.

For I, the direction of causation runs from engagement with activity to desire. Curiosity about topic X generates wanting to learn more about X. No external Model is required, you could become curious about mathematics without ever observing another person pursuing mathematics.

For M, the direction of causation runs from observation of Model to desire. The Individual observes Model pursuing Object X, and this observation generates wanting for X in the Individual. Without the Model, the desire would not have arisen. The same Individual who intensely wants X after observing a Model pursue it might have no interest in X whatsoever without that observation.

The test of counterfactual dependence: Would this desire exist if no Model had been observed? If removing the Model removes the desire, if the Individual would not have wanted X without exposure to someone else wanting X, then the desire is M-driven.

8.8.2 Model-Dependent

The value of M-Objects depends on who else wants them.

Model-sensitivity: The same Object becomes more desirable when high-Status Models pursue it and less desirable when low-Status Models pursue it. This is not merely information updating (“she’s an expert, so her preference suggests quality”); it is direct value modulation, the Object’s entry in the Common-Currency system changes based on who else values it.

Fashion dynamics: This property explains fashion cycles, trend dynamics, and the volatility of M-driven markets. A-value (nutritional content of food), and I-value (process-enabling capacity of tools) are relatively stable across time. M-value fluctuates with Model behaviour. When high-Status Models abandon an Object, its M-value collapses, even though nothing about the Object itself has changed.

Reference-group dependence: M-value is constituted relative to a reference group. The same Object may carry high M-value within one social circle and no M-value within another. Designer clothing that signals high Status in one context may signal nothing (or low Status) in another. M-value is not a property of the Object but a relation between the Object and the social field in which it circulates.

8.8.3 Observability-Amplified

M is amplified by visibility.

Public vs. private dynamics: When pursuit is observable, when others can see what you are pursuing, when Objects can be displayed, when comparison is Salient, M-dynamics intensify. When pursuit is private, when Objects cannot be displayed, when comparison is absent, M-dynamics attenuate.

The audience-removal test: The diagnostic power of audience-removal follows from observability-amplification. Remove the observers, and M-motivation collapses, not because the Individual is insincere but because M-value is constitutively relational. M-value depends on being observed; without observation, there is nothing to depend on.

Display as value-creation: For highly M-driven Objects, the display is the value. A luxury watch worn under a sleeve, permanently invisible to others, retains its A-value (tells time), and I-value (if the wearer enjoys watchmaking craftsmanship), but loses most of its M-value. The M-premium was never in the Object; it was in the observation. Highly M-driven Objects of that kind are High-Observability Goods: goods, services, and assets whose value is materially affected by being seen, known about, or comparable to others’ holdings. The property aggregates. Where an entire industry, asset class or domain occupies the most visible band of the ambient information environment, it absorbs a disproportionate share of M-driven surplus regardless of its functional characteristics, and the aggregate is a High-Observability Sector. Property, media, large technology platforms, sports properties and speculative assets with continuous price feeds are High-Observability Sectors on that criterion, and what places them there is observability structure rather than luxury content or positional function.

8.8.4 Comparison-Constituted

M-value is inherently comparative.

Relative rather than absolute: Status is not a property of the Individual but a relation: where do I stand relative to others? This relational constitution means M-value is zero-sum within reference groups, my rise implies others’ relative fall. If everyone in a reference group gains the same Status marker, no one’s relative position changes, and the M-value of the marker collapses.

Contrast with A and I:









	Source
	Value Structure
	Zero-Sum?





	A
	Absolute (hunger is satisfied by food regardless of others’ hunger)
	No: my eating does not reduce your ability to eat (absent scarcity)



	I
	Non-rivalrous (my mastery does not diminish your potential mastery)
	No: knowledge is not exhausted by use



	M
	Comparative (Status is positional)
	Yes, within reference groups





Aggregate implications: Because M-value is zero-sum, aggregate M-expenditure does not produce aggregate M-satisfaction. Everyone in a community can pour increasing resources into Status competition, and the aggregate result is no change in average Status (because relative position is unchanged) plus resource depletion plus elevated anxiety. The Easterlin Paradox, that national happiness stops rising despite continued income growth even as richer Individuals within a country continue to report higher satisfaction than poorer ones, is the macroeconomic signature of M-dominated consumption.

Positionality is here derived rather than assumed. Because the sought state is to be Salient in a way that differs from current standing, the reference point is the Individual’s own most-recently-achieved position and moves with the Individual on arrival, so the comparative character of M follows from the target being a change-from-current-standing rather than an absolute level (Salience Ratchet Principle).

8.8.5 Preconsciously Acquired

M is the continuous conditional Object-assessment channel whose distinctive contribution is its social-world input stream (Chapter 4, Sections 4.4.0 and 4.4.7). The Transmission Window (§8.2.7) names the timing at which that stream’s integration-ready output arrives at the Decision Hub before conscious awareness (300–500ms). The Individual therefore cannot catch the M-contribution at the moment it becomes integration-ready; by conscious access, comparative-position tracking has already contributed to the integrated valuation. Because the supply is continuous and preconscious rather than episodic, it is not encoded in episodic memory. A-desires carry bodily phenomenology and I-desires admit audience-removal tests; M carries neither, and introspection operates only downstream of tag-stripping Common-Currency Integration. Conscious evaluation cannot pre-filter M’s continuous output, only post-filter through I-Override given an adequate Hypothesis Space (Chapter 11 §11.2; Chapter 2, Confabulation).



8.9 Evidence for Independent Manipulability

The preceding section derived five behavioural properties from the architecture. This section reports the experimental result that discriminates the derivation from its principal rival. If M were not a distinct channel but a label for social variants of A and I, then manipulations targeting M would necessarily disturb A and I in proportion. They do not.

8.9.1 Elevating M Without Affecting A or I

Several experimental manipulations specifically target M while leaving A and I unchanged.

Visibility manipulations demonstrate M’s independence most cleanly. Moving an activity from private to public conditions elevates M-dynamics, the Individual shows heightened concern with performance, increased attention to comparison, greater sensitivity to evaluation, without changing anything about their A-state (bodily deficits remain constant) or their I-engagement (the activity and its process-rewarding properties remain identical). The same person performing the same task exhibits different motivational profiles depending solely on whether others can observe. Since observability-amplification is a defining property of M and not of A or I, this manipulation isolates M specifically.

Prestige manipulations produce similar isolation. Associating an Object with high-Status Models, through celebrity endorsement, expert recommendation, or prestigious brand association, amplifies desire for that Object without altering its A-function (nutritional Content, shelter provision, safety enhancement) or I-enabling properties (capacity to support skill development or creative engagement). The neural valuation shifts based on Model identity rather than Object properties, demonstrating that M-amplification operates through a channel distinct from A-I assessment.

Reference-group manipulations alter M-targets without affecting homeostatic state or intrinsic interest. Moving an Individual from one social context to another shifts their M-driven wants, the person who felt satisfied with their house in one neighbourhood feels inadequate with the identical house after moving to a higher-Status area. Nothing about the house or the Individual’s relationship to it has changed; only the comparison set has shifted. This clean manipulation of reference group produces clean changes in M without any effect on A or I.

Scarcity manipulations similarly isolate M. Making an Object appear scarce, through limited editions, exclusive access, waiting lists, artificial supply constraints, increases demand without changing anything about the Object’s capacity to satisfy physiological needs or enable intrinsic processes. The Object is identical; only its social availability has changed. The demand increase reflects pure M-amplification.

8.9.2 Elevating A and I Without Affecting M

The converse manipulations demonstrate that A and I can be elevated while M remains unchanged.

Fasting elevates A without altering M. Deprivation increases the motivational weight of food, the hungry Individual is more motivated to eat, but does not thereby become more concerned with the Status-signalling properties of food. A starving person wants calories; they are not more motivated to eat at the prestigious restaurant versus the humble one. The A-elevation is specific to homeostatic function and does not spill over into M-channels.

Flow-state induction elevates I without altering M. When environmental conditions produce flow, optimal challenge-skill balance, clear goals, immediate feedback, the Individual experiences heightened intrinsic engagement. But flow states are characterised precisely by the disappearance of social comparison and Status concern. The musician in flow is not thinking about whether their playing impresses the audience; they are absorbed in the music itself. I-elevation through flow actually tends to suppress M-Salience rather than amplify it.

Autonomy support elevates I specifically. Environments that support autonomy, offering choice, acknowledging perspective, minimising control, reliably increase intrinsic motivation without affecting M-dynamics. The student given genuine choice in their learning pursuits shows elevated I-engagement (deeper processing, greater persistence, more creativity) without any corresponding change in Status-seeking. If anything, autonomy support tends to reduce M-Salience by removing the evaluative pressure that activates social comparison.

8.9.3 Suppressing M Without Affecting A or I

Critically, M can be suppressed while leaving A and I intact.

Audience removal is the canonical M-suppression manipulation. Remove observers, and M-motivation collapses, but A-needs remain unchanged (hunger persists whether or not anyone is watching), and I-engagement may actually intensify (private practice often produces deeper flow than public performance). The musician practicing alone at 2am exhibits pure I-engagement; the same musician performing the identical piece for an audience exhibits I-plus-M. The difference is not in the activity but in the social context.

Anonymisation suppresses M while preserving other motivations. Double-blind review, anonymous donation, and other structures that prevent observers from attributing actions to specific Individuals eliminate the Status-signalling channel while leaving A-I function intact. The scientist whose paper is reviewed anonymously cannot gain Status from the review process itself (only from eventual publication); their motivation to produce quality work must derive from A (career survival) or I (intellectual engagement) rather than M.

Reference-group disruption suppresses M by removing the comparison set. When Individuals are isolated from their normal reference groups, through travel, retreat, or environmental change, M-Salience diminishes because there is no one to compare to. A-needs remain constant; I-engagement may flourish in the absence of M-distraction. The artist at the residency, removed from their normal social context, often reports a creative flourishing that they attribute to “getting away from the noise”, the noise being, in AIM terms, M-signals from their reference group.

8.9.4 The Overjustification Effect Revisited

The overjustification effect provides particularly clean evidence for source-independence. When external rewards are introduced for an intrinsically motivating activity, subsequent intrinsic motivation declines. This finding, replicated hundreds of times across diverse populations and activities, demonstrates that I can be suppressed by M-activation.

The mechanism operates through the Common-Currency system. When external reward is introduced, it activates M-channels (the reward signals Status, evaluation, social value). The M-signal is integrated with the pre-existing I-signal in the Decision Hub. But the M-signal is shaped differently in time. Its Salience is keyed to the delivery event rather than to the doing: it rises as delivery approaches, lapses once delivery has passed, and returns at the next delivery without ever closing, because no deficit stood beneath it that delivery could correct. This is the event-shaped recurrence of the Salience Ratchet Principle, not satiation; the signal does not terminate, it waits for the next event. Engagement-reward runs through the process, and reward-Salience punctuates it, so repeated delivery progressively restructures the Individual’s motivation around discrete events rather than around the activity. When the reward is removed, the Individual’s motivation has been recalibrated toward the M-channel; the I-channel, though still available, now carries lower relative weight in the integrated valuation.

This is not “corruption” of pure motivation by dirty external reward. It is the predictable consequence of introducing M-signals into an A-I-M integration system. The sources are independent, M can be elevated without changing I’s intrinsic properties, but they compete for relative weight in the Common-Currency output. Elevating M can crowd out I not by destroying I but by dominating the integrated signal.

Independent manipulability is the experimental signature of the Three-Source Taxonomy (Axiom 1), and the current evidence supports independence. The conditions under which the source-distinctness claim would require revision are stated at What Would Falsify This, together with the Interaction Necessity criterion that tests the loop structure this separability result complements.



8.10 The Individual-as-Object Principle

The chapter now leaves the single Individual.

Everything derived to this point holds of one Decision Hub reading a field. But the field the Observer reads is populated by other Individuals who are themselves reading fields, and the Objects in it include those Individuals. This section takes the step from one architecture to two coupled architectures: every civilisational result in Sections 8.12 through 8.15 is an aggregate of the dyadic mechanism established here, and none of them can be derived without it.

The step requires no new axioms and no new primitives. It follows from the Object definition already in force together with the universality of Common-Currency Integration. It also requires no new function. What follows is the Salience assessment of Section 8.1.2 running on a particular Object class, and the vocabulary this section introduces (valuation, deference, extraction, Premium) names Salience readings and their differentials rather than a separate social faculty (Section 8.1.4). The vocabulary becomes progressively more social through the remainder of the chapter; the mechanism underneath it does not change.

The preceding sections established that Mimetic Desire operates through a triangular structure: the Subject observes the Model’s directional valence toward the Object and acquires, preconsciously, the Model’s valuation of that Object. The Object definition is deliberately broad: any target of motivational valuation processed through the Decision Hub. This breadth has an entailment that must now be made explicit.

Other Individuals are Objects.

When Individual A encounters Individual B, A’s Decision Hub generates a valuation of B through exactly the same Common-Currency Integration that processes any other Object. B receives an integrated Scalar in A’s motivational system, combining whatever A-relevant signals B provides (potential mate, resource-sharer), whatever I-relevant signals B provides (intellectual stimulation, collaborative possibility, aesthetic response), and whatever M-relevant signals B carries (B’s comparative position in the social world, prestige cues, Model Salience supplied by M’s social-world input stream). A physical threat B presents is not an A-relevant signal: it enters as the Observer’s signed Salience conditioned by the Thinker’s threat-prior (Section 8.2.5; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2). The integration follows the AIM Integration Equation. Source Opacity applies. A cannot introspectively decompose the resulting valuation into its A, I, and M components; any decomposition A offers is the output of I’s Bayesian ground-resolution function operating on the integrated Scalar (Chapter 11 §11.2 Confabulation Rationality Lemma).

This is the Individual-as-Object Principle: every Individual occupies a dual position in social space, functioning simultaneously as subject (a Decision Hub generating valuations of others), and as Object (a target of valuation in others’ Decision Hubs). The principle requires no new axioms and no new primitives. It follows directly from the existing Object definition and the established universality of Common-Currency Integration.

The principle carries a property that distinguishes Individual-Objects from Objects that do not themselves value. A house does not value back. A credential does not generate a reciprocal assessment of the Individual pursuing it. But when Individual A values Individual B, B simultaneously values A. Both valuations are processed through Decision Hubs running the same architecture. Both are subject to Source Opacity. Both generate behavioural outputs (approach, deference, attention, avoidance) that the other party observes and incorporates into their own ongoing valuation.

This is the Reciprocal Valuation Property: an Object that is itself a valuing subject generates counter-valuations that feed back into the original valuer’s Decision Hub, producing a coupled system in which each party’s valuation is continuously updated by the other’s observable response.

The criterion is instantiation of the architecture, not membership of a species. This is not a concession the present section makes but the Species-Neutral Processing Principle (Chapter 2), which holds that the machinery by which an Individual classifies encountered entities as agents, valuates them as Objects, and integrates the resulting valuations through the Decision Hub is species-general with respect to the entities processed, and that any apparent human-specific specialisation is a parameter-level weighting within a common architecture rather than an architectural discontinuity. The property therefore divides Objects that run a Decision Hub from Objects that do not, and Individual-Objects exhibit it because Individuals run one, consistently with Section 8.1.1, where the minimal architecture was shown to hold of any system instantiating it, human or otherwise.

Where a non-human agent instantiates the architecture, the property holds of that agent too, and Chapter 11 develops the consequence directly in its treatment of the relationships Individuals form with animals. What differs across such agents is parameterisation: the constitution of the Reference Set, the Coupling Strength, and the resulting Loop Gain. Those parameters govern how much of the coupling closes and therefore which downstream results follow, but they are settings of one architecture rather than marks of a different one. This chapter develops the Individual case throughout, because human valuation is the book’s subject and because it is at human parameter values that the coupling produces the escalation dynamics Sections 8.11 through 8.15 derive.

Six consequences follow from the Individual-as-Object Principle: Entanglement, Differential Extraction, Non-Purchasability, Self-Reinforcement, Object Transfer, and Convergent Confabulation in Reciprocity. The first five operate on the underlying valuation transfer that occurs between two Individuals’ Decision Hubs. The sixth operates on the perception each Individual forms about the transfer afterwards, and explains why dyadic exchange is experienced as reciprocal by both parties even under gross asymmetry of the underlying flow.

First, Entanglement. When A’s valuation of B depends partly on B’s observable valuation of A (does B defer to me? does B seek my attention? does B treat my claims as authoritative?), and B’s valuation of A depends symmetrically on A’s observable outputs, the two valuations become coupled. Neither can be specified independently. This is the architectural basis of Entanglement: the reciprocal co-determination of desire across Individuals in a social network. The Individual-as-Object Principle identifies the micro-mechanism through which Entanglement operates at the dyadic level.

Second, Differential Extraction. Because both parties generate valuations but those valuations need not be equal, a net differential exists. The quantity that differs is the Salience each party’s Observer computes on the other, so the differential is a Salience differential before it is anything else, and the four channels below are how it is discharged. If A’s PM-component of valuation directed at B exceeds B’s PM-component directed at A, the interaction extracts net Mimetic Premium from A to B. This extraction manifests through observable channels: A pays more attention to B than B pays to A, A defers to B’s judgment more than B defers to A’s, A grants B narrative authority (treating B’s claims as more credible) more than B grants to A, and A makes positional concessions (yielding space, priority, or opportunity) more readily than B yields to A. These four channels (attention, deference, narrative authority, positional concession) are the behavioural media through which Mimetic Premium flows between Individual-Objects (Section 8.14).

Third, Non-Purchasability. Because the valued quantity is the Salience B’s Observer computes on A, processed through B’s own Decision Hub and subject to B’s own Source Opacity, A cannot directly purchase or command it. This is the architectural reason Status cannot be bought: Status is an aggregate of readings taken inside other Individuals, and no transaction reaches inside them to set one. A can manipulate inputs (displaying Status markers, performing competence, demonstrating social proof), but cannot determine B’s integrated output. This is why Status, unlike goods, cannot be directly transacted. It must be extracted through the four transfer channels, interaction by interaction.

Fourth, Self-Reinforcement. When B observes that others value A highly (B observes C deferring to A, D seeking A’s attention, E granting A narrative authority), what B’s Observer registers is that A is a high-Salience Object in the field, and that reading enters B’s own Decision Hub as M-relevant evidence about A’s Object-value. B’s valuation of A increases. This increased valuation produces increased deference from B, which C, D, and E observe, further reinforcing their own valuations. The feedback loop is positive: high valuation from others increases valuation from each observer, which increases valuation from others. This is the architectural basis of the prestige-accumulation dynamics described later in this chapter, now grounded in the Object-valuation architecture rather than described phenomenologically.

Treating Individuals as Objects provokes moral discomfort. The intuition “don’t treat people as objects” is ethically sound as a normative injunction against instrumentalisation. But as a descriptive claim about what Decision Hubs do, it is false. Decision Hubs process Individuals through exactly the same integration architecture as any other motivational target. The normative injunction and the architectural description operate at different levels. Confusing them (refusing to acknowledge the architectural fact because of the normative commitment) is itself an instance of Layer 7 of the Camouflage Architecture: the Vocabulary Gap preventing formulation of a Hypothesis that would reveal the mechanism.

Rival-Constitution

The preceding consequences describe how Individuals are valued as Objects in each other’s Decision Hubs. The Rival-Constitution Principle identifies the reflexive implication: the output of this mutual valuation feeds back into the Self-Model. In any relationship of internal mediation, the rival is architecturally embedded in the Subject’s Self-Model as the constitutive reference point against which M-grounded self-valuation is computed. That self-valuation is the Individual in the reflexive Object position, Self-as-Object, and the standing it settles is the reference level from which every other Individual in the field is then read, which is the subject of the Self-Standing Confirmation Principle (Chapter 15, Section 15.10.2). The Individual’s identity is partially defined by contrast with the rival (what the rival is that the Individual is not), and this dependence deepens with proximity and similarity, because internal mediation intensifies as the distance between Subject and Model decreases (Section 8.2.9).

Rival-Constitution has three structural consequences. First, mimetic rivals converge behaviourally (pursuing the same Objects, adopting the same strategies) even as each rival’s Self-Model insists on maximal differentiation, because convergence is architectural while the insistence on difference is Confabulation. Girard observed this pattern across the European literary canon; AIM derives it from the mutual reference-point embedding entailed by the Individual-as-Object Principle operating under internal mediation. Second, resentment of the rival is not merely a response to the rival’s position but a Self-Model maintenance operation: the felt hostility marks the boundary between self and other in a field where mimetic dynamics are dissolving that boundary. Third, removal of the rival produces Self-Model disruption disproportionate to the rival’s apparent significance, because the Individual has lost part of the structure against which their identity was defined, not merely a competitor for resources or recognition.

The Rival-Constitution Principle also identifies a deeper form of the Romantic Lie. The standard Romantic Lie conceals the mimetic origin of specific desires (Chapter 2). The Romantic Lie of Self-Constitution conceals the mimetic constitution of identity itself: the Belief that “who I am” originates autonomously within the Individual, when the architecture entails that the Self-Model is substantially constituted through M-contaminated comparison with rivals. Source Opacity operating at the Self-Model level prevents awareness of this constitutive dependence, and Confabulation (Axiom 4) generates narratives of autonomous self-constitution in the absence of M-vocabulary.

The Rival-Constitution Principle names rivals as one component of the relational field that constitutes the Self-Model. It does not name the only component. As Section 8.10.4 (the Social Constitution Corollary) establishes, the Self-Model is constituted by the Individual’s relationship to the world and to others across the full relational field, including Models of Admiration through Positive Mimesis, intimates and kin through Entanglement and bidirectional co-determination, aversive figures through Mimetic Repulsion, and fleeting encounters whose Preconscious Transmission registers below awareness. There is no neutral baseline state to which the Individual returns; constitution is continuous across the lifespan.

The architecture entails a specific phenomenology for rival-removal. Because the rivalry was constituted through a Confabulation in which the rival was framed as the cause of the Individual’s PM-deficit (Agent-Based Causal Default, Axiom 9), removal of the rival is processed as resolution of the deficit. The Individual experiences relief or triumph. The experience is short-lived. The rival was not merely the attributed cause of the deficit but a constitutive element of the Self-Model. Removal destroys the reference point against which the M-grounded identity element was defined. The Confabulation architecture, having completed the “success” narrative, immediately faces a new closure demand: the Self-Model now contains an M-grounded element with no reference point. The result is a felt deficit, a sense of incompleteness the Individual cannot explain, followed rapidly by the identification of a replacement Model.

Two features of the replacement-seeking dynamic are architecturally determined. First, the replacement will be sought upward. Status-tracking is structurally asymmetric: attention and deference flow upward in the Status hierarchy. The Individual whose rival has been removed does not seek a lower-Status replacement (which would not generate the PM-differential required to reconstitute the M-grounded identity element), but a higher-Status one. Second, the replacement will be identified rapidly, because the Confabulation architecture does not tolerate unresolved Information Gaps. The Individual will find themselves “naturally” focused on a new competitor and will experience this focus as independently motivated. Each cycle of rival-removal and replacement ratchets the comparison set upward. This is the Rival-Replacement Ratchet: a non-terminating, upward-only dynamic in which each success reconstitutes the rivalry at a higher level.

Modern societies have developed a structural response to the convergence problem that the Rival-Constitution Principle identifies. In small-scale societies with few specialised roles, every peer is a potential rival because every peer pursues the same Objects using the same strategies within the same visible social space. Boehm’s (1999) research on reverse dominance hierarchies documents the consequence: egalitarian coalitions form specifically to suppress the rivalry escalation that same-role proximity generates. Levelling mechanisms (ridicule of boasting, enforced sharing, collective sanction) reduce the observability of PM-differentials.

At modern scales, coalitional levelling cannot operate, and the structural substitute is role differentiation: the proliferation of occupational roles distinct enough that direct comparison between their occupants is difficult. The bank teller, the Year 3 teacher and the yoga instructor each occupy a role that constitutes a structurally unique Self-Model element. Job titles in modern economies proliferate far beyond what functional coordination requires, because each title supplies an element not directly comparable to adjacent ones, reducing the intensity of internal mediation. The dynamic is emergent rather than designed: organisations that differentiated roles experienced less internal conflict and were selected for. Role differentiation is Subcriticality Maintenance operating at institutional level without being recognised as such, reducing convergence (lowering the general network Coupling Strength) and reducing observability of direct Mimetic Premium differentials (lengthening the general Decoherence Time).

8.10.1 Object Transfer: The Economic Output of Reciprocal Valuation

The four consequences above (Entanglement, Differential Extraction, Non-Purchasability, Self-Reinforcement) describe social dynamics between Individuals-as-Objects. A fifth consequence operates in economic exchange.

When two Individuals interact, each assigns a total valuation to the other through Common-Currency Integration. Those reciprocal valuations determine not only the social dynamics between them (who defers to whom, who pays more attention, who yields narrative authority), but also the terms on which other Objects flow between them. If Individual A is willing to trade grain to Individual B for tools, the exchange rate is governed by A’s total valuation of B’s tools and B’s total valuation of A’s grain. The intersection of these two valuations sets the terms.

This is what trade is, at the level of the architecture. All exchange of goods, services, and money occurs between Individuals who are simultaneously Objects for each other. The farmer is an Object in the toolmaker’s Decision Hub; the toolmaker is an Object in the farmer’s. The terms on which grain and tools flow between them follow from the same reciprocal valuation that determines which of them defers to the other.

The consequence for Mimetic Premium is direct. When Mimetic Premium enters the reciprocal valuation (when one party carries higher Status-PM than the other), the higher-Status party extracts a premium not only through the four social channels but also through the terms of Object transfer. The lower-Status party accepts worse exchange terms (gives up more grain, more money, more favourable contract conditions) than the A-I contribution of the higher-Status party warrants. The difference is the Mimetic Premium in prices, now visible as an expression of the PM-differential operating at the interpersonal level.

This is the interpersonal instance of the Two-Logic Diagnostic developed in Chapter 12. The lower-Status party’s demand is bounded and correction-seeking, while the higher-Status party’s extraction of favourable terms is positional and non-terminating, so the worse terms the lower-Status party accepts, above the genuine A-I contribution exchanged, are Mimetic Premium by the same test.

This connects the social dynamics of this section to the economic dynamics that later chapters analyse. The Mimetic Premium that inflates prices is not a separate market-level phenomenon requiring its own derivation. It originates here: in the PM-differential between two Individuals-as-Objects whose reciprocal valuations govern every dimension of their interaction, including the rate at which other Objects change hands.

A further structural point follows. Exchange requires Bidirectional Demand: both parties must value each other above their respective action-readiness thresholds for Objects to flow. Mimetic Premium contamination alters which transactions clear those thresholds. High-Status-PM Individuals clear others’ thresholds more easily (others’ PM-inflated valuations are elevated), giving them wider choice of transaction partners and correspondingly favourable terms. Low-Status-PM Individuals may fail to clear thresholds at all, regardless of their A-I contribution. The employer who rejects a competent candidate for a less competent but more prestigious one, confabulating the preference as “better cultural fit,” is exhibiting this dynamic. PM-concentration at the apex thus governs not only the terms within transactions but also which transactions occur, producing a distribution of economic opportunity that tracks Status-PM rather than genuine contribution.

8.10.2 Relational Objects and the Reciprocal Valuation Property

The Individual-as-Object Principle establishes that every Individual is simultaneously a valuing subject and an Object in other Individuals’ Decision Hubs. The Reciprocal Valuation Property follows, Individuals-as-Objects being the Object-type of present interest whose valuations run in both directions because the Object is itself a Decision Hub, the criterion being that the Object runs one, not that it is human (Section 8.10). This section makes explicit a point that is already entailed by the canonical Object definition but is not always recognised, the Reciprocal Valuation Property extends to relational Objects whose relata include at least one Individual.

Relationships are Objects. The canonical Object entry in Chapter 2 enumerates goods, services, other Individuals, roles, identities, relationships, goals, and objectives as Object-types. Relationships are full Objects, processed through the same A, I, Mimetic Premium valuation architecture as any other Object. A friendship, a partnership, a professional rivalry, an alliance, a mentorship, a deal, each of these is a target of motivated pursuit in the Decision Hub, and each carries an A-component (functional contribution), an I-component (genuine engagement and depth), and a PM-component (positional advantage, Status signal, network leverage).

Relational Objects with Individual relata inherit reciprocity. Most relational Objects do not value back, “my ownership of this house” is an Object I value, but the house and the ownership relation do not value me. Relational Objects whose relata include at least one other Individual are different. When A values the relational Object A, B (under whatever description, friendship, rivalry, partnership), B is simultaneously valuing the same relational Object from the other end under B’s own description. The two valuations are not independent, they are continuously updating in response to each other’s observable behaviour toward the relation and toward shared further Objects.

Observation of relations is the primary mimetic channel. What a third-party Subject A catches when observing Model B is not a pure B-valuation and not a pure X-valuation, it is the relational configuration B, X. The mirror-neuron system’s architectural capacity to model goal-directed action is a capacity to represent Individual-Object relations at preconscious latencies, and what is projected to vmPFC and ventral striatum is this relational representation. Preconscious Transmission therefore operates natively on relational Objects. The triangular structure of Mimetic Desire (Section 8.2.9) is the direct behavioural consequence, the Subject values the Object because the Model-Object relation has been preconsciously integrated into the Subject’s own valuation.

Implication for the four social consequences. Entanglement, Differential Extraction, Non-Purchasability, and Self-Reinforcement are not only effects of mutual person-valuation between A and B, they are also effects of mutual valuation of shared relational Objects. Entanglement intensifies when A and B are co-valuing the same relational Objects (our friendship, our partnership, our rivalry) rather than only co-valuing each other. Differential Extraction operates across relational Objects when B’s visible relations to further Objects are high-weight inputs into observers’ valuation functions. Non-Purchasability applies to relational Objects of the interpersonal kind (you cannot buy a genuine friendship, only its simulacrum), because their value depends on the counter-valuation the other Individual supplies. Self-Reinforcement operates as observers copy the valuation of Salient relational Objects, further inflating their PM-component.

Implication for Object Parasitism. Object Parasitism (Section 8.4) states that M deposits Mimetic Premium on A-Objects and I-Objects already valuated by A and I. Because relationships are Objects, relational Objects are subject to Object Parasitism. Mimetic Premium can attach to a relationship independent of the A and I content of that relationship, producing the familiar phenomenon of partnerships, memberships, or alliances valued for positional signalling beyond any A-functional or I-adequate justification. Conversely, some relational Objects carry unusually high A-I content (genuine care relationships, mentor-apprentice relationships), and their PM-contamination, when it occurs, is correspondingly harder to detect.

Scope boundary. This section does not claim that all relationships are mimetic, and does not claim that Object-relational representation is peculiar to M. The claim is narrower, the Object category canonically includes relationships, and the Reciprocal Valuation Property generalises to the subset of relational Objects whose relata include Individuals-as-Objects. Relational Objects are valued by the Decision Hub through the same A, I, Mimetic Premium architecture that processes atomic Objects, no additional machinery is required.

The Instantiation Analogy and the Inference Step. The claim that relational Objects are full Objects, valued by the Decision Hub through the same A, I, Mimetic Premium decomposition as atomic Objects, is easier to see if the physical case and the human case are handled in sequence rather than conflated.

The physical case. Two balls are connected by a single piece of string. The connection between the balls is the string. To say the balls are related by this string and to say the string is the relation between the balls is to say the same thing. The relational Object is literally present in the visual field, it is the string itself, with its own length, tension, colour, and integrity. These are properties of the relation, because the string is the relation. The relational Object is directly perceived, not inferred. The physical case is sufficient on its own to establish that a relation can be an Object in the full sense, because in this instance it straightforwardly is one.

The bridge to the human case. The architectural status established by the physical case carries over, but the access route changes. The relation between two Individuals is instantiated by a relational Object (the friendship, the marriage, the partnership, the rivalry) whose properties (quality, strength, duration, direction) are properties of the relation itself. What differs from the string case is that the human relational Object does not have spatial extension and is not directly perceived. It is constructed by the observer through inference from observable configurations of the relata, two Individuals in a loving embrace, both wearing wedding rings, sharing a household, introducing each other as spouse, taken together, yield the inferred relational Object marriage. Mirror-neuron systems catch the goal-directed configuration preconsciously within the Transmission Window, and mentalising networks elaborate the inferred relational category consciously thereafter. Once constructed by inference, the relational Object enters the Decision Hub and is valued through the same A, I, Mimetic Premium decomposition that applies to directly observed Objects. The inference step is an access mechanism, not a change in Object-status.

Two principles, two roles. The Relational Instantiation Principle establishes Object-status, every relation is instantiated by a further Object that carries its own properties, the string case makes this directly visible and the human case inherits it. The Relational Inference Principle establishes the access route, when the relational Object is not directly perceivable, the Decision Hub constructs it by inference from observable configurations of the relata, and the resulting inferred Object is processed identically to a directly observed Object thereafter.

Consequences for ordinary language and for the framework. Statements of the form “they have a good relationship”, “their marriage is strong”, “their partnership is fraying”, “their alliance is deepening” are not compressed descriptions of the relata, they are reports of Decision Hub valuations of the inferred relational Object. The triangular structure of Mimetic Desire (Section 8.2.9) acquires a sharper reading, the Subject does not merely observe the Model and the Object separately and then build a connection between them, the Subject observes a Model-Object configuration and infers the Model, Object relational Object, which then enters the Subject’s Decision Hub through the mimetic channel. Preconscious Transmission therefore operates on inferred relational Objects, not only on atomic Objects, which is why M-transmission so readily latches onto marriages, partnerships, memberships, and alliances as PM-carriers.

8.10.3 The Rival-Constitution Principle

The Rival-Constitution Principle is stated and derived in the body of this section above. Its formal warrant is recorded here for reference: it follows from three results already established, that the Self-Model contains M-grounded elements constitutively dependent on a comparison set (Section 8.8.4), that in internal mediation the rival is the most intensely computed member of that set (Section 8.2.9), and that Status-tracking updates relative position continuously as social information arrives (Section 8.2.3).

8.10.4 The Social Constitution Corollary

The Social Constitution Corollary. The four signatures collected at Section 8.8 jointly entail a stronger result than the chapter has yet stated: the Individual’s cognitive system has no non-social baseline. Salience installs before conscious interception is possible, integration destroys the tags that would let the Individual recover which fraction of any valuation is socially constituted, and the destruction is guaranteed by the Data Processing Inequality. The Self-Model is constituted not only by rivals but by the full relational field, Models of Admiration through Positive Mimesis, intimates and kin through Entanglement, aversive figures through Mimetic Repulsion, and fleeting encounters registering below awareness. Humans are therefore not merely influenced by their relationships but partly cognitively constituted by them, with the magnitude unrecoverable by introspection and estimable only by inference. The Social Constitution Corollary is derived from the architecture of Chapters 4 and 8 rather than adopted from outside it, and its empirical signature is the automaticity-of-comparison literature: spontaneous comparison on mere exposure, subliminal effects on self-evaluation, cognitive-load facilitation, and ventral-striatum encoding of relative rather than absolute reward.

The consequence is that Comparison-Constitution produces not merely Objects whose value is socially relative but Individuals whose identity is socially relative. This deepens the Romantic Lie from “my desires are my own” to “who I am is my own,” a form this chapter terms the Romantic Lie of Self-Constitution. Source Opacity operating at the Self-Model level prevents awareness of this constitutive dependence. The Individual experiences their identity as self-authored when it is, in significant part, rival-constituted.

8.10.5 Reciprocity as Convergent Confabulation

The five consequences of the Individual-as-Object Principle developed above all operate on the underlying valuation transfer that occurs when two Individuals interact. A sixth consequence operates not on the transfer itself but on the perception each Individual forms about the transfer afterwards. The phenomenon to be explained is everyday and universal. Two Individuals complete an interaction and both walk away with a stable subjective sense that the exchange was fair. Each can articulate why it was fair. The articulations cohere with one another. Yet at population scale, viewed across many such interactions and over time, the same exchanges produce systematically asymmetric outcomes, with some Individuals accumulating and others depleting in ways that the matched perceptions of fairness do not register. The architecture developed in this chapter explains why the perception of fair exchange and the asymmetry of underlying transfer can both be reliable outputs of the same system operating in different social positions, without either output being incorrect on its own terms.

8.10.5.1 The Reciprocity-Percept Is a Downstream Output of I, Not a Measurement of the Transfer

The reciprocity-percept, the conscious Belief each Individual holds about whether an exchange was fair, is architecturally distinct from the underlying valuation transfer. The transfer completes through the preconscious channel before the percept is constructed, and integration destroys the source-tags that would be needed to register the Mimetic Premium component as such. By the time I performs its resolution on the integrated Scalar, the information required to recover the differential is no longer present, so I terminates the source-question with whatever the available Hypothesis Space supports best, and that is what the Individual experiences as the perception of fair exchange.

The reciprocity-percept is therefore not a measurement of what was actually transferred between the two Decision Hubs. It is a separate output, produced at a different stage of the architecture, on different inputs, with no privileged access to the transfer it appears to ratify. This separation explains why two Individuals can complete an objectively asymmetric exchange and both produce sincere percepts of fair exchange. The percepts are not registering the asymmetry because the architecture has already removed the information needed to do so before the percepts were constructed.

8.10.5.2 Convergent Confabulation Stabilises Reciprocity in Place

The Confabulation Inversion established at Appendix 8F.3 demonstrated that, at the individual scale, what feels like “I researched it and decided I wanted it” is actually “I caught the wanting and then made up reasons for it.” The same inversion operates at the dyadic scale of an interaction. What feels like “we had a fair exchange” is actually “we both terminated the source-question on matched non-M explanations supplied by the same Concealment Infrastructure, and read the matching as confirmation that the explanations were correct.”

The mechanism is a coupling between the two Individuals’ I-resolutions. Each Individual receives the integrated Scalar from their own Decision Hub, performs source-resolution, and produces a narrative about what occurred. Each then expresses the narrative, in word, gesture, posture, action, expenditure, or compliance, and the expression enters the other Individual’s information environment. Each Individual’s expressed narrative becomes evidence in the other’s interpretation of what just occurred, and where the two narratives match, the matching is read by each party as confirmation that the narrative is correct. The two percepts stabilise in place because each is being held there by the other.

Reciprocity, on this account, is the condition in which two Individuals’ narratives about an interaction have stabilised at a shared explanation that conceals the Mimetic Premium differential, with the matching itself functioning as the confirmation that holds the explanation in place. Where the narratives fail to match, the interaction is experienced as unfair, transactional, or exploitative, even where the underlying Mimetic Premium differential may be similar to a case where the narratives do match. The reciprocity-percept tracks narrative-matching, not value-matching. (The formal treatment of this coupling, in the language of Bayesian Belief dynamics, is developed in Chapter 11.)

8.10.5.3 The Observability Boundary Operates on the Reciprocity-Percept

Section 8.14.1 establishes the Observability Boundary and the symmetric confabulation it produces, “appropriate respect” on one side and “deserved recognition” on the other. The reciprocity-percept is the joint output of those two confabulations matching. The Boundary therefore operates not only on the underlying transfer but on the percept that ratifies it afterwards, and Concealment Necessity entails that the elaborateness of the explanation scales with the size of the differential being concealed.

The high-PM party draws on templates of merit, vision, deserved authority, leadership, value creation. The low-PM party draws on templates of loyalty, service, reliability, gratitude, recognition of betters. The two libraries are not separate. They are the matched halves of a single template-set supplied by the surrounding Concealment Infrastructure to fit either side of any structurally asymmetric exchange. The architecture that produces the asymmetric Mimetic Premium transfer also produces the matched narratives that conceal it, and reciprocity is the equilibrium between those matched narratives.

8.10.5.4 Sincerity, Position, and the Cognitive Architecture

Both reciprocity-percepts are sincere by the same architectural fact that makes individual M-driven desires sincere. Confabulation does not produce insincere narratives. Each Individual genuinely believes the exchange was fair, because the Belief is the only output their I-resolution function can produce given the explanations the available Hypothesis Space contains. Source Opacity prevents the recognition that the percept was generated by a Hypothesis Space from which the M-explanation was excluded. The architecture produces sincere convergent Confabulation on both sides of the differential, which means accounts of asymmetric outcomes that attribute them to dishonesty, manipulation, or strategic deception are themselves explanations supplied by Concealment Infrastructure to the same I-resolution function.

The cognitive architecture that produces the percepts is invariant across Individuals. Common-Currency Integration, Source Opacity, Confabulation, and Preconscious Transmission operate identically in the high-PM party and the low-PM party. The direction and magnitude of Mimetic Premium flow during the interaction are dictated not by differential cognition but by differential social position, which determines the templates available to the Individual, the Observability gradient the Individual occupies, and the channel-mix through which Mimetic Premium enters the integration. The same valuation system that produces “I deserve this deference” in one Individual produces “they deserve this deference” in the other, with both outputs generated by the same Confabulation function operating on different positionally-supplied templates. (See Chapter 2 entries Reciprocity, Reciprocity-Confabulation Principle, and Positional Asymmetry Sub-Principle for the canonical formulations and for the temporal structure that distinguishes pre-AIM and post-AIM reciprocity-Beliefs.)



8.11 Admiration, Mimetic Attraction, and Mimetic Repulsion

Mimetic transmission operates in three structurally distinct modes, not two. Individuals can come to want to develop qualities they observe in Models (Admiration), come to want the comparative position Models occupy (Mimetic Attraction), or come to avoid what Models avoid (Mimetic Repulsion). The trichotomy among these responses has significant implications.

Section 8.2.9 introduced the diagnostic question for distinguishing Admiration from Mimetic Attraction operating through external mediation. The two are not mutually exclusive at the level of phenomenology: an observer may experience an I-expansion pull toward developing the Model’s quality, an A-assistance pull toward the Model whose action repairs or secures an Appetitive deficit (such as the patient’s regard for the doctor who heals them), and an M-relocation pull toward occupying the Model’s Status-position in the same encounter. The diagnostic asks which pull is primary on the present operating cycle. Where the I-expansion pull or the A-assistance pull leads and the M-relocation pull is secondary, the response is Admiration. Where the M-relocation pull leads and the I-expansion and A-assistance pulls are secondary or absent, the response is Mimetic Attraction. This section develops the full trichotomy by adding Mimetic Repulsion and specifying the structural conditions under which each response is primary.

8.11.1 Admiration

The binary framework, Mimetic Attraction and Mimetic Repulsion, captures the rivalry-and-avoidance dynamics central to crisis theory but omits the mode through which mimetic transmission produces its greatest benefits. Later chapters depend on the distinction that fascination with feared, hated, or dominant figures is not Admiration but Mimetic Attraction, a distinction that, left implicit, is collapsed by the very Confabulation dynamics this chapter describes.

Admiration is the Positive Mimesis response to a Model whose observed behaviour, achievement, or qualities expand the observer’s I-capacity, demonstrate A-provisioning competence, or contribute to the flourishing of others. Its structural properties distinguish it from both Mimetic Attraction and Mimetic Repulsion:


	Transmitted content. Admiration transmits wanting-to-develop-the-quality-observed, skill, courage, care, competence, perseverance, creative capacity. The observer comes away wanting to be more like the Model in a specific flourishing-enabling dimension, not wanting to occupy the Model’s comparative position.


	Characteristic mediation. Admiration operates primarily through external mediation. The apprentice admiring a distant master, the student inspired by a historical figure’s dedication, the young musician emulating a long-dead composer’s technique, these are paradigmatic cases. External mediation is not sufficient for Admiration (a distant tyrant can be externally mediated without producing Admiration), but is characteristic of it, because social distance suppresses the positional competition that converts mimetic transmission into rivalry.


	I-capacity expansion. The structural signature of Admiration is that it deepens the observer’s I-engagement. The observer who admires a master potter comes to want the skill of making beautiful pottery, an I-process that deepens with engagement and does not satiate. This contrasts with Mimetic Attraction, where the observer comes to want the Status position the potter occupies, a comparative target that resets upon achievement and produces structural restlessness.


	Satiation dynamics. Admiration follows I-dynamics rather than M-dynamics. The process of developing the admired quality deepens rather than terminates with engagement. The musician inspired by a master does not reach a point where enough admiration-driven skill development has occurred and the motivation evaporates. Instead, competence generates new frontiers, deepening engagement, the characteristic signature of I-process non-satiation.


	Audience independence. Admiration-driven development persists under audience removal. The scientist inspired by Curie’s perseverance continues their research in private. The craftsperson inspired by a master’s technique practices alone at 2am. If the emulation-desire evaporates when no one is watching, the response was not Admiration but Mimetic Attraction targeting the Status signal attached to the quality.




The colloquial conflation. Everyday language uses “admiration” to cover both Admiration (as AIM defines it), and status-fascination with dominant, feared, or powerful figures. “I admire their ruthlessness,” “I admire how they destroyed the competition,” “I admire their ability to make people fear them”, these are common locutions that AIM reclassifies as Mimetic Attraction. The Individual has tracked a high-dominance Model’s Status position, experienced heightened valuation through social-reward circuits, and Confabulated this as respect for a quality. The Confabulation is predictable on the mechanism already established: both responses arrive as one integrated valuation with the source-tag destroyed (Section 8.7), and I returns the most probable available ground, which is a quality-narrative rather than a Status-tracking one under either condition of the Confabulation Rationality Lemma (Chapter 11 §11.2). Valence-Neutral Status (Chapter 2) supplies the prior step: at the status-tracking layer, notoriety and admiration are already structurally equivalent Salience signals, so the quality-narrative is reconstructing both a destroyed source-tag and a destroyed evaluative axis, merit was never present in the integrated Scalar for I to read. That reconstruction is the Status Valence-Neutrality Corollary: I-ground attributions that locate merit in the Model’s objective qualities reconstruct an evaluative dimension Common-Currency Integration destroyed, rather than recover a preserved merit property from the signal.

This colloquial conflation is not innocent. It provides cover for M-escalation by dressing Status-fascination in the language of virtue-recognition. When a population “admires” an authoritarian leader’s capacity for domination, the M-dynamics driving this fascination are camouflaged as recognition of leadership quality, making the escalation harder to identify and harder to interrupt.

The diagnostic. The two-part test distinguishes Admiration from Mimetic Attraction:


	Content test: Does the transmitted content expand the observer’s I-capacity or A-competence (Admiration), or does it target the Model’s comparative position (Mimetic Attraction)?


	Audience-removal test: Does the emulation-desire persist when no one would ever know the observer had developed the quality (Admiration), or does it evaporate without audience (Mimetic Attraction)?




Both tests must be passed for the response to qualify as Admiration under AIM.

8.11.2 Mimetic Attraction

Mimetic Attraction is the primary mode of rivalrous mimetic transmission: observing a Model pursue an Object increases the observer’s valuation of that Object. This is the phenomenon Girard identified and that the neuroscience confirms, the triangular structure in which Subject comes to want Object because Model wants Object.

Mimetic Attraction operates through:


	Mirror neuron activation: Observing goal-directed pursuit activates the observer’s motor system, propagating to valuation circuits

	Social reward association: Objects associated with high-Status Models acquire positive valence through reward-circuit activation

	Scarcity signalling: Model pursuit signals that the Object is worth pursuing, independent of information about Object properties



The result is convergent desire: multiple Individuals come to want the same Objects because they observe each other wanting those Objects. Convergent desire is the foundation of both cultural coordination (Positive Mimesis), and rivalry escalation (Negative Mimesis).

8.11.3 Mimetic Repulsion

Mimetic Repulsion is the converse: observing a Model avoid an Object increases the observer’s tendency to avoid that Object. If high-Status Models visibly reject something, observers come to devalue it; if low-Status Models visibly embrace something, observers may come to avoid it through association.

Mimetic Repulsion operates through:


	Negative valence transmission: Observed avoidance propagates through the same mirror-valuation circuits as observed pursuit, but with negative sign

	Status-contamination: Objects associated with low-Status Models acquire negative valence through “contagion”

	Out-group marking: Objects can become markers of out-group identity, triggering avoidance in in-group members



Mimetic Repulsion explains phenomena that Mimetic Attraction alone cannot:


	Fashion death: Items do not merely become less attractive when high-Status Models abandon them; they become actively undesirable when associated with low-Status groups

	Political polarisation: Positions become repulsive not merely because in-group Models reject them but because out-group Models embrace them

	Scapegoating dynamics: The scapegoat becomes a focus of convergent rejection, with community members competing to distance themselves from the marked figure



Mimetic Repulsion does not produce simple avoidance in the way that the Section 8.2.5 negative pole produces flight from an unmanaged Object in the field. Section 8.2.6 established that the M-system processes enemies through prey-detection, so what is experienced as repulsion from an enemy is approach coded through the reward system, with the Confabulation completing as defensive urgency. Genuine Mimetic Repulsion is characterised by indifference rather than hostility: the Individual truly repulsed stops attending, stops monitoring, stops caring. Where “repulsion” is accompanied by obsessive engagement and elimination fantasies, the operative signal is M-approach with predator-framing Confabulation, which identifies enemy-obsession as a behavioural marker of M-contamination.

Repulsion at the Object level versus the system level. Section 8.2.6 derived the Object-level result: negative M-valence terminates an Individual’s engagement with the Object it is directed at, and at that scope nothing further is generated. The result does not survive the move to a populated field, because rejection is itself an observable act, and an observable act of rejection performed in company is an emission on the transgressive channel of Section 8.11.5, depositing Mimetic Premium on the participants in proportion to the Salience of whatever is rejected. This is why the prestigious and the highly visible make the most productive targets, and why collective repulsion inverts into Mimetic Attraction under rivalry intensification. Mimetic Repulsion is self-terminating at the Object level and M-generative at the system level, and the second fact is why the scapegoating dynamic belongs on the list at all: convergent rejection is not the absence of mimetic pursuit but a form of it.

Revision. That Mimetic Repulsion self-terminates is a result about the felt state and not about the template that sets its sign. The template is a Belief, revised by Evidence like any other (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.0): by a Model observed approaching what the template marks for avoidance, by testimony, and by contact with the Object followed by no harm. Avoidance closes only the last of these, so a mimetically installed aversion is revised chiefly from outside the Individual who holds it. The parable of the Good Samaritan works through the first route. A figure the listener’s template marks for avoidance is shown doing what the template says such a figure will not do, while the in-group Models pass by on the other side, and the act shown is the Evidence on which the listener’s template is revised (Luke 10:25–37, New Revised Standard Version).

8.11.4 The Trichotomy

The three mimetic responses (Admiration, Mimetic Attraction, and Mimetic Repulsion) share a common transmission mechanism (preconscious Salience installation via the mirror-substrate within the Transmission Window), but diverge in transmitted content, downstream dynamics, and satiation properties:










	Property
	Admiration
	Mimetic Attraction
	Mimetic Repulsion





	Transmitted content
	Flourishing-enabling qualities (skill, courage, care, competence)
	Status-position, power-signal, dominance-display, Object-pursuit
	Avoidance-of-Object



	What the observer comes to want
	To develop the quality observed
	To occupy the position observed
	To avoid the Object rejected



	Characteristic mediation
	External (typically)
	Internal or External
	External or Internal



	Outcome in observer
	I-capacity expansion
	M-escalation
	Stable disengagement



	Satiation dynamics
	Deepens with engagement (I-dynamics)
	No natural satiation; reference-point reset (M-dynamics)
	Self-terminates once aversion established (A-avoidance dynamics)



	Audience dependence
	Low: persists under audience removal
	High: evaporates or diminishes under audience removal
	Low: avoidance persists in private



	Rivalry potential
	Low: non-rivalrous Objects (skill, knowledge, virtue are not depleted by sharing)
	High: convergent desire for scarce positional goods
	Low: no positional contest in rejection



	Crisis contribution
	None: Admiration dampens M-escalation by channelling mimetic energy into I-expansion
	Primary driver: Mimetic Attraction under conditions of scarcity, observability, and internal mediation produces the escalation dynamics described in the Unifying Crisis Principle
	Secondary: Mimetic Repulsion can produce scapegoating dynamics when avoidance-display converts into competitive rejection (at which point Mimetic Attraction has taken over; see Mimetic Repulsion diagnostic in Chapter 2)





Admiration and Mimetic Attraction are both responses to Models, both transmitted preconsciously, and both experienced as authentic due to Source Opacity, yet they produce opposite downstream dynamics. Admiration channels mimetic energy into I-expansion (non-rivalrous, deepening, audience-independent). Mimetic Attraction channels mimetic energy into Status-pursuit (rivalrous, non-satiating, audience-dependent). The everyday conflation of the two, calling status-fascination “admiration”, is itself a Camouflage effect. Source Opacity prevents the Individual from distinguishing I-expanding quality-emulation from M-escalating position-tracking by introspection. Confabulation then generates a quality-narrative for the Status-response, completing the misidentification.

The asymmetry between Mimetic Attraction and Mimetic Repulsion, described in the prior literature and preserved here, is joined by the Admiration–Attraction asymmetry, which is equally consequential for intervention design. Policies that promote Admiration (external mediation, non-rivalrous Object framing, Intrinsic Infrastructure) channel the same mimetic architecture that produces crisis toward outcomes that produce flourishing. The mechanism is identical; the structural conditions determine the outcome. This is the architectural foundation of the Positive Mimesis Preservation Principle developed in Section 8.15.2 and Subcriticality Maintenance that follows from it.

8.11.5 The Salience Substitution Principle

An Individual acts to be Salient because provisioning follows Salience (Section 8.1.4). That Individual can choose whether to send a signal that attracts attention, and can choose the act that carries it. What another Individual returns as a valuation is not under the first Individual’s control (Section 8.1.3).

The architecture answers both choices the same way. It answers on how large the Observer’s reading is, not on whether the reading is positive or negative.

The emission gate. The Observer’s reading of any Object is signed. The reading is positive where the Object is worth approaching, negative where it is worth avoiding, and zero where it is neither.

Emission spends the Individual’s own effort and resources. What licenses spending them is the size of the reading, not its direction. What is returned for being Salient does not vary with the sign of whatever made the Individual Salient (Section 8.2.3). Where the reading sits at indifference, there is nothing to carry, and no emission follows. An Individual therefore emits more as the reading grows in either direction, and stays silent near zero.

Across a population this produces a characteristic shape. Strong evaluations, for and against, are emitted. Evaluations near indifference are not. The middle of the distribution is sparse, not empty: an Individual for whom emission spends little will still emit a weak reading, because the threshold is a cost rather than a barrier.

The same shape appears in the evaluations people choose to give of commercial goods. Hu, Zhang, and Pavlou (2009) identified two departures from proportional reporting that produce it. Only those holding a strong evaluation pay the cost of reporting. That is the emission gate. And the population that reports is confined to those who already selected the good.

Those two are not the same mechanism, and they stack. Selection comes first. An Individual who selected an Object selected it on a positive valuation, so the outcomes realised across that population are already displaced toward the positive before anyone decides whether to speak. A further cost then sits at the gate itself. An Individual who emits a negative evaluation of an Object that Individual selected supplies evidence against their own competence at selecting, and the Self-Model resists that revision (Chapter 15, Section 15.5). Emitting a positive evaluation carries no such cost. The cost of speaking therefore sits higher on the negative side, and the distribution piles up at the positive extreme rather than balancing across both.

Both of those asymmetries belong to selection. The gate does not. Where the Individual evaluating did not select the Object, neither the displacement of outcomes nor the Self-Model cost operates. The distribution of emitted evaluations should still have a sparse middle, and should lose its skew. The observation that would refute the gate is stated at What Would Falsify This, item 11.

The channel gate. Once an Individual emits, a second choice remains: by what act. Two channels are available, and they do not cost the same. This is the PM Production Cost Asymmetry.

Being Salient through contribution is an ongoing intrinsically driven emission. It spends the Individual’s own effort and resources: practice, craft, materials, tools, and the work those take. Those are what Intrinsic Motivation runs on. The work must withstand other Individuals’ evaluation, and the valuation that comes back may never arrive.

Being Salient through transgression requires performing a single act that draws attention to the Individual. One such act draws maximum Salience. It does not spend the materials, tools, practice or craft that Intrinsic engagement consumes.

Valence neutrality ensures that both deliver Mimetic Premium once integrated (Section 8.2.3). An Individual therefore emits on whichever channel that Individual’s means will reach. The transgressive channel is within every Individual’s means.

The Salience Substitution Principle holds wherever an Individual has an audience. The cases differ in the Individual’s means, not in the law.

A child holds no craft, no resource, and no standing to trade. The contributive channel lies beyond reach entirely. The acts available that reliably draw an adult’s attention are the acts an adult must answer.

An Individual whose standing in a population approaches zero occupies the same position with a longer history. The contributive channel requires being observed before it returns anything, and an Individual who is not observed cannot enter it.

A public figure commands ample means and takes the transgressive channel regardless. One transgressive act draws maximum Salience. Ongoing intrinsically driven emission spends far more of the Individual’s effort and resources and does not. Behaviour organised around that act, where the Individual already commands an audience, is M-Led Negative-Attention-Seeking.

The behaviour that attracts moral description across these three cases is one architectural act performed under three different costs.

Punishment as return. A response that supplies attention to a transgressive act pays the Individual on the channel that act was emitted on, whatever the response intends. The architecture does not preserve the valence of whatever made the Individual Salient. Punishment of a transgressive emission is a return on it.

Nor is the emission extinguished by withholding the return. The drive carries no termination condition (Section 8.5). What changes the output is the relative cost in effort and resources. Where the contributive channel is brought within an Individual’s means, the transgressive channel loses its advantage. This is the Levelling-Up Principle (Section 8.12.6) read from the emission side: the universal extension of genuine regard is the operation that brings the contributive channel within reach of Individuals for whom it was not.

8.11.6 Implications for Intervention

The attraction-repulsion structure has implications for intervention design:

Leveraging attraction for Positive Mimesis: Beneficial practices spread when high-Status Models visibly adopt them. Public health interventions, environmental behaviour change, and prosocial norm promotion all work more effectively when they operate through Mimetic Attraction, associating the desired behaviour with admired Models.

Avoiding repulsion-triggering: Interventions that associate beneficial behaviours with low-Status groups may trigger Mimetic Repulsion, producing the opposite of the intended effect. Well-meaning programmes that mark their beneficiaries as low-Status may undermine the very behaviours they aim to promote.

Crisis management: Under threat conditions, Mimetic Repulsion can escalate rapidly toward scapegoating. Intervention during crisis requires breaking the convergent rejection before it reaches critical mass, more difficult than preventing the crisis through structural conditions that maintain subcritical M-dynamics.

Cultivating Admiration. The trichotomy suggests a fourth intervention dimension beyond leveraging attraction, avoiding repulsion-triggering, and crisis management: actively cultivating conditions that produce Admiration rather than Mimetic Attraction. This requires (a) maintaining external mediation structures that present Models as distant exemplars rather than proximate rivals, (b) framing Model qualities as non-rivalrous, skill, knowledge, care, and courage can be developed by any number of observers without depletion, (c) protecting I-domains where the qualities transmitted through Admiration can be developed without M-contamination, and (d) providing the conceptual vocabulary (the Knowledge Patch) that enables Individuals to distinguish “I want to develop that quality” (Admiration) from “I want that position” (Mimetic Attraction), a distinction that cannot be made without the AIM taxonomy because Source Opacity renders the two responses phenomenologically identical.

The trichotomy has implications for Self-Model constitution. Admiration (Positive Mimesis emulation of flourishing-enabling qualities) contributes I-grounded elements to the Self-Model: the Individual who admires a scientist’s dedication and develops their own research practice has acquired an I-grounded identity element that will survive reference-group replacement. Mimetic Attraction (position-tracking) contributes M-grounded elements: the Individual who tracks a rival’s Status position has acquired a comparison-constituted identity element that is dependent on the rival’s continued presence in the reference group. Under the Rival-Constitution Principle, sustained Mimetic Attraction operating through internal mediation embeds the rival in the Self-Model as a constitutive reference point. The diagnostic implication is that Admiration strengthens the I-architecture of identity, making the Self-Model more resilient to disruption, while sustained Mimetic Attraction weakens it, making the Self-Model constitutively dependent on rivals who may at any point depart the comparison set. The Self-Constitution Test operationalises this distinction: “Would my sense of who I am persist if this rival did not exist, or if my reference group were entirely replaced?” Affirmative answers indicate I-grounded or A-grounded identity elements. Negative answers indicate M-grounded elements, constitutively dependent on the comparison architecture.

Relational targeting of the three responses. Each of the three mimetic responses, Admiration, Mimetic Attraction, and Mimetic Repulsion, can target relational Objects, not only atomic Objects. Admiration can fix on a Model-Object relation (Marie Curie’s relation to her research, a mentor’s relation to their craft), transmitting a relation-emulation rather than a quality-emulation simpliciter. Mimetic Attraction can fix on a Model-Object relation (the authoritarian’s relation to power, the magnate’s relation to their holdings), transmitting a position-relation rather than a position simpliciter. Mimetic Repulsion can fix on a Model-Object relation (the pariah’s relation to the group, the heretic’s relation to the doctrine), transmitting an avoidance-configuration rather than an avoidance target alone. The trichotomy therefore applies to relational Objects with no additional apparatus, the diagnostic question remains structural, what is being transmitted by observation of this Model-Object relation, a flourishing-enabling quality (Admiration), a Status-position (Mimetic Attraction), or an avoidance-configuration (Mimetic Repulsion)?

The Corrosion Paradox. Valence neutrality (Section 8.2.3) and the cost asymmetry of Section 8.11.5 compose into a result that neither yields alone. The M-system pays an Individual identically for a contribution that builds the conditions others depend on and for a provocation that erodes them; the second is the cheaper of the two to produce.

What the two acts leave behind, however, is not identical. Admiration-derived Mimetic Premium is accumulated through work that extends the A-I provisioning available to others, the craft that is transmitted, the problem that is solved, the standard that is raised. Hatred-derived Mimetic Premium is accumulated through acts that withdraw it: the norm transgressed to attract attention, the target rendered reciprocity-exempt, the reference set narrowed to those who will join the rejection. A population in which Status is predominantly hatred-derived is therefore consuming the substrate on which its own future Mimetic Premium production depends, while a population in which Status is predominantly admiration-derived is enlarging it. The M-system registers no difference between the two, which is the paradox: the pathway that degrades the conditions is the pathway the architecture makes cheapest. That Individual-level valence neutrality paired with system-level valence asymmetry is the Valence Corrosion Asymmetry: negative-valence Mimetic Premium accumulation degrades the substrate on which future Mimetic Premium production depends, while positive-valence Mimetic Premium accumulation enlarges it, and the asymmetry is invisible to the Individual because Source Opacity strips the valence tag before conscious access.

The Individual cannot correct for this from the inside. The evaluative axis was stripped at integration, so there is no introspectively available fact about a Salience signal that would distinguish the corrosive source from the constructive one; the Individual has only the confabulated narrative, and Section 8.11.1 has already established that the narrative reliably reports a quality-ground whether or not one was present. An architecture that lacks valence sensitivity cannot supply it to itself, and an Individual operating that architecture cannot supply it either. It can only be imposed from outside the Individual, by structures that impose different costs on the two pathways in a currency the Individual can actually observe. This is the architectural derivation of Subcriticality Maintenance in its institutional form (Section 8.15.6): the requirement is stated in institutional terms not as a matter of policy preference but because the correction has no individual-level purchase.



8.12 The Status Decomposition

The chapter now leaves the dyad.

Sections 8.10 and 8.11 established what happens when two architectures read each other: reciprocal valuation, Object Transfer, differential Mimetic Premium flow, and the three mimetic modes through which the reading is conducted. Status is what those dyadic valuations aggregate to across a network. This section therefore cashes out the Salience-Status Identity derived at Section 8.1.4 rather than introducing a new construct: Status is the Salience the Observer computes, summed across observers and averaged over time. It is not a further primitive and not a separate quantity; it is the network-level sum of exactly the interpersonal valuations Section 8.10 derived, which is why it could not be treated before them.

Two constructs may appear to name the same thing but do not.

Status is a valuation signal. It attaches to Objects and to Individuals-as-Objects. A Rolex carries higher Status than a Casio. A senior partner carries higher Status than a junior associate. In both cases, Status is constituted by observation: the network sees certain signals (possessions, credentials, associations, behavioural cues, audience size), and computes a valuation. Status is visible by construction. It is what the audience credits. It is the input that each observer’s Decision Hub uses when generating its own valuation of an Object or Individual-as-Object.

The Mimetic Premium is what is extracted. It operates in two domains, one more tractable than the other.

In Object transactions, Mimetic Premium is the portion of a price beyond A-I adequacy. The buyer of a Rolex pays PA (timekeeping function), plus PI (the engagement its craft and mechanical engineering support in a wearer who studies, adjusts or maintains them), plus Mimetic Premium (the Salience the watch carries: the beauty of its form as perceived, and the status signal). The extraction is embedded in the price. In principle, a sufficiently informed buyer could decompose the price and identify the Mimetic Premium component, even if in practice Source Opacity and Confabulation prevent most buyers from doing so. The Mimetic Premium component flows to the seller, who may reinvest it in further status-signaling inventory, marketing, or brand positioning, feeding the cycle that inflates Mimetic Premium on subsequent units.

In social interactions, the extraction becomes invisible. When two Individuals of unequal Status-PM interact, each assigns an Object-valuation to the other containing A, I, and Mimetic Premium components. The net Mimetic Premium transfer is the differential between their reciprocal PM-valuations, expressed through four channels: disproportionate attention, deference concession, narrative authority yield, and positional concession (Section 8.10). There is no price tag. There is no invoice. There is no moment at which either party could point to a transaction and say “that was the Mimetic Premium.” The payer experiences their deference as earned respect or natural social ordering (Confabulation, Axiom 4). The receiver experiences it as reflecting their genuine merit (the Romantic Lie). The transfer operates below the Observability Boundary, the threshold beneath which costs and extractions are architecturally invisible to the network whose valuations constitute Status.

What makes Mimetic Premium function as a currency, rather than a dead cost, is that extraction does not terminate at the point of transfer. Mimetic Premium received through social channels (attention, deference, narrative authority, positional concession) elevates the extractor’s visibility, widening the PM-differential in subsequent interactions. Mimetic Premium received through favourable exchange terms (the fifth output of reciprocal valuation, Section 8.10) provides material resources for acquiring further status-signaling Objects, whose visibility raises Status further. Both outputs feed back into the extractor’s Status-PM, which widens the differential, which increases the extraction rate on the next interaction. The cycle compounds: Status produces extraction, extraction funds signaling, signaling raises Status.

The relationship between Status and the Mimetic Premium is therefore not sequential but mutually constitutive. Perceiving another Individual’s Status and paying the Mimetic Premium are not two events but one. When A’s Decision Hub processes B as an Individual-as-Object, the Mimetic Premium component of A’s valuation is simultaneously A’s contribution to B’s Status-PM (constituting the signal), and A’s Mimetic Premium payment to B (the extraction, expressed behaviourally through the four transfer channels). Status is constituted by the aggregate of these payments across the observer network. The Mimetic Premium is constituted by the Status-PM differential that produces it. Neither exists without the other. They are two descriptions of a single self-reinforcing operation: the Decision Hub’s Object-valuation of an Individual-as-Object, aggregated across a population.

The scale-bridge that grounds this decomposition is the Salience-Status Identity (Chapter 2): Salience is the intra-individual, instantaneous reading of the Observer’s conditional saliency-value assessment, and Status is its population-aggregate, time-averaged reading. Because the mimetic component of Salience is non-satiating (the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle), only Status-PM inherits an accumulation that never closes, while Status-A and Status-I inherit the closing dynamics of their sources. Coupling Strength (κ) is the same computation viewed as inter-individual input. The same Identity entails cross-field transferability: because Common-Currency Integration tag-strips incoming Salience signals at the Decision Hub, destroying domain-of-origin information along with the source decomposition (Source Opacity, Axiom 3), Status-PM accumulated in one field is deployable in any other field where observers process the Individual-as-Object, the PM Fungibility Principle. Domain boundaries that restrict such deployment are conventional counter-signals, not architectural features of the receiving system; celebrity-to-politics transitions are the observable signature.

The Mimetic Premium is not a separate force lying behind Status and producing it. The Premium is the local interaction, the valuation one observer computes on another at a single encounter; Status is that same interaction aggregated and smoothed across the network. They are one quantity at two scales, not a hidden cause and its visible effect (the Status-Premium Duality, Chapter 2). What is self-reinforcing is the compounding: greater Status draws more Premium, which funds further Salience emission, which raises Status and widens the differential. AIM’s contribution is not to discover Status, which has been observed since antiquity, but to characterise the dyadic interaction that constitutes and compounds it, the Mimetic Premium.

8.12.1 The Compounding Trajectory

The Status-Premium Duality fixes what Status and the Mimetic Premium are. What follows from the pairing is a trajectory, and the trajectory is entailed by the architecture rather than contingent on the conduct of the Individuals who occupy its upper positions. Five steps carry it, each drawn from a result already established.

Step 1, Compounding under Self-Reinforcement. The Self-Reinforcement consequence of the Reciprocal Valuation Property (§8.10) entails that observed deference toward a high-Status-PM Individual enters every other observer’s Decision Hub as M-relevant evidence about that Individual’s Object-value, producing further deference, which other observers in turn process as further evidence. Applied to an Individual-as-Object, this recursion is the Celebrity Ratchet: observed Status raises the Individual’s Salience to further observers, which raises the Mimetic Premium they attribute, which raises observed Status again. It runs through Status-PM alone, because what one observer takes from another’s valuation is Salience, not A-function or I-enablement; the tradesperson whose services are genuinely in demand grows busier without growing famous. Because Common-Currency Integration strips the domain-of-origin tag along with the source tag, the deference a further observer registers carries no record of the field in which the Salience was earned, so the Celebrity Ratchet is not confined to the domain of original competence: observers in any field who process the Individual as an Object feed the same recursion (the PM Fungibility Principle, Section 8.12). Its formal counterpart is the Observability channel of the network layer, in which one Individual’s realised valuation becomes another’s Model signal (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.3), applied to an Individual-as-Object, which the valuation operator treats as it treats any Object (Appendix A, Section A.11.2).

The Unidirectional PM Flow Principle (§8.14) supplies the arrow: net Mimetic Premium flows up the Status gradient through the four transfer channels and never down. Compound Interest is the financial expression of the same recursion, since Mimetic Premium extracted on Money becomes Money on which further Mimetic Premium is extracted, with no architectural ceiling. As the differential widens, extraction becomes easier and withdrawal becomes harder, until ordinary participation in essential Object markets is itself a vehicle for further extraction (the Opt-Out Paradox, in which A-sufficiency is contingent on M-participation).

Step 2, Convergence under internal mediation. Individuals occupying the same social space converge on the same scarce Objects, and the Rival-Replacement Ratchet (§8.10) ensures that removing one rival immediately produces attachment to a higher one, because the Confabulation architecture cannot tolerate an unresolved Information Gap. The strength of this convergence loop, how much each acquisition pulls the coupling between Individuals tighter and so raises the rate of the next, is the Model-Convergence gain, one term in the total loop gain of Appendix A, Section A.9.5. Each cycle ratchets the comparison set upward. Each upward ratchet steepens the differential against which lower-Status Individuals compute their own M-grounded self-valuation, and so raises the rate at which they shed Mimetic Premium upward.

Step 3, Stratification under apex differential expansion. The Mimetic Premium Asymmetry Principle states that the same Object generates Individual-relative Net Mimetic Positions that diverge by purchasing power and financing structure, with extraction concentrating most heavily on the most exposed participants, those whose access to A-I goods is debt-mediated. This is the pattern observed in biological parasitism, where the least resourced hosts carry disproportionate load.

Step 4, Parasitic Overshoot. Accumulated extraction by M-apex Individuals and institutions eventually exceeds the host population’s capacity to sustain the extractive relationship. Three mechanisms drive the system toward this point: mimetic competition among extractors, in which each apex’s extraction rate sets the reference point for the others and escalation proceeds without coordination; Source Opacity in the instruments through which extraction is conducted, so that the accumulated differential is invisible until the threshold is breached; and the temporal mismatch between current extraction and costs that surface only at crisis. The cascading failures of 1929, 2008, and analogous events are the moments at which the coupled system crossed the Saddle-Node threshold.

Step 5, The fold. The architecture entails one and only one kind of terminal collapse: a discontinuous fold to a low-valuation attractor, not a sustained oscillation around the high-valuation state. An oscillation would require a stabilising correction at every cycle, and the architecture supplies no such correction within its three-node skeleton, because M carries no self-stopping term (§8.4.4, §8.5). Sustained oscillation is available only where an additional stabilising structure, institutional buffering with intrinsic negative feedback, has been engineered into the system from outside. The formal proof that the fold is the architecturally necessary terminus, and that sustained oscillation requires external stabilising structure, is given at Appendix A.5.3.

Each step corresponds to a result in the formal apparatus: compounding to the Treadmill loop gain at A.9.7, reference-set ratcheting to the Reset Corollary at A.9.6, convergence under internal mediation to the Convergence Corollary at A.9.8, stratification to the Apex Differential-Expansion Corollary at A.9.9, and the terminus to the Saddle-Node Default at A.5.3. The Apex position (Chapter 2) bounds the valuation side of any single field while leaving the emission-side drive unbounded, which is why an M-apex Individual in one field continues to accumulate rather than satiate (Salience Ratchet Principle).

Two boundary conditions distinguish Status-PM from quantities that admit a bounding invariant. Status-PM is comparative, reference-point-resetting under Differential Satiation (Axiom 6), and constituted by network valuation rather than residing in any Individual independently of observers, which is the architectural ground of Object Parasitism (Axiom 5), and of the Non-Purchasability of regard. The system also admits the valence-inversion regime in which Mimetic Repulsion produces approach toward negatively valenced Individuals (§8.2.6). Together these specify why the dynamics have no invariant that would bound accumulation, no satiation signal to dampen it, and no upper bound on the differential that may open before the surrounding population fails. What holds of Status-PM is the accounting constraint rather than a bound: the quantity is redistributed without loss and supplied by a term that is never negative, which is what leaves the runaway unopposed rather than what prevents it.

Traditional moral intuitions about apex behaviour (that the powerful are greedy, that the wealthy are corrupt, that the system is captured by bad actors) are orthogonal to the dynamics specified here. The trajectory proceeds whether or not any apex Individual is virtuous or malicious, because compounding follows from the structure of the couplings and not from the dispositions of those the couplings favour. Dispositional variation can modulate the rate but cannot alter the direction or the terminus absent structural intervention, and Confabulation (Axiom 4) ensures that the apex Individual’s own narrative of their conduct is generated post-hoc and need not track the architecture. The moral register is not invalidated by this. It is relocated: the architecturally sound use of moral intuition is in the institutional design that maintains Subcriticality across the population, not in the attribution of blame or virtue to Individuals whose trajectories the architecture has already determined.

The Levelling-Up Principle (§8.12.6) follows directly. Because the system is driven toward Parasitic Overshoot when Status-PM differentials are permitted to widen toward the whole of the attention a population can supply, and because Source Opacity prevents observers from cleanly partitioning the A, I, and Mimetic Premium components of their deference, withdrawing regard from the top degrades A-I flourishing without arresting the trajectory. Raising the ambient level of regard uniformly collapses the differential, which is the only quantity that produces extraction, and so reduces the accumulation at the apex without depriving any party of the A-I regard architecturally owed to them. Subcriticality Maintenance, in this register, is the practice of keeping the total loop gain of the coupled system below its critical threshold, so that convergence remains reversible and terminal collapse remains indefinitely deferred.

The subsequent chapters treat the two endpoints of the trajectory. Chapter 17 shows that when differentials widen beyond Subcriticality thresholds, the collapse does not terminate in financial crisis alone but propagates through the valuation architecture into Violence as structural output, as the system resolves accumulated PM-deficits through scapegoat selection rather than through structural reconfiguration. Chapter 18 introduces the Knowledge Patch as the only available non-utopian intervention, a vocabulary and diagnostic protocol enabling Individuals and Institutions to perceive the differentials they inhabit in time to flatten them, thicken I-resolution, and hold the system in a subcritical regime.

This distinction has a measurable consequence. Status and Aggregate Net Mimetic Position (NMP, the Individual’s actual mimetic balance: signal acquired minus extraction incurred) systematically diverge. Two Individuals with identical Status may have radically different Aggregate NMP, because Status tracks the signal (what crosses the Observability Boundary), while NMP tracks the cost (what is extracted below it). The gap between them is the precise space in which parasitic extraction operates undetected. The Status Decomposition that follows makes this gap structurally visible for the first time.

The Status Decomposition rests on a duality that dissolves the apparent puzzle of how the Mimetic Premium can be at once a valuation and a matter of status and positionality. Status and the Mimetic Premium are one Salience contribution, conserved across a single channel rather than a hidden cause paired with a separate, merely-correlated effect. An Individual, or for an inanimate Object the Models observed valuing it, presents a Salience signal; each observer’s Observer computes a valuation on that signal under its own priors, and the component of that valuation attributable to the signal rather than to A-function or I-enablement is the Mimetic Premium that observer pays. Status is that same contribution aggregated across observers and low-pass-filtered over time: the summed, smoothed Mimetic Premium the population places on the observed.

One observer’s Premium is thus a single, privately-conditioned term in the sum that is the observed’s Status, and Status is the aggregated Premium, summation and smoothing convert the contribution’s form, from a dyadic instant to a population-scale average, without discarding any of it along the way, the same conservation that Common-Currency Integration exhibits when it tag-strips a channel’s contribution without zeroing its magnitude (Chapter 4 §4.4.1; Chapter 9 §9.9.5). The valuation is entirely the observer’s: the observed controls at most a curated subset of the signals it is judged on, while the rest (appearance, bearing, group markers, and for an inanimate Object every signal) is ambient and read under the observer’s beliefs, which is why the same Individual commands different Premiums from different observers while aggregate Status moves smoothly. Because the mimetic component of Salience is non-satiating (the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle), the Status-PM component alone accumulates without closure, while Status-A and Status-I inherit the closing dynamics of their sources. This is the Status-Premium Duality (Chapter 2).

8.12.2 The Seneca Asymmetry

Section 8.12.1 establishes that the trajectory terminates in a fold. It does not establish how fast, and the two questions come apart, because the phase that builds an arrangement and the phase that ends it are not governed by the same term. What is built slowly comes apart quickly, and the disparity is entailed by the boundedness properties already in place rather than being a contingent fact about complex things.

The observation is not the framework’s. Writing in the first century, Seneca observed that “increases are of sluggish growth, but the way to ruin is rapid” (Seneca, 1920). The remark has been made in one form or another ever since, and it has never wanted for instances: empires ascend across centuries and come apart across decades, markets inflate over years and clear in days. What has been missing is the mechanism, and an observation without a mechanism cannot be acted upon, because it supplies no account of which quantity to watch or which intervention would change the outcome. The result derived here is named for Seneca because it supplies that account and claims no credit for the observation it explains.

The Seneca Asymmetry follows from three established premises.

From the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle (Section 8.1.7): Appetites terminate when a deficit closes, and Intrinsic Motivation is bounded by sufficiency of the Object to enable the process, while the Mimetic component of Status is constituted wholly by comparison and so carries no closure condition.

From Differential Satiation Dynamics (Axiom 6) together with the Internal Loop Gain: the unbounded component is also self-reinforcing, because each observer’s Mimetic valuation of an Object takes other observers’ valuations as its evidence, so above the critical threshold the accumulation compounds rather than accrues.

From the Saddle-Node Default (Appendix A, Section A.5.3): the architecture admits a discontinuous fold and not a sustained oscillation, so accumulated pressure is not shed in instalments while it builds.

Given these premises, the asymmetry is entailed, and the argument turns on what each phase is built from.

The build runs on the bounded channels. What is constructed as such an arrangement grows is Appetitive provision, Intrinsic Infrastructure, and the buffers that hold the system subcritical: redundant sources of material security, protected domains in which Intrinsic Motivation can lead, institutions that adjudicate and inform on independent authority, and a heterogeneous distribution of Belief across the population. Every one of these is built on the two channels that terminate. An A-Floor is bounded work by construction, because it satiates at sufficiency and there is no further Floor to raise once provision is adequate. Intrinsic Infrastructure deepens through engagement and does not compound, because the deepening is in the engagement rather than in a quantity that feeds back on itself. Neither channel supplies a self-amplifying term, so neither supplies a mechanism by which what was built yesterday accelerates what can be built today. Each increment is separately produced, and the rate is set by the effort available to produce it.

The discharge runs on the unbounded channel. What accumulates while the arrangement grows is Accumulated Mimetic Debt, and its substrate is the single component the architecture leaves unbounded. Status-PM has no satiation signal and is self-reinforcing, so above the critical loop gain its accumulation compounds. Compounding is a different function of time from accrual, and not a faster setting of the same one.

That is the asymmetry entire. The phase that builds the arrangement is governed by channels carrying no self-amplifying term, and the phase that ends it is governed by the one channel that does. A population’s own record of how long the building took therefore carries no information about how long it has to arrest the fall, because the record measures the bounded channels while the threat runs on the unbounded one. This is the temporal reading of the same Boundedness Asymmetry Principle that Section 8.12.3 reads componentwise.

Nothing sheds the accumulation on the way up. Two rates alone would not produce the pattern if the system discharged its accumulated pressure incrementally, because incremental release would hold the stock low and make the eventual fall shallow. The architecture forecloses that. The Saddle-Node Default establishes that loss of stability above the critical threshold proceeds as a discontinuous fold rather than as a sustained oscillation, because oscillation requires a stabilising correction at every cycle that the three-node skeleton does not contain. The accumulation is therefore held until it is released at once, and the release is a single event rather than the last of a series. The Monotone Belief-Race Lemma (Appendix A, Section A.5.6) delivers the same conclusion on the slow layer, since a Belief race can sort but cannot circulate, so collective Belief carries no thermostat that would return it partway. An arrangement in which either mechanism were absent would exhibit converging rather than diverging rates.

The buffers invert. The Friction Compounding Effect names what becomes of the buffering mechanisms across the two phases, and the Friction Compounding Effect is why the collapse rate exceeds what compounding alone would give. During growth the buffers operate on independent authority, so their resistance is additive and whatever presses against the arrangement must overcome each separately. That independence is what makes the arrangement robust, and it is equally what makes building slow, since each buffer to be brought along is a separate piece of work. Under collapse the same connections run the other way. Each buffer failure degrades the others, so resistance that was additive becomes correlated, and Buffer Inversion converts at least one buffer from a brake into an accelerant. The transmission is not merely faster, then; the sign of the coupling changes.

Two results share the fold geometry here and must be held apart, because conflating them costs the framework a claim it can support. The Ignition-Release Asymmetry concerns two levels of forcing: the loop ignites at one level and releases at a lower one, so the reduction that ends a crisis is larger than the reduction that would have prevented it. It is a statement about thresholds. The Seneca Asymmetry concerns two rates, and an arrangement can exhibit either without the other.

What follows for intervention is a claim about timing rather than about method, and it is what the Correction Window measures. Because the build rate is bounded and the collapse rate compounds, the cost of correction rises with delay at the rate of the unbounded channel while the capacity to fund correction rises at the rate of the bounded ones. Prevention is cheaper than recovery by a margin that widens as the threshold is approached, and the margin is invisible from inside the growth phase, because everything an observer can measure there is measuring the bounded channels. This is what the Subcriticality Maintenance Principle is maintained against, and why it is stated as a standing requirement rather than an achievement.

The result fixes no numerical ratio between the two rates. The premises entail that the two functions differ in kind, and they do not supply the coefficients, which depend on Loop Gain, Coupling Strength and buffer configuration in the particular case and are named as calibration tasks in Appendix A. Nor does the result claim that collapse is inevitable, since the premises are conditional on the critical threshold being crossed, and the buffers exist precisely so that it need not be.

The prediction is that the two durations are governed by different terms and should therefore not scale together. Collapse duration should track Loop Gain and buffer configuration as they stand at the fold, and should be approximately invariant to how long the arrangement took to build. Were collapse duration instead found to scale with build duration across comparable cases, the two phases would be governed by a common term and the derivation would fail. The sharper discriminating case is an arrangement carrying a genuine restoring node, an installed structure with intrinsic negative feedback: the architecture predicts oscillation rather than a fold there, so the two rates should converge, and an arrangement of that kind exhibiting the same disparity as an unbuffered one would falsify the mechanism while leaving Seneca’s observation untouched.



8.12.3 The Three Components

Status, as constituted by the aggregate Object-valuation across all observers, decomposes into three components corresponding to the three motivational sources:

Status-A is the aggregate of A-components across all observers’ valuations. It reflects the Individual’s functional contribution to others’ Appetitive needs: the competent surgeon, the reliable tradesperson, the effective administrator. Status-A is bounded by the observers’ actual A-deficits. C’s need for B’s plumbing does not increase because A also needs B’s plumbing. A-valuation is coupled to the observer’s deficit state and attenuates upon resolution. Status-A therefore satiates at the population level when the functional need is met.

Status-I is the aggregate of I-components across all observers’ valuations. It reflects the Individual’s contribution to others’ genuine engagement, mastery, and relational depth: the inspiring teacher, the dedicated collaborator, the artist whose work deepens the observer’s experience. Status-I may be influenced by social learning (observing C’s I-valuation of B may provide information about B’s actual I-contribution), but this influence is informational, updating Beliefs about B’s real qualities, not inflationary (inflating B’s perceived value beyond A-I adequacy). Status-I deepens without producing rivalry.

Status-PM is the aggregate of PM-components across all observers’ valuations. It reflects the positional advantage the Individual carries: the status signal, the network leverage conferred by association, the mimetically transmitted valuation that exceeds A-I contribution. Status-PM is the only component that never closes, does not satiate, and reinforces itself. It is unbounded because positional advantage has no satiation signal (Axiom 6). It is self-reinforcing because each observer’s PM-valuation of B is influenced by other observers’ PM-valuation of B (mimetic transmission): the more Mimetic Premium is directed at B, the more Mimetic Premium each individual observer directs at B, because the Model-set for B’s PM-value is the network of observers already directing PM at B.

The pathological dynamics identified throughout this book (non-satiation, compounding, parasitic extraction, unidirectional net flow) attach specifically to Status-PM. Status-A and Status-I are non-pathological. The former satiates when the functional need is met. The latter deepens without producing rivalry. Only Status-PM is capable of inflation beyond real value, and therefore only Status-PM is capable of producing parasitic extraction. This is the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, derived at Section 8.1.7 from the closure of the two deficit channels against the Salience channel, which never closes, and independently at Chapter 9 Sections 9.9.12 and 9.10 from the fact that a contribution constituted wholly by comparison has no closure condition. The three components of Status inherit the boundedness of the channels they aggregate, which is why the decomposition partitions the pathology as cleanly as it does. The pathology attaches not to M’s architectural function (which is the continuous conditional Object-assessment channel, indispensable for cultural transmission), but to Mimetic Premium deposition on A-I Objects under impoverished I-resolution: the architectural failure mode named Object Parasitism (Section 8.4; Chapter 2, Object Parasitism; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.11).

8.12.4 The Ascent Case: Which Individuals Reach the Apex

The apex of a Status hierarchy is not occupied by a random draw from the population beneath it. The ascent selects. What it selects on is the composition of the climber’s motivation.

Two mechanisms do the selecting. One operates on the climber, one on the field that admits them. They are derived independently and they compound.

The apex occupancy carries the largest Mimetic Premium the field installs.

An apex position is an exclusive occupancy, not a substrate that can be held (Chapter 2, Object). The field’s valuations install it, one Individual at a time. Occupancy raises standing, and vacating it lowers standing without returning standing to what it was beforehand (Section 8.5.2).

Two properties fix the Mimetic Premium such an occupancy carries.


	Exclusivity. Occupancy by one party forecloses occupancy by every other. The conditions of a Positional Object are therefore satisfied at the dyad, with no reference group required. One Individual’s occupancy is identically each rival’s exclusion, so the relation is zero-sum before aggregation adds anything to it. Zero-Sum Status Competition is that structural condition: Status gains for one Individual within a reference group necessarily imply relative Status losses for others, because Status-PM on A-I substrates is rank-constituted.

	Continuous installation. The Minimum Installation Condition installs on perception of another Individual exhibiting directional valence toward the Object and weights the installation by the strength of that valence. At an apex the condition is met by the whole field at once, because the apex occupancy is the position against which every other Individual in the field computes their own standing.



Status is Salience aggregated across observers and averaged over time (Section 8.1.4). The occupancy that the most observers attend to most persistently therefore carries the largest Mimetic Premium the field can deposit.

The first mechanism: the same occupancy is worth more to some Individuals than to others.

Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2) delivers the A, I and M contributions to an Object as one signed scalar, each weighted by the Individual’s AIM Weights (wA, wI, wM). The M contribution is what an apex occupancy chiefly supplies. The weight applied to that contribution therefore governs how large the resulting valuation is.

A high-wM Individual accordingly arrives at a larger integrated valuation of the same occupancy than a low-wM Individual does. The mechanism invokes no appetite for power and no fourth motivational source. One Object, one architecture, different weights.

Source Opacity (Axiom 3) fixes what the climber can know of this. The composition of the Scalar is not recoverable at the Decision Hub. An Individual for whom the occupancy’s appeal is chiefly its Mimetic Premium therefore has no introspective access to that fact. Confabulation (Axiom 4) supplies an account in the register of the two channels that remain legible: the work needs doing, the office needs a competent occupant, nobody else will do it properly. The account is sincere. Its sincerity is not evidence of its accuracy.

The chapter has already recorded this mechanism in distributed form. Prestige professions attract entrants disproportionately because high-Status Models occupy them, and what the entrant reports is the pull of prestige (Section 8.1.5).

Exclusivity is what the apex case adds. A profession admits many entrants, so differential valuation there produces parallel entry. An apex occupancy admits one, so the same differential valuation produces rivalry.

The ascent also has no interior stopping point. The Salience Ratchet Principle establishes that the emission drive recurs one rung higher each time it is met rather than resolving. The ladder of exogenous valuation has a top, which is the Apex position. The drive that climbs it does not.

The second mechanism: selection cannot read source either.

Source Opacity is a property of the integration performed at every Decision Hub. An observer computing a valuation on a candidate therefore stands where the candidate stands. The Scalar arrives composed, and the observer’s account of why this candidate impressed them is generated by the same Confabulation architecture.

Any criterion built on the signals the Observer reads is accordingly M-coupled. Those signals are visibility, prestige cues, audience response, communicative intensity and dominance display. The coupling holds regardless of the motivational source of any particular candidate. This is the Charisma Channel Principle: charisma is a communicative capacity orthogonal to source, and the architectural damage comes from using it as a criterion rather than from the capacity itself.

An M-coupled criterion does not exclude Individuals whose engagement with the role is I-led. It fails to distinguish them. Under a competitive draw, failing to distinguish is sufficient.

Why it is sufficient is where the two mechanisms compose. A criterion that scores the signals the Observer reads is scoring the quantity high-wM candidates value most and therefore invest in most heavily. Such a criterion is not a neutral instrument carrying mimetic noise. It is a contest whose scoring function is the one those candidates are architecturally disposed to maximise. The surviving pool is M-biased rather than merely noisy.

Two further properties deepen the bias. Where selection proceeds in stages, each stage applies an M-coupled criterion to the survivors of the last, and the bias compounds across the sequence in the manner Section 8.12.1 establishes for the Mimetic Premium itself. And the PM Fungibility Principle removes the restriction to those who have done the work: because Common-Currency Integration destroys domain-of-origin information along with source identity, Salience accumulated in an unrelated field arrives at each observer’s Decision Hub indistinguishable from Salience accumulated in the role’s own craft.

The composed result.

The selection of the apex pool follows from four established premises:

From Axiom 2 (Common-Currency Integration): the integrated valuation of an Object weights the M contribution by the Individual’s weight on M, so Individuals differ in what the same Object is worth to them.

From the Positional Object result and the Minimum Installation Condition: an apex occupancy is exclusive, and the Models of the whole field exhibit directional valence toward it, so it carries the largest Mimetic Premium the field installs.

From Axiom 3 (Source Opacity): neither the climber nor the selector can decompose a valuation, so neither can identify the weighting driving the pursuit or the choice.

From the Charisma Channel Principle: a criterion built on the signals the Observer reads is M-coupled independently of any candidate’s source.

Given these premises, the pool of Individuals who reach an apex occupancy over-represents Individuals of high wM relative to the population, by two routes that are derived independently and compound in effect, and it does so invisibly to everyone taking part. This is the Ascent Selection Principle.

What the result does not establish.


	It is a claim about a distribution, not about any occupant. I-led Individuals do reach apex occupancies, and the conditional structure of the following section requires that they do.

	It is not a claim about character. The sorting operates on a weighting no participant can perceive, so neither the climbing nor the selecting is a failure of the Individuals doing it.

	It is not a claim that any selection mechanism was built to read M. Selection mechanisms read what is observable. The Observability Gradient holds that what is observable is what M operates on most powerfully, so a mechanism constructed on observable evidence for legitimate reasons acquires the coupling with nobody intending it.



Testable consequence.

The result predicts a difference between pools rather than a property of persons, and the framework already specifies the instrument. Applied to occupants of comparable roles, the Audience-Removal Test should return systematically less out-of-role I-engagement among occupants selected through High-Theatre mechanisms than among occupants selected through blinded or output-specified mechanisms, with the two pools matched on the role’s craft demands.

The prediction breaks in the direction that matters. If occupants selected through High-Theatre mechanisms held protected out-of-role I-domains at the same rate as occupants selected through Contribution-Tracked Authority, the ascent would not be sorting on motivational composition and the selection claim would fail. The pathology of the following section would stand, because it concerns whoever arrives and however they arrived.

Where the intervention sits.

The pathology developed in the next section operates on a pool the ascent has already sorted. Its frequency in apex occupancies is accordingly not its frequency in the population. Apex M-Dysfunction requires an occupant under Apex M-Capture, and the ascent supplies such occupants at a higher rate than a random draw would.

Selection is also the last point at which the composition of the pool can still be altered. Everything available after the occupancy begins acts on the occupant or on the field around them, and Section 8.12.5 establishes that appealing to the occupant does not work and that withdrawing regard from them makes matters worse.

Three design results follow, each addressing a different part of the mechanism.


	Contribution-Tracked Authority replaces criteria that score signals with criteria specifying observable task outputs in the role’s own craft. The criteria are pre-committed before candidates are assessed, and signals unrelated to the craft are neutralised so far as the role permits.

	The Selection-Role Fit Principle holds that no single mechanism is optimal across roles. The design question for each role is the Low-Theatre mechanism that filters adequately for its actual craft, the menu running from blinded demonstration and work-sample assessment through structured assessment against pre-committed criteria to sortition from a qualified pool.

	The Care-at-Apex Governance Corollary identifies which I-domain is architecturally privileged for a governing role. Care for the governed is the only I-domain that both stabilises the occupant against Apex M-Capture, by supplying I-engagement that deepens through engagement rather than raising its own threshold (Differential Satiation Dynamics, Axiom 6), and orients the occupant toward the governed, by making that population’s flourishing the Object of the engagement.



The architecture that makes these three necessary also limits them. None reads M off a valuation, because Source Opacity denies the decomposition of the selector’s own valuation exactly as it denies the candidate’s, and contrast-based inference is not what these mechanisms perform. What they do is remove the signals the Observer reads from the criterion, which lowers the correlation between what the mechanism rewards and what M maximises. That is weaker than detection, and it is what the architecture permits. Selection cannot be made to read motivation. It can be made to stop paying for the signals that one kind of motivation is disposed to produce.



8.12.5 The Apex Case: Capture and Dysfunction

Two things happen to an Individual who climbs a Status hierarchy, and they combine only at the top.

The first happens quietly, all the way up. A high-Status position draws attention to itself, and by Crowding-Out the domains in which the holder acted for the activity’s own sake fall away one at a time as the role takes more of the available effort, until the role is most of what is left. Alongside this, the holder’s sense of their own safety and worth stops tracking their actual condition and starts tracking where they stand, which is why holders who are objectively secure report feeling under threat. Near the apex the second half of that has little left to do, because the position already guarantees Appetitive sufficiency. What the climb takes is Intrinsic. This is Apex M-Capture, a condition of the holder rather than anything they do.

What Capture leaves behind is I-Vacancy: Mimetic wanting has occupied the field so completely that Intrinsic Motivation has nothing it can see to pursue. That absence is easy to miss from outside, because it looks like success, and it is what makes the rest of the case follow. An Individual who still has I-domains can walk away from a Status contest into something that stays rewarding with nobody watching, which is what the Audience-Removal Test identifies. An I-Vacant Individual has nowhere to walk to. People at the top do not simply stop, though they can afford to. Stopping requires somewhere to go, and the climb consumed it. Money buys the exit and not the destination.

The second thing happens all at once, on arrival. Status is comparative (Axiom 6), so what an Individual can act on is the gap between their own standing and the standing of those they compare themselves with, and every step up widened that gap by leaving more of the population below. The apex is the position from which no higher standing can be reached, and from which no move against anyone at the same level improves the gap. The move that produced every previous gain is simply gone.

The gap has not stopped mattering, though, and it can still close. Anyone of proximate standing is closing it, whether or not they intend to and whether or not the holder does anything at all. So the threat inverts. On the way up, the people who mattered were above; at the top, the people who matter are below and rising. They do not stop being Models: the Observer reads them exactly as it read them during the climb, and Mimetic transmission goes on working on them unchanged. They are now also rivals whose standing must be reduced. Rivalry is laid over an intact Model relation rather than replacing it, which is why apex conflict is so often conducted between parties who copy each other closely while attacking each other.

One way of widening the gap therefore remains, and it is the only one: lowering the standing of those below. A holder who could leave would not need it. A Captured holder cannot leave, so they take it, using whatever power the position carries. This is Apex M-Dysfunction, and it is the pairing that produces it. Capture supplies a holder with no exit; the apex supplies a holder with one move; the two together supply the outcome. Neither does it alone.

That the pairing is required, and not the position alone, is why the apex of a hierarchy is not uniformly occupied by the pathology. An apex holder who is not I-Vacant, who still has Intrinsic domains they engage in for their own sake outside the pursuit of standing, has somewhere to go and does not need the one move. What distinguishes the holders who dysfunction is the composition of their motivation rather than the height of their position: it is the ones whose motivational mix is heavily weighted toward Mimetic Desire, and who therefore arrive at the apex with little else intact, in whom the pathology is expressed. The prediction is that apex dysfunction should track Individuals with a measurable lack of I-engagement outside the role rather than tracking rank, and that a hierarchy is dangerous in proportion to how thoroughly its ascent strips the climbers of their sense of identity outside of the mimetically charged domain, such that they have been left with little interest in pursuits that would be rewarding purely in private (I-Vacancy).

The pathology is not what the holder feels, which is real but beside the point. It is what the architecture leaves them able to do, and how much damage that does depends on the power the position carries rather than on the character of the person holding it. This can happen at the top of any Status hierarchy, because it follows from Status being comparative and not from anything peculiar to a field. It is worst in the polity, where the power is executive and the furthest reach of downward pressure is the death of the rival, and suppression of the lower classes, which is effectively everyone else in the polity. The long and repetitive record of kings, warlords and dictators is this mechanism running rather than a separate phenomenon, and the old observation that absolute power corrupts absolutely describes it without having identified it.

Within a society the apex is singular, and that is the scale at which both results are derived: nobody stands above the holder and nobody stands level with them. Between societies there are as many apexes as there are societies, and those holders are level with one another. Two Captured apex holders meeting as peers is a different structure with a different outcome, and Chapter 17 takes it up, where an M-Captured leader whose authority exceeds the imposition threshold is on its own a sufficient condition for igniting a conflict. That case presupposes the single-society result, which is why it follows rather than precedes it.

Downward pressure does not stay contained in the person it is aimed at. Someone stripped of a possession that carried their standing does not stop wanting it; the wanting persists without the thing and is sharpened by the loss (Section 8.5.6). As losses spread, striving across the wider population slackens, because what people were competing for is visibly losing value, while striving inside the apex group does not slacken at all. The holder meanwhile stops being someone the population can imitate its way toward and becomes a remote figure outside the field of ordinary comparison, which removes even the pretence that the hierarchy is a ladder anyone might climb. Each of these shortens the time the arrangement has left, bringing forward the point at which the accumulated tension is discharged all at once instead of gradually. Chapter 14 gives the property that is being shortened here its proper treatment, as the time a Belief-domain takes to be corrected by contact with physical reality, and Chapter 17, Sections 17.6 and 17.7.10 develop what the discharge looks like when it arrives. The course of action that makes sense for a Captured apex holder is the one that shortens the life of the society they govern, which is why this case belongs to the crisis argument of Chapter 17 and not to a study of powerful individuals.

It also fixes where the intervention has to sit. Appealing to the holder does not work, for the reason Section 8.12.1 gives: the trajectory runs regardless of disposition, and Confabulation ensures the holder’s account of their own conduct is produced after the fact. Withdrawing regard from the top does not work either, because it is interpreted as a direct threat to their standing, which makes them more likely to lash out rather than arresting anything.

What remains is a set of measures that do not depend on the holder’s cooperation, and they divide by what they act on. Some limit the harm rather than the pathology: Appetitive Floors and Intrinsic sufficiency guaranteed to the population by institution, so that downward pressure meets a floor it cannot push through whatever the apex holder’s disposition. Some act on the field the comparison runs in: Observability Governance, Humane Visibility and Bounded M make ranking one Individual against another harder to perform, and make the apex holder’s own standing harder to read off, which weakens the signal the pathology is chasing. And some act on the content of what is ranked. What an apex holder treats as Salient is what the surrounding population treats as Salient, because that is where the Observer reads valuation from, so changing what a society marks as valued changes what its apex holders pursue, and shifting those markers toward attributes that are prosocial rather than positional is an intervention on the apex conducted through the population rather than on the apex directly.

Every one of these acts upstream of the pathology rather than upon it, which is the general shape of intervention in this framework, and each therefore requires a position outside the system being corrected. That constraint bites hardest in the case that matters most. An apex holder in a polity holds executive control over the very institutions that would have to guarantee the population’s Appetitive Floors and Intrinsic sufficiency, so the guarantee cannot be expected to arise inside a polity whose apex is Captured. It has to be supplied from outside: by other polities, by institutions that are not the holder’s to command, by obligations that bind across borders. That makes the work difficult and it does not make it impossible, and the alternative is a population whose floor rests on the disposition of the one Individual the architecture has left with a single move. Chapter 18 develops the full architecture. What matters here is that the term the pairing depends on is I-Vacancy, which is an absence of access and cultivation rather than of capacity: a society in which leaving a Status contest costs an Individual their Appetitive sufficiency or their Intrinsic opportunity manufactures Captured holders, and then hands the most powerful of them the only move the architecture allows.

There is no position on the trajectory, including the one the whole pursuit is aimed at, at which mimetic wanting comes to rest. Below the apex, reaching the next Object redirects the wanting rather than discharging it, because arriving somewhere is what brings the next tier into view (Section 8.5). At the apex, the wanting persists and there is no further occupancy the field can install, and the one move that remains lowers other people’s standing rather than feeding the wanting. This is the Trajectory Futility Theorem, and the Trajectory Futility Theorem is what makes the case against M-dominant pursuit architectural rather than moral. The pursuit is not merely costly. It cannot deliver what it promises anywhere along its length, and Source Opacity ensures that the Individual conducting it has no way to establish this from the inside.

Formal treatment: Appendix A, Sections A.9.9 and A.9.10.



8.12.6 The Levelling-Up Principle

The PM-differential structure invites an immediate but mistaken conclusion: if extraction scales with the Status-PM gap between parties, then the way to reduce extraction is to treat high-Status Individuals with less deference, less attention, less regard. Lower the top; shrink the gap.

The conclusion is mistaken because the behaviours through which Mimetic Premium is extracted are not exclusively Mimetic Premium behaviours. Attention, respectful engagement, listening, crediting contributions, acknowledging presence: these are the same behaviours through which A-valuation (recognising functional contribution), and I-valuation (engaging with genuine qualities) are expressed. Source Opacity prevents either party from identifying which component of their deference is A, which is I, and which is Mimetic Premium (Axiom 3). Withdrawing these behaviours indiscriminately to reduce Mimetic Premium also withdraws legitimate A-I recognition. Levelling down therefore imposes real costs. Social exclusion triggers the same neural alarm systems as physical threat, degrading A-security. Dismissal of contributions causes withdrawal from the collaborative and creative processes that I sustains. The PM-differential shrinks, but A-I flourishing is damaged across the population. This is the egalitarianism of impoverishment.

The architecture permits a different response. The Mimetic Premium extracted in any interaction is the differential between two parties’ reciprocal PM-valuations. A differential can be shrunk by lowering the top or by raising the bottom. If every Individual in a population is treated with the level of genuine attention, engagement, and respect currently reserved for high-Status-PM Individuals, the differential drops toward zero without any party suffering A-I withdrawal.

This is not inflationary. Mimetic Premium is constituted by the differential, not by the absolute level of regard. Raising the floor of treatment universally does not inflate Status-PM across the board, because Status-PM is comparative by construction (Axiom 6). It eliminates the differential that produces extraction. What was experienced as “high-Status treatment” becomes baseline regard, and what remains after the PM-differential collapses is not inflated Mimetic Premium but accurate A-I valuation: treating people’s functional contributions and genuine qualities with appropriate recognition, without the positional overlay.

The behaviours currently coded as “high-Status treatment” (sustained attention, genuine listening, crediting ideas on their merits, engaging without condescension) are, on inspection, A-I behaviours that have been contaminated by Mimetic Premium. We experience them as status markers precisely because they are differentially distributed. A society in which these behaviours are universally distributed is not a society in which everyone has high Status. It is a society in which the Mimetic Premium component of interpersonal valuation has been structurally reduced, leaving A-I valuation to do the work it was always capable of doing.

The Levelling-Up Principle states that the architecturally sound response to PM-extraction is the universal extension of regard, not the withdrawal of regard from the top. Levelling down degrades A-sufficiency and I-flourishing across the population because it removes regard from Individuals who already have it without supplying regard to those who lack it. Levelling up eliminates the PM-differential at no A-I cost because regard is non-rivalrous in supply. This is consistent with AIM’s broader normative commitment to Subcriticality Maintenance: not M-elimination (architecturally impossible), but M-management through structural conditions that reduce the differential under which Mimetic Premium compounds.

8.12.7 The Salience Sufficiency Principle

The provisioning mismatch of Section 8.1.4 fixes a design line, and both tails of the distribution show why. At the high end, an Individual whose Salience does not return to baseline forfeits the low-observability conditions under which Intrinsic engagement and Appetitive recovery proceed without an audience, and cannot leave the stage without forfeiting the recognition the emission drive sought. At the low end the same quantity never rises high enough, or often enough, for provisioning to engage, and the emission that follows from sitting there is derived at Section 8.11.5. Chronic invisibility and continuous celebrity are one spectrum, not two phenomena. The Levelling-Up Principle addresses the floor; the Humane Visibility Principle and Bounded M address the ceiling, constraining gratuitous observability where compounding adds Status pain without improving fairness, choice quality, or accountability. The design target is Salience sufficiency distributed across persons and over time, not Salience maximisation and not Salience elimination.

The distribution has a fixed total, and the reason lies with the Observer. The body runs on a finite energy budget and spends part of it holding attention on one thing rather than another (Chapter 4, Section 4.1), so the Observer can read only so much of the field at once. Salience is computed on the receiving side, in the observer’s architecture and not the observed’s (the Salience-Emission Asymmetry, Chapter 4, Section 4.4.12), and the Status an Individual receives is that receiving-side quantity aggregated across observers (the Salience-Status Identity, Section 8.1.4). The Status a population can confer at any time is therefore bounded by the attention its members can spend on observing one another, and Salience extended to one Individual is attention not spent on another. Two consequences follow for the design line. The tails are coupled: where attention follows Salience, the attention held by continuous celebrity is drawn from the same finite supply that chronic invisibility lacks, so the two ends of the spectrum are one quantity distributed unevenly and not two phenomena that happen to coexist. And observability that widens how many Individuals an Observer can see does not widen how much the Observer can see: once each Observer’s attention is fully spent, more connection redistributes a fixed supply of Status rather than raising it, and what raises a population’s exposure to compounding is the share of attention drawn away from Appetitive and Intrinsic engagement and spent on observing others. The Levelling-Up Principle and the ceiling constraints act on the same finite quantity, and Salience sufficiency distributed across persons is a target for allocating it. The formal statement is the attention-supply ceiling of Appendix A, Section A.5.7.4.



8.12.8 The Status Non-Beneficiality Principle

Nothing within the Individual answers to M-satisfaction (§8.5.1), and aggregate position cannot rise, relative rank being conserved (§8.5.3). Set against the decomposition of §8.12.3, those results fix what the pursuit of Status-PM delivers.

The Individual who runs it may gain position, and the gain is real: a rung is climbed, a comparison is won. What the gain does not do is discharge the lack that prompted it, because the reading that prompted it recorded no shortfall for any gain to close. So the Individual arrives higher and lacking as much as before, having spent real Appetitive and Intrinsic resource getting there. The field meanwhile has paid for a redistribution of rank rather than an increase in it: the position one Individual gained another lost, and the transfers repaired no Appetitive deficit and supported no Intrinsic engagement for whoever received them. This is the Status Non-Beneficiality Principle, and it holds of Status-PM alone: Status-A tracks a functional contribution others actually needed, Status-I an enrichment they actually received, and both are benefits delivered to somebody.

Nothing in the pursuit is irrational. Every step is taken on the evidence available, integrated as the architecture specifies and resolved as it entails; the operations are correct and no benefit accrues from them. What the shortfall marks is not an error in the reasoning but a restriction on what the reasoning had to work with, the impoverished M-Hypothesis Space of §8.4. The restriction takes one of two forms. Where the Individual has no way of framing the true account at all, that account is not an unlikely explanation but an unavailable one, and supplying the framing is what would help. Where the framing exists but a settled conviction about what they want and why absorbs it, the account arrives too faint to move anything; supplying the framing again will not help, and loosening the conviction is what would.

A pursuit that cost the pursuer while benefiting others would pose a distributive question, settled by deciding whose interest prevails. This one poses none. The position one Individual gained another lost, so there is no aggregate gain to weigh against the cost, and the cost is real: Appetitive and Intrinsic resource consumed in moving rank from one holder to another. Damping Status-PM therefore takes nothing from anyone in aggregate, which is what separates it from every intervention that must trade one party’s interest against another’s.



8.12.9 The Calcification Threshold

The three components of Status return effort on different schedules, and the difference decides where effort goes. Status-A is bounded by the observers’ actual Appetitive deficits and satiates at population level once the functional need is met. Status-I is bounded by reach: each observer’s I-valuation tracks an enrichment that observer actually received, and where social learning spreads that valuation it spreads as information about a real contribution rather than as inflation beyond it, so the total is tethered to the number of Individuals the contribution genuinely touches. Status-PM alone has no bound of its own: each observer’s Mimetic Premium is raised by the Premium other observers already direct at the same Individual, so the component recruits its own increase, and the only ceiling on it is the attention those observers can supply (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.4).

Both Referent-backed components raise an Individual’s rank, and both stop. Status-A stops when the deficits it answers are met. Status-I stops when the contribution has reached everyone that contribution can reach, and the ceiling is set by the contribution rather than by the Individual’s willingness to keep making it: the same work offered to the same community a second time enriches nobody who was not already enriched. Beyond those two ceilings, the only component still capable of moving an Individual’s position is the one that has no ceiling.

A point therefore exists in a field’s development at which the mimetic component becomes as predictive of an Individual’s position as the two Referent-backed components together. Below it, rank is won by contribution, because the deficits are unmet and the reach is unsaturated, so answering them moves the aggregate. Above it, rank is won by position already held. An Individual optimising for rank reallocates from contribution to extraction, and the reallocation is the correct reading of the returns actually on offer. This is the Calcification Threshold.

The name records what happens to the hierarchy rather than to the Individual. Below the threshold a hierarchy is re-sorted continuously by contribution, and those who supply it rise. Above it the sorting weakens, the component that now confers position being the one Section 8.12.3 shows to be self-reinforcing, and the arrangement hardens into one that no longer tracks what anyone supplies. What conceals the hardening is that contribution never stops being valued. An Individual who has saturated the reach available to their work sees the work still received, still valued, and their rank no longer moving, and nothing in that experience distinguishes having reached everyone the contribution can reach from contribution having ceased to count.

Nothing in the reallocation is irrational, and by the Status Non-Beneficiality Principle nothing in it is beneficial. The Individual reading the field is reading it correctly. What the reading cannot show is that the component they are moving toward has no Referent beneath it, so the effort withdrawn from contribution is withdrawn from the two components that were answering somebody else’s deficit.



8.13 Mimetic Premium in Prices: The Housing Worked Example and the Price Decomposition

Object Transfer (Section 8.10.1) established that the reciprocal valuation between Individuals-as-Objects sets the terms on which other Objects flow between them. Price is the observable trace of that settlement where the Objects flowing are goods and the medium is money. The Price Decomposition therefore follows from the dyadic result rather than standing beside it: Mimetic Premium appears in prices because prices are the recorded output of interpersonal valuations that already carry Mimetic Premium.

Chapter 5 established that any adequate theory of human motivation must disaggregate the sources driving observed behaviour, and must do so in a way that yields measurable consequences rather than terminological refinement alone. This section and the next discharge that requirement in the domain where the consequences are largest and the measurement most tractable.

8.13.1 The Price Decomposition

For any Object traded in a market, the observed price P can be decomposed as:

P = PA + PI + PM

where PA is the price component attributable to A-function (the Object’s contribution to homeostatic need satisfaction), PI is the price component attributable to I-function (the Object’s contribution to process-enabling engagement), and Mimetic Premium is the price component attributable to mimetic attachment (the portion of the buyer’s willingness to pay that arises from observing Models pursue, display, or signal value for the Object).

The decomposition is not an accounting convention. It is the direct consequence of Common-Currency Integration operating on the buyer’s side of the transaction. The buyer’s integrated valuation of the Object includes contributions from all three sources, and it sets how much the buyer wants the Object rather than what the buyer can pay for it. The amount actually paid is bounded by the affordable share the Thinker computes across the competing demands on the same funds, and the observed price settles where that bounded willingness meets the seller’s reservation price (Chapter 12, Sections 12.3.1 and 12.17.1). PA, PI, and PM are not separable in the buyer’s experience (Source Opacity blocks decomposition from inside), but are separable in the architecture. The decomposition is stated formally at Appendix A, Section A.12.5.

The practical use of the decomposition is that each component has different structural properties:


	PA is bounded above by the A-need the Object serves. A loaf of bread has PA bounded by the alternative cost of meeting the caloric and nutritional need.

	PI is bounded above by the I-process the Object enables. A guitar has PI bounded by the alternative cost of enabling the musical engagement the player seeks.

	Mimetic Premium has no terminus of its own (Axiom 6). It scales with Model-density, observability, and reference-set convergence, and has no natural satiation point.



A market in which Mimetic Premium is a small proportion of P behaves approximately as standard economic models predict: prices track utility, supply responds to demand, and rising prices elicit substitution. A market in which Mimetic Premium is a large proportion of P behaves pathologically: prices decouple from utility, demand intensifies as prices rise (the mimetic signature), and substitution fails because the substitute lacks the Model-tracked signalling capacity.

8.13.2 The Housing Worked Example

What this example is, and what it is not. What follows is a proof of concept. It demonstrates that the Price Decomposition is well-formed and tractable, that a price can be partitioned into an Appetitive component, an Intrinsic component and a Mimetic Premium, and that the partition yields quantities an analyst can bound and argue about. It is not a measurement. No claim is made here to have decomposed the price of any actual house.

Every figure below is a stipulated input, chosen to make the arithmetic legible, or a consequence of arithmetic performed on those stipulated inputs. The rental yield, the interest rate, the A-functional anchor and the share of principal attributed to the Mimetic Premium are all assumptions, set for the purpose of the demonstration. They are not findings. Nothing in the framework depends on any of them being the right numbers for any real transaction, and a reader who substitutes different assumptions will obtain different components while leaving the method, which is the claim, entirely intact.

The decomposition is purchaser-specific, so there is no such thing as the decomposition of a house. This is why the example cannot be read as a measurement even in principle. The Price Decomposition partitions a valuation, and a valuation is computed in a particular Decision Hub by a particular Individual. Two purchasers of the identical property, at the identical price, on the identical day, will not have identical components. A family whose choice is driven by the school catchment and the commute carries a large Appetitive component; a purchaser who intends to restore the building carries a substantial Intrinsic component; a purchaser whose Observer has read the suburb as the one that people like them now live in carries a large Mimetic Premium. The house does not have components. The purchase does, and only relative to the purchaser who made it.

That is the Object-Source Non-Identity Principle: no Object possesses a fixed source-composition, because the proportions of Appetitive function, Intrinsic function and Mimetic Premium in an integrated value are set by the conditions at the Decision Hub at the moment of valuation, and those conditions, scarcity, observability, the Salience of Models and the technology that sets the cost of Appetitive adequacy, differ between purchasers and move over time, so the same physical Object can be Premium-saturated in one context and Appetitive-Intrinsic in another. One corollary is the Status-by-Availability Inversion: where the Appetitive function of most Object classes is undersupplied, abundance signals provisioning capacity and Status attaches to abundant access, and once mass production saturates that function abundance signals nothing positional, so the Premium migrates to what is scarce, slow, hand-made and traceable to a named maker. The same technological change that drains the Premium from one class of Objects fills it in another. Asking what proportion of a given house’s price is Mimetic Premium, without specifying whose valuation is being decomposed, is asking a question the framework does not pose.

With that fixed, the demonstration follows. Consider an Australian residential property purchased for A$1,200,000, financed with an A$950,000 mortgage at 6.0% amortising over 30 years. The buyer cites A-reasons (shelter, school zone, proximity to work), and I-reasons (a particular architectural aesthetic, a garden they plan to develop). Both reason-sets are sincere. The question the decomposition forces is: how much of the A$1,200,000 is PA, how much is PI, and how much is PM?

The working for each component is set out so that the reader can see precisely which steps are stipulation and which are arithmetic. There is no hidden derivation, and no step at which a component is measured rather than assumed or computed from an assumption.

PA is bounded above by the A-functional floor for the relevant household: the cost of shelter of equivalent size, structural quality, and location adequate to meet safety, thermal, and dwelling-time needs. For the same neighbourhood, equivalent A-function can be obtained in comparable rental properties at approximately A$600 per week (A$31,200 per year), which, capitalised at a long-run rental yield of 3.5%, implies an A-functional purchase-price anchor of roughly A$890,000. This figure overstates PA, because portions of the rental yield themselves reflect Mimetic Premium extraction by landlords (the aggregate Net Mimetic Position in the rental market). That is the Rental Trap: non-owners pay Mimetic Premium indirectly through rental markets structured by ownership-market Mimetic Premium, so avoiding Mimetic Premium through rental does not avoid extraction but merely changes its form. An upper bound of PA at A$700,000 is defensible on the functional anchor alone.

PI is harder to quantify precisely but is bounded by the I-process premium the Individual would pay for architectural and garden features that genuinely enable their horticultural engagement and the work of adapting the house’s design. The pleasure the architectural aesthetic gives as perceived is Salience and falls in PM (Section 8.1.9). For most properties in most markets, PI is modest: perhaps A$50,000 to A$100,000 attributable to genuine process-enabling characteristics beyond the functional floor.

The residual is Mimetic Premium. On the figures above, Mimetic Premium is at minimum A$400,000 and plausibly higher. That Mimetic Premium component then compounds through the interest structure of the mortgage. An A$950,000 mortgage at 6.0% amortising over 30 years produces total interest payments of approximately A$1,099,800 over the loan’s life. The portion of the principal attributable to Mimetic Premium is A$400,000 (on conservative assumptions), and the interest on that portion, compounded over 30 years, is approximately A$463,280. Adding a further conservative Mimetic Premium component on the remaining principal and accounting for the mimetic component of long-run rental yields (which flows through the capitalisation anchor itself), the total PM-attributable extraction across the life of the transaction approaches A$926,560. The buyer pays nearly A$1 million over 30 years for a valuation component that corresponds to no A-function and no I-function, only to the integrated mimetic attachment to the Object at the moment of purchase.

To restate what the arithmetic has and has not shown: it has shown that the decomposition is coherent, that its components can be bounded by argument, and that a Mimetic Premium component, once present, compounds through the financing structure. It has not shown that this house, or any house, carries these values. The figures are illustrative throughout and were stipulated at the outset. The decomposition method is the durable contribution. Economists who accept the Price Decomposition can, in principle, estimate PA, PI, and PM for any Object class using the anchoring procedure (A-function anchored to the alternative cost of meeting the need, I-function anchored to the process-enabling contribution above that floor, residual attributed to PM), and can test the classification using the diagnostic pathways of Section 8.6.4 (audience-dependence, Model-tracking).

The housing case is the canonical worked example for three reasons. First, identical residential Objects generate systematically different Net Mimetic Position outcomes for different Individuals: Individuals with higher purchasing power extract greater Net Mimetic Position from equivalent transactions than Individuals with lower purchasing power, and the differential compounds across the holding period (the Mimetic Premium Asymmetry Principle). That distribution of Mimetic Premium components across purchaser profiles for the same Object is the Housing PM Decomposition. Several mechanisms drive the Net Mimetic Position compounding: leverage differentials between cash and debt-financed buyers, the capitalisation of expected future Mimetic Premium into present prices, secondhand depreciation asymmetries, transaction-cost gradients, and the persistent Unidirectional PM Flow from lower-Status to higher-Status holders. Interest is the most insidious of these mechanisms because it converts the Mimetic Premium component of price into a recurring extractive flow (PM-interest) that compounds across the holding period; interest is not the only mechanism, and this chapter does not treat it as exclusive.

Second, housing is the limit case in which an Appetitive-essential and I-enabling good (shelter, and I-enablement: privacy, space, the conditions of undistracted engagement) has been fully captured by Mimetic Premium dynamics, so the architectural pathology is most clearly visible (the Housing Exception Principle). Third, the full numerical decomposition of Net Mimetic Position across cash, first-home, and renter trajectories is set out in Appendix 8E (Housing NMP Worked Example), which traces the per-period Appetitive, Intrinsic, and Mimetic Premium components of price and the corresponding Net Mimetic Position outcomes over a thirty-year horizon. Once the Net Mimetic Position decomposition is exposed at population scale, a wider option set becomes available for treating housing as an essential Appetitive and I-enabling good rather than as a Mimetic Premium asset class. Those options include Appetitive-floor housing provision outside the Mimetic Premium market, Blind Pricing for residential transactions, Mimetic-Premium-stripping interventions on essential-good price components, and tenure structures that decouple shelter from Mimetic Premium accumulation. The architectural and institutional treatment of those options is developed in later chapters.

8.13.2.1 The Secondhand Depreciation Illustration

The housing worked example required counterfactual estimation of PA through rental-yield anchoring, a procedure that is defensible but not point-precise. A cleaner natural experiment is available in Object classes where secondhand markets exist. Consider a hypothetical case, constructed as before to illustrate the method rather than to report a transaction: a factory-sealed handbag purchased from a flagship boutique for A$8,000 and resold one week later, in unworn condition with original packaging, for A$4,500 through an authenticated resale platform. The physical Object is materially identical across the two transactions, construction, stitching, hardware, leather, and warranty terms where applicable. PA (the bag’s A-function as a vessel for carrying items) is unchanged. PI (its I-enablement) is unchanged, and so is the general-case Salience of its form, which presents the same configuration in both transactions (Section 8.1.9).

What has collapsed is PM, and specifically those PM channels that are non-transferable across the primary-to-secondary market transition. The primary-market buyer paid PM-visible on the boutique theatre (sealed packaging, flagship receipt, point-of-sale presentation), PM-ownership of the first-hand acquisition (the signal “I can afford to buy this new”), and PM-portfolio signalling within their reference group (the visible act of primary-market acquisition). None of these channels transfers with the Object. What remains in the secondhand price is PA plus PI plus the transferable PM residue (brand recognition, model identification, visible logo) that operates through the Object itself rather than through the transaction that produced it.

The A$3,500 gap is therefore a direct read-out of the non-transferable PM that the primary-market buyer paid for and that evaporated the moment the Object left their possession. The pattern generalises across Object classes where secondhand markets exist, motor vehicles (the well-documented 15 to 20 per cent first-year depreciation on identical mechanical condition), luxury watches (30 to 50 per cent on unworn non-collectible pieces), designer apparel and accessories (40 to 60 per cent on unworn items with original tags), and consumer electronics (“open box” discounts of 10 to 25 per cent on functionally indistinguishable devices). In each case the consistent cross-category pattern, functional identity paired with price collapse, falsifies the A-I-only account of price and corroborates the PM decomposition.

The inverse case, collectibles, limited editions, and discontinued models that appreciate on the secondhand market, sharpens rather than refutes the diagnostic. These are cases where secondhand transaction itself carries PM (scarcity signalling, connoisseurship signalling, “got the one you can no longer buy new” signalling) exceeding the PM lost in transfer. The direction of price movement tracks the direction of net PM transfer, which is exactly what the decomposition predicts. For the economist working with the Price Decomposition, the Secondhand Depreciation Illustration provides a bounded empirical handle on PM that does not require rental-yield counterfactuals, hedonic regression, or visibility manipulation, although each of those methods remains complementary.

8.13.3 What Economists Can Do With Mimetic Premium

The Price Decomposition does not require economists to abandon their existing models. It requires them to recognise that the preference structure their models aggregate is not a pure A-I preference structure but a preference structure with a Mimetic Premium component that is, in some Object classes, dominant. Three analytical moves become available.

First, the Mimetic Premium component can be estimated for a given Object class using functional anchoring, rental or service-alternative benchmarks, and cross-sectional variation in observability. The estimate is not point-precise but is bounded, and the bound itself is informative.

Second, price behaviour that standard models flag as anomalous (bubbles, positional-goods pricing, the resilience of luxury premia under recession) becomes architecturally expected rather than anomalous. Mimetic Premium compounds through mimetic transmission; bubbles are Bayesian cascades in Mimetic Premium valuation (Chapter 13). The anomaly dissolves when Mimetic Premium is recognised as a distinct component with no terminus of its own.

Third, policy design acquires a new instrument. Interventions that reduce Model-density, reduce observability of PM-signalling Objects, or redistribute attention universally (the Levelling-Up Principle, Section 8.12.6) reduce Mimetic Premium without reducing PA or PI. This is a distinct design space from traditional supply-side or demand-side interventions.



8.14 Mimetic Premium Beyond Prices: The Unidirectional PM Flow Principle

The preceding section treated Mimetic Premium as the price-visible component of mimetic attachment to Objects in markets. Mimetic Premium is not confined to market transactions. The four modalities below are the non-price channels through which a Salience differential between two Individuals is discharged, which is why they transfer something real without any Object changing hands (Section 8.1.4). The architecture that generates Mimetic Premium in prices generates Mimetic Premium in every interaction where Individuals-as-Objects (Section 8.10) valuate one another through integrated Decision Hubs. This section establishes that Mimetic Premium flows in non-exchange interactions as attention, deference, narrative authority yield, and positional concession, and that this flow has a characteristic unidirectional structure.

Observability plays two architecturally distinct roles in the fast valuation system formalised in Appendix A, and the two are targeted by different intervention classes. First, Observability governs the visibility of specific Model signals to observing Individuals, which enters the formalism as the Ignition Input m_obs(t). Interventions on this role (media norms that reduce coverage of specific Model classes, platform-design reforms that hide engagement metrics, sumptuary-style restrictions on visible display) are Class 1 Interventions. Second, Observability governs the strength of the feedback from realised V to environmental Salience, which enters the formalism as the Status-feedback gain γ. Interventions on this role (institutional buffers that absorb the Salience consequences of individual choices, anonymisation of consumption outcomes, platform designs that decouple V from its Observability signature) are Class 2 Interventions. These two roles are typically bundled under the single heading of Observability in ordinary policy discussion, but they are doing different architectural work, and interventions that operate on one do not automatically operate on the other. The dual-effect case (interventions that reduce both m_obs and the input into κ_S simultaneously, such as sumptuary laws suppressing visible display across an entire Object category) is architecturally efficient precisely because it compounds a Class 1 effect with a Class 2 effect.

8.14.1 The Observability Boundary

Two distinct sides of the Mimetic Premium architecture must be distinguished. The signal side is what is publicly visible: who defers to whom, who holds narrative authority, whose time is commanded, whose presence rearranges a room. The extraction side is what actually moves between parties: the attention, cognitive effort, and positional concession that the lower-Status-PM party contributes to the interaction and that the higher-Status-PM party receives. The Observability Boundary is the architectural fact that the signal side is visible to all parties while the extraction side is invisible, because Source Opacity prevents either party from detecting how much of what they are giving or receiving is Mimetic Premium rather than A-I recognition.

This boundary explains why Mimetic Premium extraction feels to the lower-Status-PM party like appropriate respect, appropriate deference, appropriate concession. The extraction is not experienced as loss because the Individual does not have introspective access to the Mimetic Premium component of their own behaviour. It also explains why Mimetic Premium extraction feels to the higher-Status-PM party like deserved recognition. The higher-Status-PM party does not have introspective access to the Mimetic Premium component of the regard they are receiving. Both sides terminate the source-question with A-I narratives, competence, merit, experience, insight on one side, deference, recognition, respect, gratitude on the other, for a transfer that has a large Mimetic Premium component. The narratives produced by each side match the narratives produced by the other, drawn from the same Concealment-stocked template-set, and neither party has architectural access to the Mimetic Premium component of the exchange because Source Opacity destroyed the source-tags during integration before either narrative was constructed.

The two confabulations are not independent symmetric outputs produced by each Individual in isolation. They are coupled, and the coupling stabilises both narratives in place at a shared explanation that conceals the Mimetic Premium differential. The Observability Boundary therefore operates on two layers simultaneously: on the underlying Mimetic Premium transfer that occurs through the preconscious channel during the interaction, and on the matched narratives that ratify the transfer afterwards. The full development of this coupling, including its consequences for how dyadic exchange is experienced as reciprocal even under gross asymmetry, is at Section 8.10.5.

8.14.2 The Unidirectional PM Flow Principle

In any dyadic interaction between two Individuals with different Status-PM positions, the net Mimetic Premium flow is unidirectional: from the lower-Status-PM party to the higher-Status-PM party. The higher-Status-PM party receives more attention, more deference, more narrative authority, and more positional concession than they contribute. This is not a behavioural regularity to be explained but a structural consequence of the architecture.

The derivation is as follows. Each party’s integrated valuation of the other includes Mimetic Premium contributions from the surrounding network’s valuations of the other (mimetic transmission, Section 8.2). The higher-Status-PM party has, by definition, more Mimetic Premium directed at them by the network. The lower-Status-PM party therefore catches more PM-valuation of the higher-Status-PM party than the higher-Status-PM party catches of the lower-Status-PM party. The behavioural outputs through which PM-valuation is expressed (attention, deference, listening, crediting, accommodation) flow in greater volume from the lower party to the higher party. The differential is the unidirectional flow.

The flow is non-satiating (Axiom 6). It does not terminate when the higher-Status-PM party has received some threshold of regard. It continues indefinitely, and each round of extraction updates the network’s valuations in ways that can intensify the differential (Self-Reinforcement, Section 8.10).

8.14.3 The Four Modalities of Non-Exchange Mimetic Premium

Non-exchange Mimetic Premium is transferred through four distinguishable modalities:


	Attention transfer. The lower-Status-PM party allocates more of their limited cognitive and perceptual resource to the higher-Status-PM party than the reverse. Meeting floor-time, conversational focus, and post-interaction rumination all track Status-PM differentials.

	Deference concession. The lower-Status-PM party yields on contested questions (interpretation, judgement, next steps) more frequently than the higher-Status-PM party, beyond what differential competence would justify. The concession is not experienced as yielding but as recognising the other party’s better perspective.

	Narrative authority yield. The lower-Status-PM party accepts the higher-Status-PM party’s framing of shared situations. The higher-Status-PM party’s account of what happened, what matters, and what should be done is treated as the default narrative. Alternative framings offered by the lower-Status-PM party require greater justification to gain traction.

	Positional concession. In physical and social space (seating, introductions, speaking order, credit attribution), the lower-Status-PM party systematically takes the less visible, less credited, less authoritative position. Source Opacity prevents both parties from identifying the Mimetic Premium component of the arrangement.



Each of the four modalities is a non-price channel through which Status-PM flows from one Individual to another without any Object changing hands. Attention transfer is the directed allocation of awareness and engagement to the recipient. Deference concession is the public yielding of position in a discussion, queue, or hierarchy. Narrative authority yield is the recipient’s increased weight in shared sense-making. Positional concession is the assignment of higher comparative standing within a reference set. The Unidirectional PM Flow Principle states that under unmanaged conditions these four modalities flow consistently from lower-Status to higher-Status Individuals, producing the Macro-Residue of Unidirectional PM Flow at the institutional and civilisational scale.

Each modality is individually small in any given interaction. Their cumulative effect across relationships and over time is substantial. A career, a marriage, a professional community, or a national political culture can be described in part by the topology of its Mimetic Premium flows.

8.14.4 Why This Matters for Chapter 5’s Demand for Disaggregation

Chapter 5 argued that conflating the three sources produces systematic analytical error. The Unidirectional PM Flow Principle is the clearest demonstration of that error in the domain of interpersonal interaction. Sociological frameworks that treat all deference as socially produced capture the behavioural pattern but cannot distinguish deference-as-A-I-recognition from deference-as-PM-extraction. They therefore cannot identify when a relationship, an organisation, or an institution has accumulated a PM-extractive topology that is invisible to its participants. The disaggregation Mimetic Premium provides is not an analytical luxury. It is what allows non-exchange Mimetic Premium extraction to be identified and, where institutionally possible, structurally reduced.

The Mimetic Premium construct is now complete as a general analytical tool. Its intra-individual derivation was given at Sections 8.4 through 8.7, its dyadic operation at Sections 8.10 and 8.11, and its network-level aggregate at Section 8.12; Sections 8.13 and 8.14 have traced it into exchange and non-exchange transfer respectively. What remains is the normative question the whole chain has been building toward, and Section 8.15 takes it up.



8.15 Positive Mimesis and Subcriticality Maintenance

The chain is complete. The Observer is architecturally required (Section 8.1); it is instantiated preconsciously in the human substrate (Section 8.2); it cannot generate Objects (Section 8.3), and therefore inflates existing ones (Section 8.4); the inflation does not terminate (Section 8.5), and accumulates as the Mimetic Premium (Section 8.6), concealed from the Individual it operates in (Section 8.7); the concealed premium flows between Individuals who are Objects for each other (Sections 8.10, 8.11), aggregates into Status across a network (Section 8.12), and settles into prices and non-exchange transfers (Sections 8.13, 8.14).

This section asks what may be done about it, and the answer is constrained at every point by the derivation above. The constraint is what makes the normative conclusion non-arbitrary: the framework cannot recommend eliminating M, because the chain establishes that M is a component and not a behaviour; it cannot recommend transforming human nature, because no intervention target of that kind exists in the architecture; and it cannot recommend indifference, because the same chain establishes that the unmanaged loop compounds without limit. What remains is management, and the architecture fixes its available forms.

8.15.1 The Definitional Distinction

The AIM Framework distinguishes two structural outcomes of mimetic transmission:

Positive Mimesis is mimetic transmission that produces beneficial outcomes, cultural learning, skill acquisition, prosocial coordination, and cooperative problem-solving. The apprentice who comes to want mastery because they observed the master’s pursuit is M-driven in a technically accurate sense, but the result is skill transmission rather than rivalry. The community that coordinates around beneficial practices because high-Status members adopted those practices first is using M for collective benefit.

Negative Mimesis is mimetic transmission that produces harmful outcomes, rivalry escalation, destructive Status competition, convergence on scapegoats, and zero-sum conflict over scarce positional goods. The colleagues who come to want the same promotion because each observes the other’s pursuit are M-driven in ways that generate rivalry. The population that converges on a scapegoat because Models have identified a target is using M for collective harm.

The mechanism is identical in both cases. The mirror-substrate marks Objects Salient preconsciously. Social-reward circuits process Status. The Decision Hub integrates M-signals with A and I. Source Opacity renders the transmission invisible. What differs is the structural context in which the mechanism operates, and therefore the outcome it produces.

M is not pathological per se. The same mechanism that produces rivalry and Status competition is the mechanism that enables language acquisition, skill transmission, social coordination, and prosocial modelling, the cases developed at Section 8.15.5. The framework’s concern (developed in subsequent chapters) is with specific structural conditions under which M produces harmful dynamics, not with M as such. The only coherent normative objective is M-Management, the structural shaping of conditions so that Positive Mimesis dominates over Negative Mimesis (Subcriticality Maintenance, Section 8.15.6).

The same mechanism produces rivalry escalation under a different set of structural conditions, convergence on scarce Objects, zero-sum framing, high observability, and convergence of a reference group on shared Models. These conditions are not inherent to M but are produced by specific structural configurations. The same Individual who would engage in destructive Status competition within one institutional configuration might engage in productive cultural learning within another, depending on scarcity, observability, and Model diversity. Section 8.15.3 sets out the full determination, and the deliberate shaping of those configurations to favour Positive Mimesis over Negative Mimesis is M-Management.

8.15.2 Why M-Elimination Is Architecturally Incoherent

Any framework that aims to eliminate M is incoherent because M is architecturally necessary for human cultural capacity. The preconscious channel that transmits Mimetic Desire is the same channel that allows a human child to acquire complex language without explicit instruction, cultural knowledge to accumulate across generations rather than resetting with each birth, communities to coordinate around shared practices without explicit negotiation, skills to transmit from expert to novice through observation, and beneficial innovations to spread through populations via adoption cascades.

There is no surgical removal of the rivalry-producing mechanism that preserves the learning-producing mechanism, they are the same mechanism operating under different structural conditions. The Individual who “eliminates” M would be incapable of cultural learning, social coordination, or skill acquisition through observation, and would be isolated from the accumulated knowledge of their community. The normative goal cannot therefore be M-elimination. The only coherent objective is M-management: configuring structures to channel M toward Positive Mimesis while dampening the conditions that produce Negative Mimesis. This is the Positive Mimesis Preservation Principle: the channel that carries Positive Mimesis is the channel that carries Negative Mimesis, so the target of intervention is the conditions under which the channel runs, never the channel itself.

8.15.3 Structural Conditions That Determine Outcome

Whether mimetic transmission produces positive or negative dynamics depends on identifiable structural conditions:

Object Characteristics


	Abundant or non-rivalrous Objects → Positive Mimesis. When the Object of mimetic transmission can be possessed by all without depletion, knowledge, skills, practices, aesthetic appreciation, convergent desire produces coordination rather than conflict. Multiple people wanting to learn violin does not create rivalry over violins; it creates communities of practice.

	Scarce or rivalrous Objects → Negative Mimesis. When the Object cannot be shared, a single position, a unique asset, relative rank itself, convergent desire produces competition that one party must lose.



Framing


	Positive-sum framing → Positive Mimesis. When the pursuit is framed as expanding the pie, collaborative creation, mutual improvement, shared achievement, Preconscious Transmission produces cooperative dynamics.

	Zero-sum framing → Negative Mimesis. When the pursuit is framed as dividing a fixed pie, your gain is my loss, Status is relative, there can be only one winner, Preconscious Transmission produces rivalry.



Observability Conditions


	Moderate observability → Positive Mimesis. Sufficient visibility for practices to transmit, but not so much that every action becomes Status performance. The craftsperson whose work is seen by apprentices but not broadcast for Status signalling.

	Hyper-observability → Negative Mimesis. When all behaviour is visible and all visibility is Status-relevant, M-signals dominate and crowd out A and I. Social media architectures that maximise observability systematically amplify Negative Mimesis.



Mediation Structure


	External mediation → Positive Mimesis. When Models are socially distant, historical figures, distant exemplars, acknowledged masters in other domains, mimetic transmission produces admiration and aspiration rather than rivalry. The musician inspired by a long-dead composer does not compete with them.

	Internal mediation → Negative Mimesis. When Models are socially proximate, peers, colleagues, neighbours, rivals, mimetic transmission produces direct competition. The musician competing with their conservatory classmate for the same chair.



Feedback Speed


	Rapid comparative feedback → the compounding regime is checked early. Section 8.2.4 established the Individual-level result: whether mimetic activation compounds or decays is set by the gain of the internal loop, not by the volume of exposure. Once that loop is closed through an environment containing other Individuals, a further parameter appears which the Individual-level analysis does not contain. The speed at which Observability updates, how quickly information about realised comparative position registers and propagates, does not move the threshold. Loop gain above the critical value compounds at any feedback speed. What feedback speed determines is how far a compounding loop can travel before realised outcomes intrude on it.

	Delayed comparative feedback → the compounding regime runs unchecked for longer. Environments in which comparative information takes a long time to register give a runaway more room at identical Loop Gain. Delay is therefore not a neutral feature of an institution’s information design; it is an independent determinant of how much damage a Negative Mimesis dynamic can do before it is corrected, and an institution can be dangerous on this axis while scoring well on every other condition listed above. Appendix A gives the formal relationships.



Two Classes of Intervention. These five conditions sort into two architecturally distinct intervention classes, one operating on the exogenous stream of Model observations and one on the internal loop that determines whether activation compounds. The typology, and the reason it is exhaustive, is set out at Section 8.15.4.

8.15.4 The Two-Class Intervention Typology

The five properties of the Parasitism Theorem (Section 8.4.4) force a division of the intervention space into two classes, and the division is exhaustive: any intervention on M-dynamics either reduces the stream of Model signals reaching the Individual, or reduces the internal cycle that converts those signals into compounding valuation. There is no third place for an intervention to act, because the architecture contains no third coupling.

Class 1 interventions reduce the stream of Model signals reaching the Individual’s perceptual apparatus. The canonical examples are visibility suppression of specific Model classes (the “Don’t Name Them” media norm for spree-killer coverage), sumptuary restrictions on conspicuous luxury display, salary opacity in workplaces where comparative income drives M-dynamics, and platform designs that hide engagement metrics signalling other people’s preferences. Class 1 interventions lower the operating point of the system. They have a second-order effect on whether compounding occurs, because they shift the slope at which the Observability response operates, but they do not by themselves collapse a closed cycle that is already running supercritical.

Class 2 interventions reduce the internal cycle directly. The Knowledge Patch (Chapter 18) lowers the Decision Hub’s effective weighting on M by introducing an I-Override gate that intercepts M-weighted action before it executes. Observability Governance, including audience anonymisation and platform redesigns that decouple realised valuation from its visibility signature, lowers the Observability feedback gain. Salience engineering, including attention-architecture reform and institutional practices that maintain low-Salience environments, lowers the salience-to-mimetic-drive coupling. Class 2 interventions act directly on the conditions that determine compounding and can collapse a supercritical cycle even where exposure remains high.

The two classes are architecturally complementary, not interchangeable. A population with strong visibility suppression but no Patch adoption exhibits less activation but compounding can still occur above the lowered operating point. A population with widespread Patch adoption but no visibility suppression exhibits substantial activation but less effective conversion of activation into action. Subcriticality Maintenance, the framework’s central normative goal, is the practice of combining Class 1 and Class 2 interventions to keep the internal cycle below threshold across the populations and institutions in which M-dynamics operate. The architectural fact that M cannot be eliminated, the perceptual-to-goal coupling is structural and some Model exposure reaches every socially embedded Individual, is what makes Subcriticality Maintenance, rather than M-elimination, the only coherent normative target. The Two-Class Typology is what makes Subcriticality Maintenance achievable in practice, and the reason no third class exists traces directly to the Object-Precedence Principle of Section 8.3: an Observer that cannot generate Objects has only two couplings an intervention could act on.

8.15.5 Positive Mimesis in Practice

Positive Mimesis operates throughout human cultural achievement:

Arts and Creative Pursuits. The transmission of aesthetic appreciation, technique, and creative vision operates mimetically. The student who comes to love jazz because their teacher’s passion was visible; the painter who develops a style by studying masters; the writer who finds their voice by absorbing the voices of those they admire. These are M-driven processes producing cultural transmission rather than destructive rivalry. The Objects, aesthetic sensitivity, technical skill, creative capacity, are non-rivalrous. One person’s acquisition does not deplete another’s access.

Scientific and Intellectual Communities. The desire to solve certain problems, to work in certain fields, to pursue certain questions transmits mimetically through academic communities. Graduate students come to want what their advisors want; research priorities cascade through networks of influence and prestige. When this operates on non-rivalrous Objects, understanding, knowledge, solutions to shared problems, it produces coordinated intellectual progress. When it operates on rivalrous Objects, priority, credit, scarce positions, it produces destructive competition.

Skill Acquisition and Craft Traditions. The apprenticeship model is structured Positive Mimesis. The apprentice comes to want mastery because they observe the master’s pursuit; they come to value what the master values; they acquire the master’s standards and aspirations. The mechanism is mimetic, socially transmitted wanting, but the structural conditions produce skill transmission rather than rivalry. The master’s skill is not depleted by the apprentice’s acquisition.

Prosocial Norm Transmission. Communities transmit beneficial practices mimetically. Recycling behaviour spreads when high-Status community members visibly adopt it. Charitable giving increases when Models demonstrate generosity. Cooperative norms stabilise when defection is visibly low-Status. These are M-dynamics producing beneficial coordination.

Well-Designed Competition. Even rivalry can be channelled toward positive outcomes through structural design. Well-run tournaments, in sport, academic competition, business innovation, harness M-dynamics while constraining destructive escalation. The key features are:


	Clear boundaries (the competition has defined limits)

	Regulated conduct (rules prevent destructive tactics)

	Legitimate exit (losers retain dignity and alternative paths)

	Separation from A-floors (losing does not threaten survival)

	Positive-sum framing where possible (competition improves all participants)



The Olympics, properly structured academic debate, and innovation prizes exemplify M-harnessing that channels rivalry toward performance improvement rather than mutual destruction.

8.15.6 Subcriticality Maintenance in Institutional Form

The framework’s normative orientation follows from the structural analysis. Since M-elimination is incoherent, and since identical mechanisms produce radically different outcomes depending on structural conditions, the task is management: configuring structures to favour Positive Mimesis while dampening Negative Mimesis.

This requires:


	Object design: Where possible, frame Objects as non-rivalrous. Shift from “who is installed in the role” to “who develops the capability.” Expand positional goods into practice goods.


	Observability Governance: Reduce hyper-observability that converts all action into Status performance. Create spaces of moderate visibility where practices can transmit without M-amplification dominating.


	Mediation management: Favour external mediation (distant exemplars, historical models, acknowledged masters) over internal mediation (peer rivalry, colleague competition). Structure institutions to reduce direct comparison among proximate rivals.


	Framing intervention: Shift zero-sum frames toward positive-sum where structural conditions permit. “Competition that improves all” rather than “competition that destroys losers.”


	A-floor protection: Ensure that M-competition does not threaten A-security. When losing Status competition means losing access to survival needs, M-dynamics become maximally destructive. Guaranteed A-floors permit M-competition without existential stakes.


	I-domain preservation: Protect spaces where I-engagement can occur without M-contamination. When all activity is Status-relevant, I-driven engagement becomes impossible. Dedicated I-domains, protected from observability and comparison, enable Positive Mimesis in the learning/skill space while dampening Negative Mimesis in the Status space.




Subcriticality Maintenance is not utopian. It does not aim to eliminate rivalry, perfect human nature, or create permanent harmony. It aims to tilt structural conditions toward Positive Mimesis and away from Negative Mimesis, navigation, not transformation; deflection, not cure.

The framework’s non-utopian commitment has an architectural grounding, not merely a rhetorical one. Because the Ignition Gain is structurally non-zero (the perceptual-to-goal substrate cannot be rewired by any intervention the framework proposes), and because some non-zero Ignition Input reaches any socially embedded Individual, non-zero mimetic activation is structurally unavoidable. The framework therefore never proposes eliminating Mimetic Desire; it proposes Subcriticality Maintenance, which is the keeping of the Internal Loop Gain below its critical threshold through combined Class 1 and Class 2 interventions, under the structurally given condition that activation itself cannot be prevented. The formal statement of this grounding is given in Appendix A.5.1.

8.15.7 Diagnostic Implication

The Positive/Negative distinction has diagnostic significance. When analysing M-dynamics in any domain, markets, organisations, communities, relationships, the relevant question is not “is M present?” (M is always present where humans observe each other), but “what structural conditions are shaping M’s expression?”

Specifically:


	Are the Objects rivalrous or non-rivalrous?

	Is the framing zero-sum or positive-sum?

	Is observability moderate or hyper-amplified?

	Is comparative feedback rapid or delayed?

	Is mediation external or internal?

	Are A-floors secure or threatened?

	Are I-domains protected or invaded?



The answers determine whether Preconscious Transmission in that context will produce cultural learning and coordination (Positive Mimesis) or rivalry escalation and conflict (Negative Mimesis). Intervention targets the structural conditions, not M itself.

8.15.8 The Speed-Selectivity Trade-Off: The Micro-Level Derivation of the Mimetic Trade-Off

Two results already established in the derivation combine into a trade-off at the foundation of the architecture. The first is that installation completes before conscious access is available, so whatever the Observer marks Salient has entered the integrated valuation before deliberation can begin (Section 8.2.7). The second is that the justification an Individual offers is produced downstream of that installation, by a resolution operating on a Scalar from which the provenance has already been destroyed (Sections 8.4.1, 8.7.2). Neither depends on any claim contested in Appendix 8F; both are consequences of the timing and the compression.

The filtering problem. A system that could evaluate “does this Object serve my A-I needs?” before adopting the modelled goal would be selective. It would copy only those desires worth having and reject the rest. Such a system would enjoy cultural learning without indiscriminate desire-absorption. It would not require Confabulation, because each adopted desire would have been pre-screened against the Individual’s actual circumstances. Source Opacity would be irrelevant, because the system would know why it wanted what it wanted (it had evaluated the Object before adopting the goal).

Why the filter is architecturally impossible at the required timescale. Evaluating whether an Object serves the Individual’s purposes requires conscious deliberation: comparison of the Object against existing A-needs and I-engagements, assessment of opportunity cost, evaluation of fit with current circumstances. This is System 2 processing. It operates at deliberative speed (Dehaene, 2014; Libet, 1985). But the mirror-neuron/predictive-coding system that models another agent’s goals and projects the result to valuation circuits operates within the Transmission Window. The valuation modulation is complete before evaluation could begin.

This is not a contingent limitation of human brains that evolution might eventually fix. It is a structural consequence of the speed requirement. Collective hunting coordination, predator avoidance, language acquisition, and real-time social learning all demand that Objects be marked Salient faster than deliberation permits. A system that paused to evaluate each observed goal before adopting it would be too slow for the coordination that made humans the apex species. The child acquiring language cannot evaluate each phoneme for personal utility before copying it. The hunter flanking prey cannot deliberate whether the lead hunter’s target-selection serves his individual interests before mirroring the pursuit. The group member detecting a predator through another’s alarm cannot assess whether fleeing serves her personal risk profile before propagating the flight response.

Speed is the feature. Indiscriminate adoption is the cost.

The Adoption-Action Distinction. The Speed-Selectivity Trade-Off governs adoption, not action. The Adoption-Action Distinction is the separation of preconscious mimetic uptake from the later, observable action the Decision Hub may or may not route. The architecture offers two states, not three:


	Uncorrected adoption (default when resources or vocabulary are absent): the desire operates as though it were authentic, Confabulation completes, action follows.


	Corrected adoption (when resources and vocabulary suffice for I-Override): the desire is examined, its mimetic character may be identified, action may be redirected.




The state “non-adoption” (the desire never forms because it was pre-screened) is not available. The gap between desire-formation (the Transmission Window) and action can be seconds, hours, or months. For a house purchase, one might deliberate for weeks. The I-Override window is real and is the only intervention point the framework identifies.

What cannot be done is filtering before adoption. By the time you can ask “should I want this?”, you already want it. What exists is correction (adjusting from a preconsciously set starting position), not prevention (choosing not to have a starting position). The existence of correction is itself proof that adoption has already occurred.

Post-adoption evaluation operates under three structural disadvantages. First, the desire already feels authentic; Source Opacity means the Individual experiences “I want this” with no phenomenological trace of mimetic origin. Second, Confabulation has already generated reasons; by the time the I-system engages, the narrative system has supplied A-sounding or I-sounding justifications that draw on real Object-properties (Object Parasitism guarantees this). Third, the evaluation criteria are themselves partly mimetic; the Self-Model against which the Individual evaluates the desire is itself a confabulated narrative whose A-I-M composition is hidden from its owner. The evaluator is always correcting from a non-neutral starting point, never deciding from a clean slate. That structural disadvantage is the Correction Asymmetry.

The Mimetic Trade-Off restated. The Bargain operates at two levels:

Level 1 (Adoption): No system fast enough for cultural learning can filter observed goals before they modulate valuation. This is the timing constraint. It is architecturally necessary given the speed required for coordination. This level is absolute.

Level 2 (Evaluation): Post-adoption evaluation is architecturally available (I-Override), but operates on material that has already been integrated without source-tags, already confabulated into the self-narrative, and evaluated against criteria that are themselves partly mimetically constituted. I-Override succeeds sometimes, fails more often, and is systematically degraded by the conditions (stress, cognitive load, social pressure) that characterise High-Theatre environments.

The combination produces the population-level outcome: we desire everything we observe to one degree or another, we mostly act on those desires without scrutiny, and we fill in the gaps via Confabulation.

The inseparability of cultural capacity and mimetic vulnerability is therefore not an empirical generalisation (“we observe that the two always co-occur”), but a logical consequence of a timing constraint. Any system satisfying the speed requirement for cultural learning will produce indiscriminate desire-adoption and the full cascade of consequences. The minimum speed for coordination is above the maximum speed for evaluation. The gap between the two is the Mimetic Trade-Off.

The derivation ends here. The objections it invites are answered at Appendix 8F, placed outside the chain because nothing in the chain depends on them.

M-Management is the only coherent normative objective entailed by the Chapter 8 architecture. The conditions that distinguish Positive Mimesis (cultural learning, skill transmission, prosocial coordination) from Negative Mimesis (rivalry escalation, Status competition, scapegoat convergence) are structural: Object characteristics (rivalrous or non-rivalrous), framing (zero-sum or positive-sum), the Observability Gradient, mediation distance (Internal or External), the A-floor, and the protection of I-domains. Chapter 13 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics) shows that the same Bayesian machinery propagates the Knowledge Patch that operationalises M-Management at the population scale, by the Symmetry of Crisis and Prevention. Chapters 17 and 18 develop the institutional and intervention architecture entailed by this section.



8.16 Boundary Clarifications: What M Is Not

M is not the only construct connecting social observation to behaviour, and the framework’s claims are only as precise as the boundary between M and its near-neighbours. The distinctions are not terminological housekeeping: each near-neighbour, if M were collapsed into it, would license a prediction the framework denies, and the diagnostic value of the five properties at Section 8.8 depends on M being none of these things.

The boundary in every case follows from one fact already established. M installs Salience preconsciously, and the wanting is what the receiving architecture makes of that installation after the source is lost (Sections 8.1.3, 8.1.7). Each near-neighbour differs from M in where it sits relative to that sequence. Social influence operates on Belief; M operates before Belief. Peer pressure is felt as external and yielded to consciously; M is never registered as external at all. Comparison is a deliberate cognitive operation; M’s comparative constitution runs below it and is unaffected by a resolution to stop comparing. Envy is an emotional response to a wanting M has already produced. Strategic Status-seeking is a calculation over benefits; M requires no calculation and operates in Individuals who have never considered Status. Conformity matches behaviour; M installs the wanting, which may or may not issue in matching behaviour. And relational causation is the ordinary fact that many Objects have relational structure, which is true across A and I as well and is not peculiar to M.

Each vernacular concept names a real phenomenon. M is what produces that phenomenon when the preconscious Object-assessment channel processes social-world input under the conditions this chapter has specified. The defined construct does not displace the vernacular one; it explains it.

Concept | Key Feature | Relationship to M |

|, |-, |-, | | Social influence | Broad category of social effects on Belief/behaviour | M is one specific mechanism within this category | | Peer pressure | Conscious awareness of external demand | M operates preconsciously without felt coercion | | Comparison | Deliberate cognitive evaluation | M’s comparison-constitution is automatic, not deliberate | | Envy | Negative emotion toward others’ possession | Envy is one possible consequence of unsatisfied M-desires | | Status-seeking | Strategic pursuit of social position | M transmits Status-desires without requiring strategy | | Conformity | Matching behaviour to group norms | M installs Salience that resolves as wanting, not merely behavioural matching |

Consent is not among those near-neighbours and is not a species of Mimetic Desire. Consent is valid only when the choice to permit another to affect one’s AIM Profile is led by Intrinsic Motivation under Appetitive sufficiency, bounded Mimetic pressure, and adequate understanding of the likely effects on future Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, and Mimetic Desire. Verbal affirmation under deprivation or audience-driven shame is not Consent.



Establishment Summary

This chapter has established, in the order of the derivation:

Movement 1, The architectural warrant


	That a third channel is architecturally required: The Decision Hub selects actions over Objects and so requires Object-field Salience information, which the Body Manager cannot supply (interoceptive) and the Thinker cannot supply at the required speed (deliberative). A continuous sub-deliberative assessor is entailed, and that assessor is the Observer.


	That the third channel must be social: Where the field contains other agents, their observable directional valence toward an Object compresses their own assessment of that Object into a signal available at perceptual speed and at no cost. An assessor ignoring it would discard the highest-information input in the field, so the distinctive input stream is what the channel is for rather than an extension bolted onto it (Species-Neutral Processing Principle, Chapter 2).


	The canonical definition, derived rather than stipulated, and the catching of desire reconciled: The Observer fires on Individual-detection (Configural Update-Rate Asymmetry), and the spike binds to the perceived Individual as an Object in the field (Object-Precedence); installation toward another Object follows the perceived Individual’s directional valence toward it. Integration destroys not only the source-tag but the distinction, within the Observer’s contribution, between Model-installed Salience and the Observer’s own reading of the Object, so the Thinker is asked a question its input cannot answer and returns a ground located in the Object at hand. That is the catching of desire, and Girard’s triangle is the structure the gate clause gives every installation from another Individual.


	The derivation of Status from Salience: Salience measures what an Object affords against what it costs to obtain, an axis on which prey, predators, tools and other Individuals are assessed alike, and what an Individual most often affords is access. Aggregate those private readings across observers and over time and the result is Status. A Status that was not aggregated Salience would need a location outside the Decision Hubs that compute it, machinery other than the Salience assessment, and behaviour differing from Salience, and it has none of the three.


	The M-channel / Mimetic Desire distinction: The channel is the continuous Salience-assessment function; Mimetic Desire is the emergent property arising when that Salience is integrated, tag-stripped and mis-resolved. Conflating them produces the errors catalogued at Section 8.16.




Movement 2, Neural instantiation


	Neural architecture as instantiation, not foundation: The mirror-substrate marks Objects Salient preconsciously, social reward circuits convert the mark into a scalar contribution, Status-tracking encodes relative position, and all converge in the Decision Hub. The substrate account is the best current explanation of the behavioural signature and could be superseded without disturbing the architecture.


	Channel-specific valence signals and the Legibility Gradient: A carries deficit anchored to bodily phenomenology and I carries the requirement of the process the Thinker is running, anchored to the work in hand, each constraining Confabulation; M carries bare directional valence with no anchoring phenomenology and so constrains it least, which is why M is the channel the Camouflage most completely conceals and why I-Override is hardest to apply to it.


	The Valence Inversion and enemy-approach: M generates approach toward rivals and scapegoats through prey-detection, inverting the Observer-plus-Thinker avoidance that a threat-prior would select; Source Opacity strips the tag and Confabulation completes as either elimination-as-peace or status-capture, both non-terminating. Approach toward an enemy is therefore diagnostic of M-contamination.


	The triangular structure and its independent discovery: M is triadic rather than dyadic, entailed by the architecture because the gate clause of the Minimum Installation Condition installs only on another Individual’s directional valence toward an Object, and identified independently by Girard through literary analysis, which is convergent confirmation rather than the framework’s warrant.




Movement 3, The Individual


	The Object-Precedence Principle: Every Object the Observer can charge with Salience must already exist and already be parsed in the field. Established through two independent impossibilities, the Infinite-Invention reductio and the Preconscious-Creation reductio. The Thinker creates; the Observer charges.


	Object Parasitism as the entailment: A non-terminating, Object-less Salience function operating on A-Objects and I-Objects can do nothing but inflate their valuation. The failure is located at I’s ground-resolution under Source Opacity and an impoverished Hypothesis Space, not at M, and that localisation is what the Mimetic Premium, the Triple Camouflage and Subcriticality Maintenance all depend on.


	Satiation dynamics: M records Salience rather than deficit, the felt-deficit character is conferred at integration because deficit is the only interpretive category available for the reading, and non-satiation follows from the Observer’s unbounded domain. Reference-point reset, the treadmill and the wanting-liking dissociation are downstream expressions of this rather than independent facts.


	The Mimetic Premium: The quantitative trace of the deposition, invisible at the Object level, manifesting through prices, non-exchange transfers, audience-dependence and Model-tracking.


	The Triple Camouflage: Source Opacity blocks introspection, Confabulation supplies A-I explanations, and Object Parasitism guarantees those explanations are genuinely available. The camouflage is not an additional posit but what the derived mechanism looks like from inside.


	Five defining properties, collected as results: Socially transmitted, Model-dependent, observability-amplified, comparison-constituted, preconsciously acquired, each entailed rather than stipulated and jointly testable without any neural claim.


	Independent manipulability: M can be elevated or suppressed without affecting A or I, which is the experimental signature of the Three-Source Taxonomy.




Movement 4, The dyad


	The Individual-as-Object Principle: Individuals are Objects in other Individuals’ Decision Hubs, with the Reciprocal Valuation Property and four consequences. The step from one architecture to two coupled architectures requires no new axioms, and the criterion for the Property is that the Object runs a Decision Hub, not that it is human.


	Object Transfer and the micro-foundation of exchange: Reciprocal valuation sets the terms on which other Objects flow between parties, grounding the Mimetic Premium in prices within the interpersonal architecture and establishing that all trade is exchange between Individuals who are simultaneously Objects for each other.


	The Rival-Constitution Principle and the Social Constitution Corollary: The rival is embedded in the Self-Model as the reference point against which M-grounded self-valuation is computed; more broadly the Individual has no non-social baseline, and the magnitude of that constitution is unrecoverable by introspection.


	Reciprocity as Convergent Confabulation: Reciprocity is the condition in which two Individuals’ narratives about an interaction stabilise at a shared explanation concealing the Mimetic Premium differential, the matching itself holding the explanation in place. The percept tracks narrative-matching rather than value-matching, and the direction of flow is set by position rather than by cognition.


	The trichotomy: Admiration transmits quality-emulation, Attraction position-desire, Repulsion avoidance. Admiration produces I-expansion under external mediation; Attraction dominates under scarcity and internal mediation; Repulsion self-terminates at the Object level but is M-generative once several Individuals converge on one target. The Salience Substitution Principle and the Corrosion Paradox follow.




Movement 5, The civilisation


	The Status Decomposition: Status is the network-level aggregate of the dyadic valuations, and the Mimetic Premium the same quantity at dyadic scale (Status-Premium Duality). The compounding trajectory follows in five entailed steps: compounding under Self-Reinforcement, convergence under internal mediation, stratification under apex differential expansion, Parasitic Overshoot, and a fold to a low-valuation attractor, the fold being necessary because M carries no self-stopping term. Only Status-PM never closes (Boundedness Asymmetry Principle); the Levelling-Up and Salience Sufficiency Principles follow.


	Mimetic Premium in prices: The Price Decomposition, in which a price is the sum of its Appetitive, Intrinsic and Mimetic components, derived from Object Transfer, with the housing case worked as a proof of concept whose components are purchaser-specific.


	Mimetic Premium beyond prices: The Observability Boundary, the Unidirectional PM Flow Principle, and the four non-exchange modalities of attention, deference, narrative authority and positional concession.


	The Positive/Negative Mimesis distinction and Subcriticality Maintenance: Identical mechanisms produce beneficial or harmful outcomes according to structural conditions. M-elimination is incoherent, so the only coherent objective is structural management, and the Two-Class Typology exhausts the intervention space because the architecture contains no third coupling.


	The Speed-Selectivity Trade-Off: The micro-level derivation of the Mimetic Trade-Off from the gap between preconscious installation speed and conscious evaluation speed, which is a logical consequence of a timing constraint rather than an empirical generalisation.




Defence


	The Architectural Absence Test: AI as an existence proof by absence, confirming that the biological channel rather than informational content is the M-generating mechanism, and establishing the human-AI confabulation contrast as a diagnostic for M-concealment.


	The scope of the transmission claim: Because the derivation rests on installation by the valence read in another Individual’s conduct toward an Object and on the destruction of the source distinction at integration, the predictive-coding and rational-social-learning objections bear on how the valence is computed and not on whether it installs. An objector must instead defeat the Perceptual Primacy of the Observer, Object-Precedence, or Source Opacity.


	Boundary clarifications: M is not social influence generally, peer pressure, cognitive comparison, envy, strategic Status-seeking, conformity, or relational causation, though it relates to each.




Axiomatic Recap

This chapter’s conclusions are grounded in:


	Axiom 1 (Three-Source Taxonomy): M is a neurologically distinct motivational source, not reducible to A or I

	Axiom 3 (Source Opacity): After Common-Currency integration, the source decomposition is discarded, making M-desires phenomenologically indistinguishable from A or I

	Axiom 4 (Confabulation): The narrative system generates post-hoc explanations that systematically misattribute M-driven desires to A or I

	Axiom 5 (Object Parasitism): M cannot generate independent Objects but operates by amplifying perceived value of A-I Objects through the Mimetic Premium

	Axiom 6 (Differential Satiation): M has no natural satiation signal because it records Salience rather than a deficit, and the Observer’s domain is unbounded; the comparative structure of Status and continuous reference-point reset are the downstream expression of this, not its cause (Section 8.5.1)

	Axiom 7 (Preconscious Transmission): M-signals are transmitted within the Transmission Window (60–340ms), prior to the 300–500ms threshold for conscious awareness

	Axiom 9 (Agent-Based Causal Default): Human causal cognition is architecturally optimised for agent-based explanations, which interacts with M-dynamics in later chapters when confabulation completes as scapegoating



Forward Connection

Chapter 9 (Neural Integration and Source Opacity) will formalise how A, I, and M converge in the Decision Hub to produce unified behavioural output, establishing the integration architecture that makes Source Opacity an inevitable consequence of Common-Currency valuation rather than a contingent feature. The timing constraints established in this chapter (§8.2.7) become the foundation for Chapter 9’s treatment of the Timing Barrier, which Chapter 9 distinguishes from Source Opacity.

Chapter 10 (The Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis) will then explain why the mimetic architecture described here, essential for ancestral cultural transmission, produces systematic pathology in modern environments whose complexity exceeds the computational capacity of the causal-inference system.


	Reciprocity (Chapter 2): Canonical definition of reciprocity as the convergent output of two coupled I-resolutions over a shared Hypothesis Space.


	Reciprocity-Confabulation Principle (Chapter 2): Establishes the temporal structure under which pre-AIM reciprocity-Beliefs are Type I Confabulations by category necessity and post-AIM reciprocity-Beliefs can become non-Confabulated for the first time.


	Positional Asymmetry Sub-Principle (Chapter 2): Establishes that the direction and magnitude of Mimetic Premium flow during reciprocity-equilibria are dictated by differential social position, not by differential cognition, because the cognitive architecture is invariant across Individuals.




What Would Falsify This?

The claims in this chapter would require significant revision if:


	Preconscious Transmission were found to be consciously mediated: If robust evidence demonstrated that mimetic valuation modulation requires conscious awareness of the Model’s influence, that is, if the Transmission Window (60–340ms) were shown not to be causally operative in social value transmission, then the Timing Barrier would be undermined; Source Opacity, which rests on integration alone, would stand. The behavioural signatures of M (model-dependence, observability-amplification) would remain, but the explanation for why M is hidden would require revision.


	M-driven desires were shown to generate independent Objects: If evidence demonstrated that Status or social rank could be directly pursued as a primary reward, without operating through A-I Object substrates, then the Object Parasitism claim (Axiom 5) would be falsified. This would require showing that individuals can pursue “pure Status” without any A-I Object serving as the vehicle.


	M were shown to satiate like A: If M-driven pursuits were found to produce durable satisfaction comparable to A-satiation (hunger satisfied by eating), if reference-point reset did not occur and hedonic adaptation did not erode M-gains, then the differential satiation dynamics (Axiom 6) would be falsified as applied to M.


	M-approach toward enemies were shown to resolve to avoidance, or reward-circuit engagement were shown not to track the approach decision. The Valence Inversion holds that the resultant signal the Decision Hub delivers on classifying a target as enemy is positive: approach. It does not hold that threat circuitry falls silent. Amygdala, insula and periaqueductal grey engagement during enemy-approach is the predicted physiological component of Phenomenological Collapse on an Observer-plus-Thinker threat-prior, not a Body Manager report of the enemy, and a criterion framed on the presence of threat activation would test nothing. Two demonstrations would falsify the inversion. The first is resultant avoidance: if the dominant behaviour toward identified enemies were withdrawal rather than pursuit, if Individuals and groups characteristically disengaged from enemies rather than monitoring them, seeking them out and investing resources in engaging them, the inversion would be false at the behavioural level at which it is stated. The second is a dissociation of reward engagement from the decision. Threat-region engagement should follow the threat-prior whereas reward-region engagement should follow the aggressive decision; that nucleus accumbens activity measured during the aggressive decision predicts the severity of the retaliation chosen is consistent with this separation (Chester & DeWall, 2016). If reward-region engagement were found to track provocation and to be invariant to the decision, the reward channel would not be carrying the approach signal the framework locates there, and the inversion would lose its mechanism.


	M-signals were shown to carry distinctive anchoring phenomenology equivalent to A’s bodily sensation or to the I-channel’s work directed at a named Object for a stated purpose. If evidence demonstrated that M-driven desires arrive with a felt quality that reliably distinguishes them from A and I desires (without requiring external behavioural tests), the Legibility Gradient claim would be falsified, and the explanation for why M is uniquely concealed by the Camouflage Architecture would require revision.


	Interaction Necessity were violated: Mimetic Premium compounding survived the severing of a single internal coupling. The framework holds that Mimetic Premium compounding is the product of three internal couplings operating together (Salience to the Decision Hub’s weighting on M, that weighting to realised valuation, and realised valuation back into the environment’s Observability field), so that the compounding exists only when the loop is closed. This licenses a precise, breakable prediction: severing any one of the three couplings should collapse Mimetic Premium compounding even when the other two remain fully intact. If an intervention that cleanly breaks a single coupling (for instance, cutting the Observability feedback while leaving the Salience-to-weighting and weighting-to-valuation links untouched) left compounding undiminished, then compounding would not be the closed-loop product the framework claims, and the M-architecture would be falsified at this point. This is the near neighbour of the independent-manipulability evidence of Section 8.9, and the two claims must be held together without conflation: independent manipulability establishes that the three sources (A, I, M) are separable, whereas Interaction Necessity establishes that the three internal couplings of the M-loop are not, breaking any one collapses the compounding. A demonstration that any two couplings suffice is a demonstration that the framework is wrong about the mechanism.


	Temporal Mediation were violated: the fast mediator did not precede valuation, or did not scale with Salience. The framework holds that M-driven valuation is generated by a fast mediator (the Preconscious Transmission channel of Section 8.2.7) operating before conscious valuation and within the Transmission Window. This licenses a second breakable prediction with two conjoined parts. First, the fast mediator must precede the valuation update: the mimetic signal must be measurable earlier in the processing stream than the valuation shift it is claimed to cause. Second, the mediator must scale with Salience: as the Salience of the observed Model or Object rises, the magnitude of the mediating signal must rise correspondingly, and the downstream valuation shift must track it. A mediator that followed the valuation update rather than preceding it would reverse the causal arrow the framework asserts (and would vindicate the rational-social-learning ordering rejected in Appendix 8F.3); a mediator invariant to Salience would fail to be the M-specific channel the framework identifies, since Salience-sensitivity is the signature distinguishing M-transmission from generic perceptual processing. If the fast mediator cannot be found, or is found but does not precede valuation, or is found but does not scale with Salience, the temporal architecture on which Source Opacity and Confabulation both depend is falsified.


	The valence gate were shown not to hold: installation occurred without directional valence, or failed to follow it. Section 8.1.3 derives the catching of desire from three premises, of which two are architectural (the Object-Precedence Principle and Source Opacity), and one is empirical: that the Salience spike Individual-detection produces binds to the perceived Individual and directs attention, and that installation toward another Object follows only the perceived Individual’s directional valence toward it, in the sign of that valence. This licenses a breakable prediction in two parts. First, where an Individual is co-present with an Object, or oriented toward it by a passing glance or by position, with no valence readable in the conduct, the observer’s subsequent valuation of that Object should not differ from a matched control in which no Individual is present. Second, where the Individual’s conduct toward the Object carries valence, the observer’s valuation of that Object should shift in the sign of the valence. If, in adequately powered tests, mere co-presence or valence-free orientation reliably shifted observers’ valuation of the Object, or valenced conduct toward an Object failed to shift its valuation in the sign of the valence, the gate clause of the Minimum Installation Condition is mis-specified. The framework’s downstream results would largely survive the first failure, since valenced conduct carries the observable phenomena, but the derivation at Section 8.1.3 would not; the second failure would remove the mechanism by which Mimetic Desire is caught.


	The Object-Precedence Principle were violated: the Observer emitted Salience over an Object it had no way to receive. The Object-Precedence Principle (Section 8.3) holds that every Object the Observer can charge with Salience must already exist and already be present in the Thinker-parsed field before the cycle that charges it. Two demonstrations would falsify it. The first is Observer-native Objects: Salience emitted over an Object that no observation has presented as a valenced target and that the Thinker has not parsed as a candidate, with no A-I substrate and no observation history. The second is Object-construction completed within the Transmission Window, without the Thinker’s deliberative and temporally extended parsing. Neither has been observed, and the second is additionally excluded by the timing asymmetry of Axiom 7 together with the Decision Hub’s action-bearing specification, so the first carries the real risk. If either were demonstrated, the Observer would be an independent generator of Objects, Object Parasitism would lose its ground, and the localisation of the failure at I-resolution rather than at M would not survive.


	The ascent were shown not to sort on motivational composition. Section 8.12.4 holds that apex occupancies over-represent Individuals of high wM by two routes: differential valuation of an exclusive occupancy, and selection criteria coupled to the signals the Observer reads. This licenses a comparison between pools rather than a claim about persons. If occupants of comparable roles selected through High-Theatre mechanisms were found to hold protected out-of-role I-domains at the same rate as occupants selected through Contribution-Tracked Authority, matched on the role’s craft demands, then neither route is operating and the selection result is false. Apex M-Capture and Apex M-Dysfunction would survive this, since both concern whoever arrives, but the claim that the ascent determines who arrives, and with it the case for locating the intervention at selection, would not.


	The emission gate were shown not to hold off selection. Section 8.11.5 holds that the sparse middle of voluntarily emitted evaluations is produced by the cost of emission and not by selection, and that only the positive skew belongs to selection. Disconfirming observation: a population evaluating Objects it did not select, under no audience or Self-Model cost, whose emitted evaluations are distributed proportionally to the underlying evaluations rather than concentrated at both extremes. Standard: a within-population comparison of selectors and non-selectors on the same Objects, with the gate cost held constant. What fails: the emission gate as an architectural consequence of magnitude-governed action selection; the channel gate and Valence-Neutral Status are untouched.




Items 6, 7, 8 and 9 are the framework’s operational falsifiers at the survivable scales, and they are stated in the spirit set out in Section 3.9.2: the framework names them because it wants them tested, and a clean refutation of either would be a service rather than a defeat, locating precisely which component of the M-architecture is mis-specified. Interaction Necessity, Temporal Mediation, the valence gate and Object-Precedence are singled out here because they are the most directly testable of the chapter’s criteria (each can be run at short timescale, in the laboratory or in bounded field settings, on populations that persist after the test), which is exactly why they carry the operational falsification burden that the civilisational-scale claims cannot.
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Appendix 8A: Citation Support for Key Claims









	Claim
	Primary Citation
	Supporting Citations





	Mirror neurons fire for observed and performed actions
	Rizzolatti & Craighero (2004)
	Gallese et al. (1996); Iacoboni (2009)



	Observed choices modulate vmPFC/VS valuation
	Lebreton et al. (2012)
	Campbell-Meiklejohn et al. (2010)



	Social approval activates reward circuits
	Izuma et al. (2008)
	Davey et al. (2010); Jones et al. (2011)



	Brain encodes relative rank
	Zink et al. (2008)
	Ly et al. (2011); Kumaran et al. (2016)



	Wanting-liking dissociation
	Berridge & Robinson (2016)
	Berridge (2009); Robinson & Berridge (1993)



	Enemy-approach engages reward circuitry (bounded: threat circuitry co-activates)
	Chester & DeWall (2016)
	Bertsch et al. (2020); Chester (2017); Boccadoro et al. (2021)



	Hedonic treadmill / adaptation
	Frederick & Loewenstein (1999)
	Brickman & Campbell (1971); Lyubomirsky (2011)



	Easterlin Paradox
	Easterlin (1974, 2010)
	Clark et al. (2008); Stevenson & Wolfers (2008)



	Mirror neuron timing (100–300ms within the broader Transmission Window, 60–340ms)
	Kilner et al. (2004)
	Caetano et al. (2007); Borroni et al. (2005)



	Conscious awareness threshold (300–500ms)
	Libet (1985)
	Dehaene (2014); Koch (2004)



	Prediction-Adoption Entailment: predictive coding does not dissolve mimetic transmission
	Kilner et al. (2004); Lebreton et al. (2012)
	Campbell-Meiklejohn et al. (2010); Libet (1985); Dehaene (2014)



	Confabulation Inversion: rational social learning reverses the causal arrow
	Lebreton et al. (2012)
	Campbell-Meiklejohn et al. (2010); Bayesian Blind Spot analysis



	Overjustification effect
	Deci et al. (1999) meta-analysis
	Lepper et al. (1973); Cameron & Pierce (1994)



	Girardian mimetic theory
	Girard (1961, 1972)
	Girard (1978, 2001); Palaver (2013)







Appendix 8B: Common Errors in Understanding M









	Error
	Why It Occurs
	Correction





	“M is just wanting what others have”
	Conflation with envy
	M installs Salience that resolves as wanting, which may or may not produce envy; envy is emotional response, M is motivational source



	“M only applies to luxury goods”
	Paradigmatic examples involve conspicuous consumption
	M operates wherever social observation and Status-tracking occur, including careers, relationships, beliefs, credentials



	“M is conscious imitation”
	Conflation with deliberate copying
	M operates preconsciously within the Transmission Window (60–340ms); the Individual never consciously decides to want what Models want



	“M is irrational”
	Assumes A-I evaluation sets the rationality standard
	M is arational: neither rational nor irrational: because it operates prior to rational evaluation; calling it irrational misapplies categories



	“M can be overcome through self-awareness”
	Assumes Source Opacity can be penetrated through effort
	Source Opacity is architectural, not attentional; self-awareness cannot recover a source decomposition that integration destroyed



	“M is always destructive”
	Focus on rivalry cases
	M enables cultural learning, skill transmission, and prosocial coordination; Positive Mimesis is as real as Negative Mimesis



	“M is strategic Status-seeking”
	Assumes conscious calculation
	M installs Salience preconsciously without requiring strategic reasoning about Status benefits



	“Resisting peer pressure defeats M”
	Conflation with conscious social pressure
	Peer pressure is felt external force; M produces internal desire indistinguishable from “authentic” wanting







Appendix 8C: Research Directions

The framework generates specific empirical predictions that await testing:

Neural imaging studies: - Does vmPFC/VS activation pattern differ systematically between M-driven and I-driven pursuit of the same Object? - Can Model-Status manipulations modulate valuation signals in real-time during observed choice? - Does reference-point reset produce measurable shifts in baseline striatal activity?

Behavioural studies: - Do visibility manipulations produce larger effects for M-predicted targets than A or I targets? - Does audience removal eliminate motivation for M-predicted activities while preserving I-motivation? - Can mediation structure (external vs. internal) predict rivalry escalation in controlled competitions?

Longitudinal studies: - Do M-driven achievements show characteristic satisfaction-decay trajectories? - Does I-engagement produce different long-term wellbeing patterns than M-competition in matched samples? - Can reference-group manipulations shift consumption patterns toward A-I and away from M?

Cross-cultural studies: - Do cultures with different visibility norms show predicted differences in M-salience? - Does collectivist/individualist cultural framing affect M-dynamics as the framework predicts? - Are mediation patterns (external vs. internal) culturally variable in ways that affect rivalry rates?

Intervention studies: - Can structured I-domains reduce M-contamination in educational settings? - Does A-floor security reduce destructive M-competition in economic behaviour? - Can observability-reduction interventions decrease M-driven consumption in field settings?

These studies would test not merely whether M exists (the neuroscience is robust), but whether the AIM Framework’s specific claims about M’s properties and dynamics generate superior predictions compared to undifferentiated models.



Appendix 8D: Diagram Placeholders

Diagram 8.X: The Legibility Gradient

Description: Three parallel signal paths (A, I, M) entering the Decision Hub from the left. Each path shows the valence signal type (deficit/surplus, requirement/supply, bare approach/recoil), the anchoring phenomenology (strong, moderate, none), and the Confabulation constraint width (narrow, moderate, wide). Each path’s valence is signed under the Signed Valuation Principle (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.0). The M-path’s wide Confabulation window is visually emphasised. At the Decision Hub convergence point, all three lose source-tags (Source Opacity annotation). Output is a single Scalar.

Diagram 8.Y: The Valence Inversion

Description: Split diagram. Left panel: “Observer-plus-Thinker avoidance” shows Enemy → Threat-prior (Belief Register) → Observer-signed negative Salience → Avoidance (the prediction that does not match observed behaviour). Right panel: “M-Logic” shows Enemy → Prey Detection → Positive Valence → Approach → Source Opacity strips tag → Confabulation completes (two branches: Elimination-as-Peace Narrative and Status Capture Narrative, each looping back via Reference-Set Reset to a new target to regenerate approach). This pairing is the Dual-Role Confabulation signature (Chapter 11).



Appendix 8E: Housing NMP Worked Example

Appendix 8E. Housing NMP Worked Example. As with Section 8.13.2, this appendix is a proof of concept and not a measurement: every parameter is stipulated for the demonstration and every figure is arithmetic performed on stipulated parameters. It decomposes Net Mimetic Position across cash, first-home (eighty percent loan-to-value ratio, thirty-year amortisation, six percent), and renter (thirty-year horizon, three percent annual rental increase) trajectories, traced per period across the Appetitive, Intrinsic, and Mimetic Premium components of price. The trajectories are illustrative of the method; they are not claims about any transaction, and the components would differ for any two purchasers of the same property. The appendix table is the canonical spreadsheet referenced in Section 8.13.2.



Appendix 8F: Anticipated Critiques

This appendix answers the objections the chapter’s argument invites. None of the derivation depends on them: the chain from Section 8.1 to Section 8.15 stands or falls on its own premises.

Each critique is stated first in the form a critic would put it, and then answered. A reader who wants the objections dealt with before accepting the argument should read this appendix after Section 8.2, where the chapter’s empirical commitments are made.

All six answers rest on the same three architectural facts, stated once here. First, the Observer installs Salience over an Object on the valence it reads in another Individual’s conduct toward that Object, so nothing in the mechanism requires that a goal be read (Section 8.1.3). Second, whatever is registered upstream projects to the valuation circuitry and enters the integrated Scalar (Section 8.2.2). Third, Common-Currency Integration destroys the source-tag, and the Data Processing Inequality makes that loss irrecoverable at any speed (Section 8.2.7). An objection that leaves these three standing does not reach the mechanism, whatever it establishes about the upstream computation.

Appendix 8F.1: The Burden on Alternative Accounts

The critique. “Mirror neurons don’t do what you claim. The evidence supports action-mapping, not cultural transmission.”

The answer.

Some neuroscientists may resist the claim that mirror neurons underpin all characteristics attributed to Mimetic Desire. Contemporary reviews note that evidence is strongest for action-mapping rather than high-level cultural transmission. Resolving it clarifies the framework’s actual epistemic structure.

The AIM Framework is fundamentally a behavioural taxonomy. The three sources are distinguished by observable signatures: A satiates episodically with physiological deficit correction; I persists under audience-removal and deepens with engagement; M exhibits model-dependence, observability-amplification, comparison-constitution, and structural non-satiation. These behavioural patterns are the framework’s foundation, they can be identified and measured without reference to neural mechanisms.

Neuroscience provides the mechanistic account of how these behavioural patterns arise: mirror neurons transmitting observed goals, social reward circuits processing Status, Common-Currency integration producing Source Opacity. The AIM Framework does not claim mirror neurons alone produce M. M emerges from the convergence of mirror systems, social reward circuits, and common-currency valuation. This neural account is offered as the best current explanation for the observed signatures, not as the signatures’ epistemic foundation.

Neuroscientists who reject mirror neurons as part of the explanation for M-phenomena face the burden of providing an alternative mechanism that accounts for the same behavioural patterns, particularly that socially transmitted desires are experienced as authentically the Individual’s own, without conscious access to their social origin. Social reward circuits explain why Status feels rewarding; observational learning explains how watching others updates Beliefs. What remains unexplained without mirror-like mechanisms is how desire itself is transmitted in a way that leaves no phenomenological trace of the Model. The preconscious timing of mirror-neuron activation is the human substrate’s account of why the Mimetic channel leaves no phenomenological residue; the tag-stripping, and the category under which a residue-free signal is then received, are architectural and hold of any system that integrates three sources into one Scalar. Alternative accounts of the substrate must explain the same experiential signature.

Appendix 8F.2: The Prediction-Adoption Entailment

The critique. “Mirror neuron firing is predictive coding, not imitation. The observer is predicting the Model’s next action, not copying anything, so no transmission occurs.”

The answer.

A likely objection to the neural architecture established at Section 8.2 runs as follows: mirror neuron firing does not constitute imitation or desire-transmission but rather predictive coding. On this account, the observer’s brain is not copying the Model’s goal but merely predicting the Model’s next action for purposes of social cognition. If prediction is all that occurs, the objection concludes, there is no mimetic transmission and no M-signal enters the Decision Hub.

This objection misidentifies the locus of the AIM claim. AIM does not depend on a particular interpretation of what mirror neurons “are for.” It depends on what the established components and connections do when operating together. The argument proceeds in three steps.

Step 1. Prediction of goal-directed action requires internal modelling of the goal.

Predictive coding is not a passive registration of sensory input. To predict that a Model will reach for Object X rather than Object Y, the observer’s brain will, downstream of the salience response, construct a representation of the goal-state toward which the Model’s action is directed; that representation is a refinement of an Object already marked salient, not the origin of its salience. This is not controversial within the predictive coding literature itself. Kilner, Vargas, Duval, Blakemore, and Sirigu (2004) demonstrated that mirror neurons fire predictively, up to 480 milliseconds before the observed action occurs, indicating that the system represents the intention behind the action, not merely the visible movement. Whether this representation is called a “prediction,” a “simulation,” or a “mirror” is a labelling choice. The functional content is identical: the observer’s brain now contains a representation of the Model’s goal. This representation is relational in structure, it is a representation of the Model, Object configuration, not an atomic representation of the Object alone, and it is the salience of the Model-attended Object, of which this relational representation is the downstream elaboration, that is carried to the valuation circuitry described in Step 2. Step 2. The salience of the Model-attended Object modulates valuation in the Decision Hub.

The critical empirical fact is not that mirror neurons fire but where the signal projects. Lebreton, Kawa, Forgeot d’Arc, Daunizeau, and Pessiglione (2012) demonstrated that observed choices modulate the observer’s own Object-valuation in vmPFC (the ventromedial prefrontal cortex, the part of the brain that assigns value to options), and ventral striatum (the reward-processing region that registers how much something is “wanted”), the core structures of the Decision Hub. Campbell-Meiklejohn, Bach, Roepstorff, Dolan, and Frith (2010) confirmed that social valuation information directly modulates subjective value signals in the observer’s brain, even when participants reported that others’ opinions had not influenced them. The projection pathway runs from the salience-detection substrate to the valuation architecture. This pathway is not contingent on whether the upstream computation is classified as “prediction”, “imitation”, or “association”: each is a way of building or refining the salience-marked Object-representation. The downstream consequence is the same: the salience of the Model-attended Object enters the Common-Currency comparator and modulates the value assigned to it. Step 3. A valuation-modulation that enters the Decision Hub just is a desire, functionally speaking.

The Decision Hub does not maintain labelled channels. It receives scalar value contributions from upstream sources, integrates them through Common-Currency Integration (the weighted summation process described in Chapter 9), and produces a single output: the highest-valued option for behavioural selection. There is no representational layer between “X has increased value in vmPFC/ventral striatum” and “I am now more likely to pursue X.” If the Model-attended Object’s salience has modulated the value assigned to X upward, then X is now more likely to be selected for pursuit. This is what it means to want something in the functional vocabulary of the Decision Hub: the Object carries elevated integrated value. The Filter Burden.

The conjunction of Steps 1 through 3 generates a conditional that the predictive-coding objector must defeat:

If a system (a) registers another agent’s goal-directed action at preconscious latencies, in whatever terms the objector prefers, (b) projects the result to its own valuation circuits, and (c) integrates the resulting signal through Common-Currency Integration, then the Object so marked carries elevated value in the system’s own valuation, and the system will act on that elevation as its own.

The antecedent is stated in the objector’s vocabulary deliberately. The framework does not need the modelling to be goal-modelling, or the transfer to be goal-transfer; it needs only that something crosses and is integrated. What the conclusion asserts is not that a goal has been copied but that a valuation has been elevated and its provenance destroyed, which is what Section 8.1.3 derives and what the objector’s own three facts already supply.

To resist this conclusion, the objector must demonstrate one of two things.

First, a filter mechanism that intercepts the salience before it modulates valuation, operating at the same preconscious timescale (the Transmission Window). No such mechanism has been identified, and conscious evaluation becomes possible only later (Libet, 1985; Dehaene, 2014), by which point the modulation is complete. The filter would need to be both preconscious and discriminating, and any filter capable of discriminating would require a prior valuation of the signal in order to decide whether to admit it, which is a regress: the system must want or not-want before the filter can decide whether to pass the signal to the wanting system.

The deeper point is that prediction and imitation are not alternative accounts of what the mirror-neuron system does. Under the architectural conditions set out above, the upstream label is idle: a salient Individual’s attention transfers Salience to the Object, that Salience modulates valuation, and the tag is stripped at integration, whether the upstream computation is called prediction, imitation or association. Those accounts differ in the fidelity of a downstream, checkable goal-representation, never in whether transmission occurs. The distinction would matter only if the prediction were quarantined in a module that did not feed the Decision Hub, and the projection to ventral striatum is precisely what rules that out (Lebreton et al., 2012; Campbell-Meiklejohn et al., 2010).

The neural label is irrelevant to the functional conclusion.


	From the architecture (top-down): The known components and connections entail that the Salience installed on the observed Object enters the Individual’s own valuation. No additional Hypothesis is required.

	From the behaviour (bottom-up via OCEP): The observed outputs (valuation modulation, below-awareness social influence) demand a mechanism with exactly these properties. Any mechanism meeting the specification produces mimetic transmission regardless of label.

	From information theory (lateral): The Data Processing Inequality, which is a mathematical principle rather than an empirical claim, proves that source-tags cannot survive Common-Currency Integration. This holds for any upstream computation, whether called prediction, simulation, or mirroring.



Appendix 8F.3: The Confabulation Inversion

The critique. “This is just rational social learning. Models often know things; observing them is evidence, and acting on evidence is not contagion.”

The answer.

A second line of objection concedes that mirror-neuron systems may transmit goal-representations to the Decision Hub, but argues that the real-world significance of this transmission is marginal. In practice, the objection runs, Models often possess relevant information about Objects. When an Individual observes a knowledgeable Model pursuing Object X, the rational response is to update one’s Beliefs about X’s quality. What appears to be mimetic desire-transmission is, in most cases, rational social learning: the Individual acquires information about the Object from the Model, evaluates that information, and forms a desire on the basis of the evaluation. The desire is information-driven, not mimetically transmitted. This objection presupposes a specific causal ordering: information first, desire second. The Model possesses expertise; the Individual acquires information from the Model; the information generates the desire. If this ordering held, M would be explanatorily redundant in most real-world cases, because rational social learning would account for the same behavioural outputs without invoking a separate mimetic transmission mechanism.

The AIM architecture demonstrates that this ordering is reversed.

Step 1. M transmits Salience, not information about the Object.

The mechanism established at Section 8.2 (mirror-neuron activation within the Transmission Window, projection to vmPFC and ventral striatum, Common-Currency Integration before conscious access) transmits a valuation-modulation, not a propositional Belief. What crosses from Model to Individual is not “X has property P” but “X carries elevated value.” In Lebreton, Kawa, Forgeot d’Arc, Daunizeau, and Pessiglione (2012), participants’ valuation of Objects increased after observing Models choose those Objects, even though each chosen Object was identical to its unchosen twin except in colour, so that the choice carried no information about which was better. The desire arrived without any information arriving alongside it. In real-world conditions, information about the Object may also be available. But the mimetic valuation-modulation operates at preconscious latencies and completes before any propositional content about the Object can be consciously evaluated. The desire is already integrated in the Decision Hub before the Individual begins to think about why the Object might be worth pursuing. Step 2. Confabulation generates the “information” downstream of desire-acquisition.

Once the desire has been adopted and its source-tag destroyed through Common-Currency Integration (Source Opacity, Axiom 3), the Individual now possesses elevated wanting for Object X without any phenomenological marker of where that wanting originated. Confabulation (Axiom 4) then activates: the left-hemisphere interpreter generates a plausible narrative explaining the desire. This narrative draws on available information about the Object, and it will typically present as an informational justification: “I want this house because it’s well-built, in a good location, and suits my needs.” “I want this career because it aligns with my skills and interests.” “I want this product because it has excellent reviews.” Each of these justifications references real properties of the Object. The house is well-built.

The career does suit some of the Individual’s skills. The product does have good reviews. Object Parasitism (Axiom 5) guarantees that genuine A-I reasons are always available, because M can only attach to Objects with prior A-I function. The mechanism is temporal. The Individual did not evaluate these properties and then form the desire. The desire arrived first (preconscious mimetic transmission), and the informational justification was constructed afterwards (Confabulation). What the “rational social learning” account treats as the cause of the desire is actually its effect. The Individual experiences the sequence as “I learned about X’s properties and decided I wanted it.” The actual sequence is “I caught the desire for X and then generated reasons for wanting it.”

Step 3. The confabulated Salience is why the desire persists.

This inversion explains a phenomenon that the rational social learning account cannot: the persistence of M-driven desires long after the initial acquisition event. If the desire were information-driven, it should be as revisable as the information that generated it. New information contradicting the original assessment should extinguish or reduce the desire. But M-driven desires are characteristically resistant to contradicting information. The persistence mechanism operates through the Self-Model. Once Confabulation has generated a narrative (“I want X because of properties P, Q, R”), that narrative enters the Individual’s Self-Model as a Belief about their own preferences. Subsequent Bayesian updating operates on this Self-Model: “I am someone who values P, Q, R. X has P, Q, R.

Therefore wanting X is consistent with who I am.” Each rehearsal of the confabulated narrative strengthens the posterior probability that the desire is authentic. Challenge to the narrative triggers defensive elaboration (intensification under challenge), not correction, because the narrative has become evidence for the Self-Model.The desire persists not because the Individual received compelling information, but because the Individual ascribed their own confabulated Salience to a desire they caught. The “information” anchoring the desire was manufactured internally. It is the Individual’s own product, integrated into their identity. Revising it would require revising the Self-Model, which Bayesian updating resists absent overwhelming contradicting evidence, because the accumulated posterior from repeated confabulation-rehearsal is already high. Step 4. The external information environment is itself contaminated.

When the Individual does seek external information about the desired Object (as the rational social learning account assumes they do), they enter an information environment populated by other Individuals who also caught the desire mimetically and also confabulated reasons for it. Consider housing. Individual A catches a mimetically transmitted desire for a house in a particular suburb (the Model, a high-Status colleague, recently purchased there). A confabulates: “It’s a great suburb, excellent schools, strong community.” A then seeks information and finds: property reviews praising the suburb’s character, real estate agents describing strong demand, neighbours expressing satisfaction with their purchase, news articles reporting rising prices. Each of these information sources is produced by Individuals who are themselves subject to the same architecture. The property reviewer caught the suburb’s desirability mimetically and confabulated quality-based reasons.

The real estate agent’s assessment reflects the coupled Belief system of the market (high Coupling Strength). (This regime is a tracked state, not a permanent property. High coupling folds (Appendix A, Section A.5.3), discharging the decoherence-cost ledger of Appendix 14A.10, and the market rebuilds in the same form, because a home’s qualities — continuous A-satisfaction, I-enablement (privacy, space, the conditions of undistracted engagement), and standing wealth-signal — survive the fold and determine the institution that occupies the slot (the Housing Exception Principle). On coupling as a tracked state, see Appendix A, Sections A.12.6 and A.12.4.) The neighbours’ satisfaction is itself confabulated (they too caught the desire and constructed retrospective justifications). The price data is the output of a coupled system in which Beliefs track social consensus rather than external reality. The “information” the Individual gathers is not independent evidence about the Object’s properties. It is the aggregated output of other Individuals’ Confabulations about the same Object, each of which was generated downstream of their own mimetic desire-acquisition. The Individual experiences this as “I researched it thoroughly and the evidence supports my preference.” The actual structure is: mimetically transmitted desires, operating across a population, generate a self-confirming information environment through mass Confabulation about the same Object.

The Diagnostic Reversal.

The rational social learning account asks: “How do we reliably attribute a given desire to M rather than to information rationally acquired from the Model’s expertise?” The AIM architecture reveals that this question is malformed. It assumes a clean separation between information-driven and mimetically-driven desire that the architecture does not permit, because the “information” that supposedly drives the desire is itself a downstream product of mimetic transmission processed through Confabulation.

The correct diagnostic is temporal and structural, not informational:


	Temporal: Did the wanting precede the information-gathering? If the Individual felt drawn to the Object before they could articulate properties justifying the attraction, the causal arrow runs from desire to information, not the reverse. The preconscious timing of Preconscious Transmission (the Transmission Window) versus conscious evaluation makes this the default sequence for any Object where a Model was observed.- Structural (audience-dependence): Does the desire intensify under observation and diminish under audience removal? Information-driven desire should be audience-independent (the Object’s properties do not change when no one is watching). M-driven desire is audience-dependent because M responds to observability.- Structural (Model-tracking): Does the desire track the Model rather than the Object? If the Individual’s desire shifts when the Model abandons the Object, or intensifies when a higher-Status Model adopts it, the desire is tracking the Model’s wanting, not the Object’s properties. Information about the Object has not changed; only the mimetic signal has.- Structural (persistence without functional engagement): Does the desire persist even when the Individual does not functionally engage with the Object? The Individual who “wants” to learn piano but never practises, who “wants” the prestigious career but finds the actual work tedious, who “wants” the house but rarely uses its amenities, is exhibiting M-persistence without I-engagement or A-function, a signature that information-driven desire cannot produce. The Burden Shift.



The conjunction of Steps 1 through 4 eliminates the “rational social learning” escape route on purely architectural grounds:


	The desire arrives before information can be evaluated (Preconscious Transmission).

	The “information” justifying the desire is generated after adoption (Confabulation).

	The desire persists because it has been woven into the Self-Model, not because the information is compelling (confabulated Salience).

	The external information environment confirms the desire because it consists of other Individuals’ Confabulations about the same Object (contaminated evidence base).



The critic who wishes to maintain that a given desire is information-driven rather than mimetically transmitted must therefore demonstrate that the informational evaluation preceded the wanting, against the timing architecture; that the justification was formed independently of Confabulation, against Axiom 4; that the desire would persist unchanged under audience removal and Model-substitution, against M’s defining signatures; and that the information environment consulted was not itself constituted by other Individuals’ confabulated responses to the same transmitted Salience. No real-world case satisfies all four. The rational-social-learning reading survives only in the controlled setting where Lebreton and colleagues eliminated it by design, using random choices carrying zero information, which is what exposed the M-signal underneath. In the world the two are never cleanly separable, and that is not because M is marginal but because Confabulation guarantees it will always present as informational justification.

Appendix 8F.4: The Architectural Absence Test

The critique. “If the content is what matters, artificial systems trained on human output should show the same dynamics. They don’t, which suggests your mechanism is doing no work.”

The answer.

Sections 8.1 and 8.2 established that any mechanism satisfying three conditions (preconscious registration of an observed Individual, projection to valuation circuits, Common-Currency Integration destroying source-tags) entails mimetic transmission. The Prediction-Adoption Entailment (Appendix 8F.2) demonstrated that the neural label is irrelevant to the functional conclusion. The Confabulation Inversion (Appendix 8F.3) demonstrated that informational justification is manufactured downstream of desire-acquisition, not upstream. A further confirmation of this architectural argument is now available through an existence proof by absence.

Artificial intelligence systems process human-generated content, generate functional valuations (ranking options for selection), and produce outputs responsive to the same informational environment that humans inhabit. Large language models trained on human text inherit the distributional patterns of human cognition, including patterns generated by M-dynamics: the prestige associations, Status hierarchies, and social-proof weightings that pervade the training corpus. What AI systems do not possess is the biological architecture specified in the preceding sections: mirror-neuron systems, social-reward circuits projecting to ventral striatum, or any preconscious channel operating within the Transmission Window that installs Salience from observed Individuals into a valuation hub before conscious gating.

This architectural absence has a specific diagnostic consequence. If Preconscious Transmission is the mechanism that generates M-driven wanting (Axiom 7), and if Source Opacity is the inevitable cost of Common-Currency Integration (Section 8.2.7), then a system lacking Preconscious Transmission should exhibit a characteristic signature: it should be capable of processing M-contaminated content (the training data is saturated with M-outputs) without generating new M-driven valuations of its own. The AI does not want what its training data describes people wanting. It can represent the pattern “humans desire X when high-Status Models pursue X” without itself experiencing elevated valuation of X upon observing a Model pursue it. The content is present. The contagion mechanism is absent. That divergence is what AI Motivational Architecture names: the behavioural-analogue construct describing how artificial intelligence systems generate output that resembles A-driven, I-driven, or M-driven human behaviour without architecturally instantiating any of the three AIM sources.

This matters for two reasons.

First, it provides an independent confirmation of the Preconscious Transmission mechanism’s causal role. If M-dynamics were generated by informational content alone (by the rational social learning account addressed in Appendix 8F.3), then any system processing the same information should generate the same M-outputs. AI processes the same content and does not generate M-driven wanting. The divergence isolates the mechanism: it is not the content but the preconscious biological channel through which the content arrives that produces Preconscious Transmission. The informational account predicts AI should exhibit M. The architectural account predicts it should not. AI does not. The architectural account is confirmed.

More precisely: a non-biological system that lacks the Belief Register and the AIM Operational Loop (Chapter 4, Sections 4.4.7, 4.4.8 and 4.4.9) can produce outputs that an Individual receives and can in some cases transmit content to an Individual through ordinary perceptual channels. What such a system cannot do is acquire mimetic valuations preconsciously through its own architecture. It does not catch others’ desires within the Transmission Window; it has no Preconscious Transmission step of its own. It can represent the distributional pattern of human M-outputs without becoming a host for the dynamics those outputs generate.

Second, it strengthens the Mimetic Trade-Off Principle by making the bargain’s terms precisely specifiable. The bargain is not with “social cognition” generally or with “cultural capacity” abstractly. It is specifically with the preconscious mirror-neuron-to-valuation-circuit pathway. AI demonstrates that cultural content can be processed, transmitted, and even generated without that pathway and therefore without the M-contagion that pathway produces. The bargain’s cost specific to the pathway is its speed, which leaves no registered acquisition. Source Opacity is the cost of integration in any system, and Confabulation and Object Parasitism are the cost of the M-channel the pathway feeds entering that integration, not of cultural processing as such.

These two points establish the principle. The diagnostic possibilities that follow from systematic human-AI comparison on identical decision tasks (holding informational content constant while varying the presence of the Preconscious Transmission mechanism) are substantial: the divergence between human output (M-contaminated), and AI output (M-free but content-equivalent) is a candidate measure of the Mimetic Premium in operation. That comparison is the Mimetic-Contagion-Free Comparator. The Mimetic-Contagion-Free Comparator extends the logic of the AI Assay from detecting imported human patterns in AI to detecting M-specific patterns in humans, by exploiting the architectural absence as a control condition. The AI Null-Hypothesis Comparator Principle is that generalisation: an artificial system lacking Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, and Mimetic Desire is the null-source comparator against which human behaviour-patterns can be tested for AIM-source signatures.

A further structural parallel reinforces the diagnostic value. When an AI system is asked to explain an error it exhibits behaviour structurally isomorphic to human Confabulation: process opacity produces post-hoc narrative from output plus context, yielding plausible but causally ungrounded explanations. That production is AI Confabulation: plausible gap-filling under Completion Pressure, not human source-attribution. Completion Pressure is the architectural compulsion to generate a response for any valid input even when accurate information is unavailable. The difference is directional constraint. Human Confabulation operates under the Camouflage Architecture and must present in A-sounding or I-sounding terms; AI confabulation has no equivalent imperative to conceal any particular source. Human Confabulation is therefore process opacity plus motivated concealment of the M-channel, and the systematic difference between them is itself a diagnostic for the M-contribution, visible only because the comparator makes it detectable by contrast.

A qualification is necessary. AI systems trained on human text do inherit M-generated patterns as content. The training data contains the outputs of M-dynamics: Status hierarchies encoded in word associations, prestige weightings in citation patterns, social-proof cascades in recommendation data. AI reproduces these patterns as distributional regularities without generating new M-contagion because it lacks the transmission channel. This distinction (inheriting M-outputs as content versus generating new M through architectural contagion) is the precise boundary that makes AI useful as a comparator. The AI has the content. It lacks the mechanism. The divergence between content-presence and mechanism-absence is the diagnostic window. That distinction is the Content-Mechanism Boundary: content inherited from human output can be present while the contagion mechanism remains absent, so an artificial system cannot be evaluated by content alone. See Chapter 14 (Quantum Epistemology), Section 14.10.4.7, for the architectural diagnosis of artificial intelligence outputs as endogenous evidence by default.

Appendix 8F.5: The Replacement Burden

The critique. “Desire originates within the Individual. You have redescribed ordinary motivation in unfamiliar vocabulary.”

The answer.

The three preceding arguments (the Prediction-Adoption Entailment at Appendix 8F.2, the Confabulation Inversion at Appendix 8F.3, and the Architectural Absence Test at Appendix 8F.4) each specify what an alternative account would have to establish. This section states that specification in its general form. AIM does not assert that desire arises socially; it specifies the mechanism by which desire becomes directed at any Object. The Body Manager supplies undirected pressure, the Thinker constructs and parses candidate Objects (Object-Precedence Principle, 8.3), the Observer charges those Objects with comparative Salience preconsciously, and the Decision Hub integrates the three inputs into a single Scalar from which the source-tag is destroyed. Each component is independently evidenced, and the projection from the mirror neuron system to the ventromedial prefrontal cortex and ventral striatum is measured, not postulated (Lebreton et al., 2012; Campbell-Meiklejohn et al., 2010).

The accounts that locate the origin of desire within the Individual are accommodated by this mechanism rather than opposed to it. On inspection they describe the Thinker, not the Observer. Biological drive theories describe undirected appetitive pressure (the Body Manager); innate-need and intrinsic-motivation theories describe Thinker-level engagement and Object-construction (Intrinsic Motivation); metaphysical accounts of striving describe that the system is in motion without specifying how its motion becomes directed at a particular Object. None supplies a mechanism by which a specific Object acquires elevated integrated value without passing through the Observer channel, a channel that, as the baseline function established at 8.2.8 shows, directs desire toward observed Objects even in the absence of any other Individual. What presents as spontaneous, endogenous desire is, under the architecture, Thinker function operating on a Thinker-constructed Object field.

An account that locates the origin of desire wholly within the Individual must therefore resolve a prior question: what does the mirror neuron system do? It is a confirmed structure, firing preconsciously on observed goal-directed behaviour and projecting directly to the valuation locus. Three resolutions are available and each is constrained. If it does nothing, the measured valuation modulation it produces is left unexplained. If it does something other than installing Salience on observed Objects, that function must be specified consistently with the fact that its output reaches the Decision Hub. If it installs Salience that is filtered before integration, the filter must be identified: a preconscious, goal-discriminating mechanism operating within the Transmission Window. No such filter has been identified, and any filter capable of goal-discrimination would require a prior valuation of the goal in order to decide whether to admit it, generating the regress set out at Appendix 8F.2. The function such a filter would perform is in fact the Thinker’s, in its I-Override mode. That system exists, but it operates after integration and after Source Opacity has destroyed the source-tag, which is why it produces Confabulation rather than accurate source-attribution. There is no pre-integration version of it.

The conditions under which this account would be displaced follow from the Replacement Requirement (Chapter 3). A mechanism confirmed at each component level is not displaced by phenomena it is said not to explain, nor by the intuition of spontaneous origin that Source Opacity predicts the Individual will report. It is displaced by an alternative mechanism that accounts for the same outputs (preconscious valuation modulation, the observability gradient, Model-tracking, comparison-constitution, structural non-satiation, and the Confabulation signature) accounts for them more parsimoniously, gives a consistent account of what the mirror neuron system does, and identifies where the present mechanism fails. These are the criteria for disconfirmation. They are stated so that the account can be tested against them.

The four rebuttals close at three levels jointly, which is why attacking any one leaves the conclusion standing. From the architecture, the known components and connections entail that Salience installed on an observed Object enters the Individual’s own valuation, and no additional hypothesis is required. From the behaviour, and by OCEP, the observed outputs (valuation modulation below awareness, audience-dependence, Model-tracking, structural non-satiation) demand a mechanism with exactly these properties. From information theory, the Data Processing Inequality establishes that source-tags cannot survive Common-Currency Integration whatever the upstream computation is called. Attacking the mirror-neuron interpretation leaves the behavioural evidence and the information-theoretic result intact; attacking the specific studies leaves the architectural logic and the OCEP obligation intact.

Appendix 8F.6: The Scope of the Transmission Claim

The critique. “Even granting the architecture, the transmission claim is stronger than your evidence supports.”

The answer.

The gate clause of the Minimum Installation Condition is established at Section 8.1.3 as part of the derivation, and is not restated here. Its bearing on the alternative accounts canvassed in this section is worth making explicit, because it determines how much the objections of Appendices 8F.2 and 8F.3 could win even if they were granted in full.

Both objections attack the claim that the Model’s goal or valuation is what crosses from Model to Subject. The predictive-coding objection holds that the observer’s brain is modelling rather than copying; the rational-social-learning objection holds that what crosses is information about the Object. The derivation at Section 8.1.3 does not rest on the disputed claim. It requires only that the Observer read a valence in an Individual’s conduct toward an Object, that the reading install Salience over that Object because the Observer’s output must be action-bearing (Section 8.3), and that integration destroy the distinction between Model-installed Salience and the Observer’s own reading of the Object before the Thinker is queried. None of these three is contested by either objection, and the third is a consequence of the Data Processing Inequality rather than an empirical claim at all.

The consequence is that the objections operate on how the valence is computed and not on whether it installs. Granting the predictive-coding reading in full changes the character of the computation by which the Observer reads the Model’s conduct; it leaves the installation intact, because installation never required a goal to have been read, only a valence. An objector who wishes to defeat the mechanism must therefore establish something stronger than either objection attempts: that valenced conduct toward an Object installs no Salience over it, or that Salience so installed attaches to no Object already in the field, or that the distinction between Model-installed Salience and the Observer’s own reading of the Object survives Common-Currency Integration. The first contradicts the Perceptual Primacy of the Observer, the second contradicts the Object-Precedence Principle, and the third contradicts Source Opacity.



Appendix 8F.7: Why the Structure Was Not Identified Earlier

Several research programmes reached parts of the pattern without reaching the architecture. Expectation States Theory (Berger, 1966; Ridgeway, 2001) described how performance expectations organise influence hierarchies; Goffman (1967) observed that deference and demeanor rituals constitute hierarchy rather than merely expressing it; Collins (2004) identified self-reinforcing attention concentration across interaction ritual chains; and Henrich and Gil-White (2001) proposed prestige-biased social learning as an evolved heuristic. Each captures real dynamics. None supplies what would explain the force driving the transfer, its invisibility to both parties, its survival-level urgency, or its failure to terminate on achievement. The answers are, respectively, the Salience contribution integrated in a deficit currency (Section 8.1.7), Source Opacity under the Data Processing Inequality (Section 8.2.7), the encoding of the Mimetic Premium deficit in the same Scalar as Appetitive deficit, and Differential Satiation. Henrich and Gil-White come closest and are subsumed as a special case: prestige-biased learning is the adaptive origin of the channel, but the architecture’s consequences extend past adaptive learning into rivalry escalation and non-terminating Status pursuit.

Girard’s own account remained outside mainstream social science for reasons that were structural rather than evidential. He described the triangular relation but could not say how a valuation crosses between Individuals, so the theory was vulnerable to dismissal as literary interpretation; his evidence was close reading, which offered no way to measure transmission or design an intervention; his vocabulary was addressed to humanists; and the foundational commitments of the relevant disciplines each excluded the hypothesis, economics treating preferences as exogenous, psychology treating introspection as reliable, philosophy treating the authentic self as the origin of its own desires. ***





	The Mimetic Premium construct introduced here, the price- or transfer-visible trace of mimetic inflation in Object valuation, is distinguished in Appendix A from M(t), the fast-timescale pre-integration Mimetic channel input to the Decision Hub. M(t) is the upstream drive; Mimetic Premium is the downstream transactional signature of the Mimetic channel’s weighted contribution to the integrated valuation, projected through the market or interaction structure. The distinction matters because the two quantities can move on different timescales, and interventions target them differently: Class 1 interventions (visibility suppression) reduce the exogenous input m_obs feeding M(t), while Class 2 interventions (Observability-feedback governance, Knowledge Patch, Salience engineering) reduce the Internal Loop Gain G that converts M(t) into compounding Mimetic Premium. The three Class 2 levers listed here operate at the within-Individual level; the two further network-scale channels (collective epistemic norms and institutional governance) are specified at Appendix A.5.7.7 and complete the five-channel Patch architecture supplied at Appendix A.6.4.↩︎







Chapter 9: Neural Integration and Source Opacity



Position Statement

This chapter establishes the neural integration architecture through which Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), and Mimetic Desire (M) combine to produce unified behavioural output, and identifies the epistemic constraints this architecture imposes on self-knowledge.

The chapter proceeds through six movements:

Movement A (Sections 9.1–9.5) establishes the static architecture: the Decision Hub as common-currency integration system, the AIM Integration Equation as functional description, composition and intensity as the two dimensions of motivated behaviour, neurodiversity as baseline assumption, and the Phenomenological Reality Principle that grounds AIM’s commitment to respecting source-signals as constitutive of felt experience.

Movement B (Sections 9.6–9.8) establishes the dynamic operation: the Decision Hub as continuously operating control system with feedback loops, Structural Restlessness as the emergent consequence of differential satiation dynamics, and habits as entries in the Decision Hub’s cached-value store that bypass real-time integration for efficiency.

Movement C (Sections 9.9–9.11) establishes the epistemic constraints: Source Opacity as the architectural consequence of common-currency integration; the Aggregation Gradient as the structural complement that identifies the dimension along which M-detection survives within-Individual concealment; and the timing architecture that places Preconscious Transmission before conscious awareness.

Movement D (Section 9.12) establishes the structural consequence: Confabulation as the Thinker’s response to the information gap created by Source Opacity.

Movement E (Sections 9.13–9.14) establishes compensatory mechanisms and implications: I-Override as the deliberative pathway that achieves source-discrimination by inference, and the implications for self-knowledge including the special challenges posed by habitual behaviour.

Movement F (Sections 9.15–9.20) applies the integration to relationships: romantic and sexual relationships as the joint output of the Body Manager, the Observer and the Thinker, and the Relational Specificity Principle; the three Collaborator subtypes; friendship; kinship; extraction and disengagement, the failure path on the Mimetic Premium axis and the dyadic ground of the Push-Pull Obligation Principle; and divergence and estrangement, the failure path on the Belief-Register axis.

The chapter’s central finding is that Source Opacity is not a contingent limitation but an architectural necessity: the same common-currency integration that enables unified decision-making among incommensurable inputs is the mechanism that destroys source-tags. The Individual cannot have both integrated valuation and preserved source-information: the architecture permits one or the other, and evolution selected for integration. This constraint is permanent and cannot be overcome through willpower, insight, or training. What can be achieved is compensatory discrimination through inferential methods (the Two-Question Diagnostic) that reconstruct source-information from available evidence after integration has occurred.



Dependency Statement

This chapter depends on: - Chapter 2 for the canonical definitions of all capitalised terms - Chapter 4, Section 4.4.12 for the component-function localisations on which the chapter’s architectural claims depend - Chapters 4–7 for the disaggregation argument and the established properties of Appetites (A), Intrinsic Motivation (I), and Mimetic Desire (M) as distinct motivational sources - Chapter 8 for the transmission mechanism of M (mirror-neuron systems, preconscious acquisition), Object Parasitism (M operates through A-I Objects, not independent M-Objects), and the Salience-Status Identity (Status is Salience aggregated across observers and averaged over time, derived at Chapter 8, Section 8.1.4)

(See Chapter 3 for the full treatment of OCEP as the scope-setting axiom for AIM, including the Completeness Criterion for General Theory Status and the Replacement Requirement.)



Methodological Note on Cited Evidence

This chapter cites empirical studies as the best available accounts of neural mechanisms underlying the outputs the AIM architecture must explain. The explanatory obligation is imposed by OCEP (Chapter 3): the human motivational system demonstrably produces common-currency integration, source-tag loss, and confabulation. These outputs require neural explanation. Where a cited study faces replication challenges, the relevant question under the Replacement Requirement (Chapter 3) is not whether the study is beyond dispute, but whether a superior account of the same output exists. If it does, AIM adopts the superior account. If it does not, the cited study remains the best available discharge of the obligation. The architecture of AIM depends on the outputs, not on any particular mechanistic study.



Derivation Preview

This chapter derives: - Source Opacity (Axiom 3) as architectural consequence of common-currency integration - Confabulation (Axiom 4) as structural response to the information gap Source Opacity creates - The Decision Hub as the neural locus of A-I-M integration - The AIM Integration Equation as functional description of common-currency valuation - The Phenomenological Reality Principle as normative foundation for respecting source-signals - Structural Restlessness as emergent consequence of differential satiation dynamics - Habits and the cached-value store as efficiency mechanism with compounded opacity effects - I-Override as compensatory mechanism operating through inferential reconstruction - I-Override Capacity as context-dependent variable and proper target of institutional design



Chapter Preview

9.1 The Decision Hub: Common-Currency Valuation: Establishes the neural architecture that integrates incommensurable motivational inputs into unified behavioural output.

9.2 The AIM Integration Equation: Provides the mathematical form of common-currency integration as functional description, not conscious calculation.

9.3 Composition and Intensity: Distinguishes the two dimensions of motivated behaviour: which sources contribute (composition) and how strongly (intensity).

9.4 Neurodiversity and Individual Variation: Establishes that the architecture is universal while the weights are individual; no two brains compute identical AIM profiles.

9.5 The Phenomenological Reality Principle: Establishes why AIM treats source-signals as paramount inputs deserving respect: they arrive involuntarily and constitute the Individual’s real felt experience.

9.6 The Decision Hub as Control System: Reframes the Decision Hub as continuously operating cybernetic architecture with feedback loops and error-correction.

9.7 Structural Restlessness; Derives the architecturally necessary condition whereby stable final satisfaction is unavailable, arising from differential satiation dynamics of A, I, and M.

9.8 Habits and the Cached-Value Store: Establishes habits as stored context-value associations that bypass real-time integration, with implications for System 1/System 2 dynamics and the limits of willpower-based intervention.

9.9 Source Opacity: The Architectural Constraint: Derives Source Opacity from the information-theoretic requirements of common-currency integration; establishes that source-tags are discarded, not merely obscured, and that the principal cost of the discarding is a category error rather than an anonymity, the Salience contribution being delivered under the only interpretive category the Common-Currency Scalar (the Scalar) supports. It closes by establishing the opacity of social valuation (Section 9.9.11), namely that valuing another rightly once certifies nothing about the contributions behind it, so a confident record is not self-certifying, and by establishing that Status enters valuation as a source-opaque input resting on no substrate of its own beyond the A and I it rides upon (Section 9.9.12).

9.10 The Aggregation Gradient as the Structural Complement to Source Opacity: Establishes that Source Opacity is a local claim (single Decision Hub, single moment) and identifies the Aggregation Gradient as the dimension along which M-detection survives within-Individual concealment at higher rungs of representational distance.

9.11 The Timing Architecture: Establishes that Preconscious Transmission (the Transmission Window: 60–340ms) precedes conscious awareness (300–500ms), with cached retrieval even faster, placing fundamental limits on interception.

9.12 Confabulation as Structural Consequence: Derives confabulation as the Thinker’s response to the information gap, with intensification under challenge and special severity for habitual behaviour.

9.13 I-Override Information Architecture: Establishes the compensatory pathway: what information survives integration, how the Two-Question Diagnostic operates, why vocabulary provision is architecturally necessary, and how cache-interruption enables I-Override for habits.

9.14 Implications for Self-Knowledge; Addresses the introspection illusion, the weakness of self-report, the superiority of behavioural signatures, and the double opacity problem for habitual behaviour.

9.15 Romantic and Sexual Relationships: Derives formation from the Minimum Installation Condition and the Body Manager, durability from the Thinker, and the Relational Specificity Principle, under which only the I-engagement whose Object is another Individual is specific to that Individual.

9.16 The Collaborator Subtypes: Derives the mating-pair, parent-child and among-equals readings of the Collaborator coordinate of the Agent-Type Vector and the channels each engages.

9.17 Friendship: Derives formation through co-presence, recovers the three classical kinds of friendship from the decomposition of valuation, and establishes friendship as the relationship most dependent on the I-component.

9.18 Kinship: Derives the one-directional and life-course-reversing Appetitive flow, attachment through care, parents as first Models, sibling rivalry as internal mediation, and what holds kinship where the I-component is weak.

9.19 Extraction and Disengagement: Derives the failure path on the Mimetic Premium axis, in which extracted Mimetic Premium erodes the I-component until the party extracted from disengages, and why parents disengage last.

9.20 Divergence and Estrangement: Derives the failure path on the Belief-Register axis, in which Beliefs load-bearing in either Self-Model diverge, and distinguishes divergence from extraction and from Conflict.



Movement A: Static Architecture



9.1 The Decision Hub: Common-Currency Valuation

9.1.1 The Integration Problem

The Decision Hub faces a computational problem that no engineering system has fully solved: how to compare incommensurable values on a common scale and select a single course of action.

Consider: an Individual is moderately hungry (A-signal), engaged in interesting work (I-signal), and aware that colleagues are leaving for a status-relevant lunch meeting (M-signal). These three inputs have no natural common unit. Hunger is measured in metabolic deficit; engagement is measured in what the work in hand still requires; status-relevance is measured in social-comparison position. Yet the Decision Hub must produce a single output: continue working, eat alone, or attend the meeting.

This is the integration problem. The AIM Framework’s answer is the Decision Hub: the neural architecture that converts incommensurable motivational inputs into a common currency of subjective value, enabling comparison and choice.

9.1.2 Neural Substrate: vmPFC and Ventral Striatum

Convergent evidence from neuroimaging, lesion studies, and single-cell recordings identifies the ventromedial prefrontal cortex (vmPFC) and ventral striatum (VS) as the primary loci of common-currency valuation.

vmPFC encodes subjective value across radically different reward types: - Primary rewards (food, water, temperature regulation): A-relevant - Information and learning opportunities: I-relevant - Social approval, status cues, conformity rewards: M-relevant

Critically, vmPFC does not maintain separate value-tracks for each type. Single neurons respond to subjective value regardless of source. A neuron that fires strongly for a highly-valued food reward will fire with similar intensity for a highly-valued social approval cue, if the Individual values them equivalently. The coding is source-blind: what matters is the integrated value, not where it came from.

Ventral striatum performs a complementary function, encoding reward prediction and motivational Salience. VS activity predicts approach behaviour across reward types and scales with expected value in the same source-blind manner as vmPFC.

Together, vmPFC and VS constitute the Decision Hub, the neural locus that integrates the signed common-currency scalars supplied by the Body Manager (A), the Thinker (I), and the Observer (M input channel) into a single signed integrated valuation that guides choice. The conversion of each source’s native signal into a signed scalar is performed upstream within the input-bearing component, not at the Decision Hub itself.

9.1.3 Common-Currency Conversion

The Decision Hub does not receive A, I, and M signals in their native formats. Upstream processing converts each source’s signals into a format compatible with common-currency integration:

A-signals arrive via hypothalamic and interoceptive pathways. Hunger, thirst, temperature deviation, and tissue damage are encoded as deficit-magnitudes that modulate the value assigned to corrective stimuli. The classification of an Object in the field as a future threat is not an A-signal: it is a Thinker prior delivered as the Observer’s signed Salience (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2). A food stimulus is valued highly when the organism is hungry, minimally when sated: the same physical stimulus receives different common-currency values depending on A-state.

I-signals arrive via dopaminergic pathways from midbrain to striatum and prefrontal cortex. What the process the Thinker is running requires and does not yet have is encoded as a reward signal that modulates the value assigned to the Object through which the requirement can be met, and to continuing current activity or pursuing new opportunities. An Object the running process requires receives high common-currency value; an Object that holds no unresolved residue for Ground-Resolution to work on, and so produces Boredom, receives low value.

M-signals arrive via mirror-neuron systems and social-reward circuits. Observed Model behaviour, status cues, and social-comparison outcomes are encoded as value-modulations that inflate or deflate the worth assigned to Objects and actions. An Object pursued by high-status Models receives elevated common-currency value; an Object associated with low-status receives depressed value.

The conversion process is the first site of information loss. Each source’s native encoding (metabolic deficit, process requirement, relative position) is translated into a scalar value contribution. The richness of the original signal is compressed into a number. This compression enables comparison but discards source-identity.

9.1.4 Integration and Selection

Once converted to common currency, signals from all three sources are integrated through weighted summation. The result is a single value for each candidate action or Object: a scalar representing “how much the organism wants this, all things considered.”

Selection follows from comparison. The Decision Hub continuously computes values for available options and selects the highest-valued option for behavioural output. This is not a discrete, deliberated choice but a continuous process: values update in real-time as inputs change, and behaviour shifts when the value-ranking shifts.

The selection mechanism implements a form of winner-take-all dynamics: the highest-valued option captures motor resources and becomes behaviour, while lower-valued options are suppressed. This produces the unity of action that characterises normal behaviour; we do one thing at a time, not three things corresponding to A, I, and M separately.

9.1.5 The Cost of Integration: Source-Tag Destruction

The common-currency architecture solves the integration problem but creates a new problem: source-tags are destroyed in the conversion process.

When a food stimulus is valued highly, the Decision Hub encodes “high value”, not “high value because hungry” (A) versus “high value because Model is eating” (M). The integrated value signal does not carry information about which source contributed what proportion. The integration is a many-to-one map from three source-specific signals onto one Scalar, and that map necessarily discards the source-decomposition.

This is not a design flaw but an information-theoretic necessity. The map is non-injective: many combinations of the three produce each value of the Scalar, so no function of that value recovers which combination produced it (Appendix A, Section A.2). The architecture that enables unified decision-making is the same architecture that destroys source-transparency.

A coin shows the same fact from the outside. A child handed a coin wonders about the hands it has passed through, the tills and pockets and purses, and finds that the coin says nothing about any of them. It carries a denomination and a date: how much, and when it was struck. Nothing on it records where it has been, and nothing could, because a coin that carried its history would not be interchangeable with the next coin, and interchangeability is what lets it discharge the common-currency function.

The Scalar arrives in the same condition. It carries a magnitude and a sign, and it arrives now, from the Decision Hub, so the Individual knows where it was struck and when. What it does not carry is the record of what went into it, the Appetitive, Intrinsic and Mimetic contributions and their weights, and it cannot carry that record for the reason the coin cannot: a value that kept its sources would not be comparable with the next value, and comparability is what the common currency exists to provide. The history cannot be read off either Object. Some of it can be reconstructed from outside, from the coin’s wear or from the behaviour the Scalar drives, which is the work of Section 9.9.5, but none of it can be recovered from the number itself. The child, knowing the history is missing, invents one. The Individual, not knowing it is missing, does the same, and the invented history is Confabulation (Axiom 4).

The coin is not an illustration borrowed from another domain. Chapter 12, Section 12.2 establishes that Money is the Scalar itself, once transduced by exchange and held on a substrate that can cross between bodies, so the coin and the Scalar are one quantity in two instantiations, and the coin carries no history for the same reason the Scalar carries none.

This destruction of source-tags is Source Opacity (Axiom 3), the architectural consequence of Common-Currency Integration whereby the Decision Hub’s integration operation irreversibly destroys information about which source contributed what weight to the integrated Scalar, leaving the Individual without introspective access to the source-decomposition of any integrated valuation. Compensatory discrimination remains available only through inferential reconstruction from behavioural evidence (the Two-Question Diagnostic), which operates on the Thinker’s prior space rather than on any single value of the integrated Scalar. Section 9.9 will develop Source Opacity in full. The present section establishes the architectural basis: common-currency integration necessarily entails source-tag destruction.



A consequence of Common-Currency Integration: the Decision Hub processes other Individuals through exactly the same integration architecture as any other Object. When Individual A encounters Individual B, the Decision Hub generates a scalar valuation of B by integrating A-signals (B’s relevance to A’s bodily needs), I-signals (B’s relevance to A’s Intrinsic engagement), and M-signals (B’s Status position, prestige cues, social proof from others’ observed valuations of B). The output is a single “how much do I value this Individual?” signal in which the three source-components have been irreversibly merged. This means that the PM-component of A’s valuation of B (the portion driven by the fact that others visibly value B) is indistinguishable, after integration, from the A-component (B is physically attractive, B provides material security) and the I-component (B is intellectually stimulating, B facilitates creative engagement). The Individual cannot determine how much of their felt regard for another Individual reflects genuine A or I relevance and how much reflects socially transmitted PM-valuation.

This is Source Opacity applied to social valuation (developed in Movement C), and it is the architectural reason why the transfer channels through which Mimetic Premium (PM, the Premium) flows between Individuals (attention, deference, narrative authority, positional concession) operate invisibly to both parties. Neither the giver nor the receiver of PM-transfer can identify it as such from the felt valuation, because the PM-component of each party’s valuation has already been integrated and its source-tag destroyed at integration. See Chapter 8 for the full derivation of the Individual-as-Object Principle and its consequences.

9.2 The AIM Integration Equation

9.2.1 Mathematical Form

The Decision Hub’s integration operation can be described mathematically as weighted summation:

U(x)=wA⋅UA(x)+wI⋅UI(x)+wM⋅UM(x)U(x) = w_A \cdot U_A(x) + w_I \cdot U_I(x) + w_M \cdot U_M(x)

The weight wMw_M is the same parameter labelled β\beta in Appendix A; the two notations refer to identical content.

Where: - U(x) is the integrated subjective value of option x, a signed scalar. - UA(x), UI(x), UM(x) are the source-specific value contributions from Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, and Mimetic Desire. Per the Signed Valuation Principle, each is a signed scalar, taking positive values where the relevant component informs attraction toward x, negative values where it informs avoidance of x, or zero where the component is indifferent to x. - wA, wI, wM are non-negative weights expressing the proportional sensitivity of the Decision Hub to each of the three input channels at the moment of integration, and sum to one. The integrated valuation U(x) is therefore a signed scalar whose sign carries the action-selection consequence: a positive integrated valuation selects approach, a negative one selects avoidance (including fleeing and rejection), and one near zero selects disengagement. The signed character of U(x) is carried by the source-specific utilities, not by the weights, which is why a single component (the Observer, for example, returning a strongly negative UM(x) in response to a socially transmitted aversion) can produce avoidance behaviour even when the other components are indifferent or mildly positive.

This equation is a functional description, not a claim about conscious calculation. No Individual multiplies weights by utilities in awareness. The equation describes what the Decision Hub computes, not what the Individual experiences.

9.2.2 Weights Are Latent Variables

The weights wAw_A, wIw_I, wMw_M cannot be directly observed. They are latent variables: theoretical constructs inferred from patterns of behaviour, not measured from neural activity or self-report. The commitment this carries is Representational Realism: the weights refer to real features of the Individual whether or not anyone is measuring them, and their validity rests on the accuracy of the predictions they generate about observable choice rather than on direct observation of the weights themselves, which is the standing the unobserved quantities of any mature science hold.

Weights vary across: - Individuals: Different Individuals have different typical weight distributions (AIM Profiles) - Contexts: The same Individual weights sources differently in different situations - Time: Weights shift as circumstances change (hunger rises, Models change, engagement fluctuates)

The weight-distribution at any moment represents the Decision Hub’s current sensitivity to each source. High wMw_M means M-signals heavily influence the integrated value; high wIw_I means I-signals dominate; high wAw_A means A-signals are currently most potent.

9.2.3 Source-Specific Utilities

The source-specific utilities UA(x)U_A(x), UI(x)U_I(x), UM(x)U_M(x) represent how valuable option xx is from each source’s perspective:

UA(x)U_A(x): How well does xx address current Appetitive deficits? High for food when hungry, shelter when cold, safety when threatened. Approaches zero as deficits are corrected (satiation).

UI(x)U_I(x): How much does xx enable or constitute Intrinsically rewarding engagement? High for activities in the flow-channel, for tools that enable valued processes, for opportunities that expand competence. Does not approach zero with engagement at the level of the I-process, which deepens rather than satiating, though I-valuation of any particular I-enabling Object is bounded by functional sufficiency and terminates on its acquisition (Section 9.6.3; Chapter 12, Section 12.3.1).

UM(x)U_M(x): How much does xx improve relative position or align with Model behaviour? High for status-signalling Objects, for pursuits that Models are observed pursuing, for choices that maintain or elevate social standing. Does not satiate because relative position is a moving target.

9.2.4 The Equation’s Limitations

The AIM Integration Equation is useful but simplified. It does not capture:

Non-linear interactions: Sources may interact multiplicatively, not just additively. Extreme A-deficit may suppress I-engagement entirely (hard to enjoy learning when starving); M-amplification may be stronger when A-floors are insecure.

Temporal dynamics: The equation represents a snapshot. Real integration involves continuous updating as signals change, with hysteresis effects (recent values influence current values) and momentum (ongoing activities resist displacement).

Threshold effects: Some behaviours require minimum source-contributions to occur at all. An activity may need both adequate I-value and adequate A-security before it becomes viable.

The equation is a first-order approximation; accurate enough for conceptual work and diagnostic application, while acknowledging that the full dynamics are more complex than weighted summation captures.



9.3 Composition and Intensity

9.3.1 Two Dimensions of Motivated Behaviour

Motivated behaviour varies along two independent dimensions:

Composition: The relative contribution of each source to the integrated value. Which sources are driving this behaviour, and in what proportions?

Intensity: The absolute magnitude of the integrated value. How strongly is the Individual motivated, regardless of source?

These dimensions are orthogonal. A behaviour can be: - High-intensity, A-dominant (desperate hunger) - High-intensity, M-dominant (urgent Status Pursuit) - Low-intensity, I-dominant (mild ongoing engagement) - High-intensity, balanced (strong motivation from multiple sources)

Composition answers “why this behaviour?”, which sources are responsible. Intensity answers “how strongly?”: the magnitude of motivational force.

9.3.2 Lead-Tag-Last Heuristic

For practical purposes, AIM uses a Lead-Tag-Last heuristic to characterise composition:


	Lead: The source with the highest weight: the dominant driver

	Tag: The source with the second-highest weight: the secondary influence

	Last: The source with the lowest weight: minimal contribution



This simplification loses precision but gains usability. Rather than specifying exact weights (which are rarely knowable), the heuristic identifies which source is primary and which is secondary.

Examples: - “I-lead, A-tag” = Intrinsic Motivation dominates, with Appetitive contribution (e.g., enjoying a meal that is also satisfying hunger) - “M-lead, I-tag” = Mimetic Desire dominates, with Intrinsic contribution (e.g., pursuing a career that is status-driven but also somewhat engaging) - “A-lead, M-tag” = Appetites dominate, with Mimetic contribution (e.g., eating at a trendy restaurant primarily because hungry but also for the social setting)

9.3.3 Why Composition Matters

Composition determines:

Satiation dynamics: A-lead behaviours satiate episodically; I-lead behaviours deepen without satiation; M-lead behaviours never satiate because reference points shift.

Persistence patterns: I-lead behaviours persist without audience; M-lead behaviours collapse once observability is removed and the loop holding them releases, which can lag the removal (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.13.2); A-lead behaviours persist until deficit is corrected.

Intervention targets: Changing A-lead behaviour requires addressing the deficit; changing I-lead behaviour requires changing the engagement conditions; changing M-lead behaviour requires addressing the Model-tracking or social-comparison dynamics.

Subjective experience: The phenomenology of A-driven wanting (pressure from deficit), I-driven wanting (pull of engagement), and M-driven wanting (urgency to achieve/maintain position) feel different, though Source Opacity often prevents accurate identification.

Composition is the diagnostic target for AIM-informed analysis. Knowing that an Individual is motivated tells you little; knowing which sources are driving the motivation tells you what to expect and how to intervene.

9.3.4 Intensity as Independent Variable

Intensity matters for behavioural prediction but not for source-diagnosis. Two behaviours with identical composition but different intensity will have the same satiation dynamics and persistence patterns but different urgency levels.

High-intensity motivation: - Captures attention more completely - Overrides competing options more easily - Produces stronger subjective experience of wanting - Is more resistant to interruption or redirection

Low-intensity motivation: - Competes less effectively with alternatives - Is more easily redirected or abandoned - Produces milder phenomenology - Is more amenable to deliberative intervention (I-Override is easier)

The relationship between intensity and composition is not fixed. M-signals can produce both high-intensity (desperate Status Pursuit) and low-intensity (mild social conformity) motivation. The same is true for A and I. Source-identity does not determine intensity; context and Individual variation determine both.



9.4 Neurodiversity and Individual Variation

9.4.1 AIM Assumes Neurodiversity

The AIM Framework assumes neurodiversity as a baseline condition. No two brains are structurally identical; therefore no two Individuals will compute identical AIM weights even when encountering identical stimuli in identical contexts. This structural non-identity is only the first of two channels. Even setting brain-structural differences aside, the non-commutative path-dependence of Belief guarantees non-identical AIM profiles and Self-Models (Chapter 15, §15.2; Non-Commutativity), so the absence of a modal type is over-determined: it holds on the genetic-structural channel and on the architecturally-entailed trajectory channel alike. This two-channel non-modality is the descriptive basis of the Diversity Referent (Chapter 14, §14.8.3.1.2), the result that any carve of human variation into ranked natural kinds is held against an available decohered Referent.

This variation is not noise to be averaged away but signal to be preserved. The architectural claim (that all Individuals possess Decision Hubs integrating A, I, and M signals through common-currency valuation) is compatible with wide variation in:


	Baseline sensitivities: How strongly each source’s signals register before integration

	Weighting tendencies: The typical wAw_A, wIw_I, wMw_M distribution across contexts

	Integration dynamics: How rapidly signals are processed and integrated

	Override capacity: The strength of I-system deliberative resources

	Caching propensity: How readily and durably habits form



AIM is a framework about architecture, not about outputs. The claim is that every sentient Individual capable of making decisions possesses the three-source structure feeding common-currency integration. What that architecture produces (which desires dominate, how intensely, with what behavioural consequences) varies by Individual.

9.4.2 The Architecture Is Universal; The Weights Are Individual

The universality claim and the individuality claim are complementary, not contradictory:









	Level
	Claim
	Status





	Architecture
	All Individuals have A, I, M sources integrating through a Decision Hub
	Universal (species-typical)



	Weights
	Each Individual’s typical weight distribution differs
	Individual (person-specific)



	Episodes
	Each decision episode produces context-specific weights
	Situational (episode-specific)





An Individual may have: - Higher baseline A-sensitivity (stronger interoceptive signals, more readily detected hunger, fatigue and pain) - Lower baseline M-sensitivity (weaker mirror-neuron responsivity, reduced social-comparison activation) - Atypical I-dynamics (different flow-channel parameters, unusual competence-frontier trajectories)

These variations produce different phenomenologies of motivation. The high-A-sensitivity Individual experiences bodily states more intensely; the low-M-sensitivity Individual is less moved by what others pursue; the Individual of atypical I-sensitivity may find flow in contexts that bore or overwhelm Individuals of more typical I-sensitivity.

None of this variation contradicts the architectural claim. The variation occurs within the architecture: different parameters, same structure.

9.4.3 Implications for Diagnosis and Intervention

Individual variation in AIM parameters has direct implications for both diagnosis and intervention:

Diagnostic implications:


	Population-level behavioural signatures (Section 9.14.3) may not apply uniformly to all Individuals

	An Individual with atypically low M-sensitivity may show reduced audience-dependence even for M-led behaviours

	An Individual with atypically high A-sensitivity may show A-signatures (state-dependence, satiation) even when I or M leads

	Diagnosis should calibrate to the Individual’s baseline, not to population norms



Intervention implications:


	I-Override training may be more or less effective depending on Individual I-system strength

	Environment restructuring may be more critical for Individuals with high caching propensity

	A-floor security may be more urgent for Individuals with high A-sensitivity

	M-management strategies may require adjustment for Individuals with atypical M-dynamics



The AIM Framework provides the diagnostic categories; Individual assessment determines which interventions are appropriate for which Individual. A uniform intervention applied across a neurodiverse population will produce variable results, not because the framework is wrong but because the parameters vary.

9.4.4 Neurodivergent Populations

Clinically recognised neurodivergent conditions may involve systematic differences in AIM parameters:

Autism Spectrum Conditions: - May involve reduced M-sensitivity (lower mirror-neuron responsivity, reduced automatic social-comparison) - May involve atypical I-dynamics (intense engagement with specific domains, different flow-channel parameters) - May involve heightened or reduced A-sensitivity depending on sensory processing differences - The “social deficits” framing may partly reflect reduced M-capture rather than reduced social capacity

ADHD: - May involve atypical I-dynamics (novelty-seeking elevated, sustained-engagement reduced) - May involve altered caching dynamics (habits form differently, cached entries less stable) - May involve different weighting dynamics (rapid weight-shifts, reduced persistence of any single source’s dominance)

Anxiety Disorders: - May involve over-weighted threat-priors (the Thinker’s threat-priors conditioning the Observer’s signed Salience, Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2) - May involve elevated M-sensitivity (social-evaluation signals amplified) - May reflect I-system weakness (reduced capacity for deliberative override of A/M signals)

Depression: - May involve suppressed I-activation (reduced engagement-reward, flattened competence-seeking) - May involve altered A-dynamics (appetite and energy dysregulation) - May involve M-dysregulation (social-comparison producing consistent negative signal)

These mappings are speculative and require empirical investigation. AIM does not claim to explain these conditions; it provides a framework within which they might be characterised in motivational terms, and within which interventions might be designed that target the specific parameter variations involved.

9.4.5 The Architectural Claim Is Falsifiable

The universality of the architecture is a Tier 1 claim, and its falsification conditions sit on the architectural surface at Appendix B, Section B.2. The discovery of a fourth motivational source that cannot be reduced to A, I, or M, or of Individuals who demonstrably lack one of the three sources, strikes the first commitment stated there; the discovery that motivational signals remain source-tagged through to conscious awareness in typical Individuals strikes the third.

The Individual-variation claim is not falsifiable in the same way; it is a framework assumption that accommodates observed diversity. But specific Hypotheses about which conditions involve which parameter variations are falsifiable through appropriate research designs.

AIM welcomes such research. Discovering that the architecture varies more fundamentally than AIM assumes, that some Individuals have genuinely different motivational structures, not just different parameters, would require framework revision. Such revision would be a scientific advance, not a framework failure.

9.4.6 Firing Sequences and the Architectural Dissolution of Nature versus Nurture

The architectural account of integration developed in this chapter has a consequence that bears directly on the treatment of neurodivergence and, more broadly, on the longstanding debate over the contributions of nature and nurture to individual motivational profiles. The debate presupposes that the neural firing sequence underlying any given cognitive or behavioural output can in principle be decomposed into a genetically-caused component and an environmentally-caused component. No such decomposition exists. The connectome through which any current input is processed is itself the integrated product of all prior genetic expression and all prior input received during the Individual’s development, and the current input is itself being processed by that same integrated connectome. There is no stage of processing at which genetic and environmental contributions exist as separable inputs that could be held constant independently.

The dichotomy is therefore not merely empirically intractable. It is architecturally ill-posed at the level of the firing sequence, and therefore at every level that supervenes on it, including the behavioural outputs by which the AIM Framework classifies motivational sources. This matters for neurodivergence in two ways. First, variation in motivational profile across Individuals is not usefully partitioned into innate and acquired components, because no such partition is well-defined for the underlying neural events. Second, AIM’s three-source taxonomy does not depend on such a partition. The taxonomy classifies motivations by the operating dynamics of the resulting desires (Differential Satiation Dynamics, audience-dependence, reference-point behaviour), which are observable behavioural signatures that remain available regardless of whether the developmental pedigree of any particular firing sequence can be causally decomposed. Neurodivergent motivational profiles are accommodated at the level of individual-specific weights on A, I, and M inputs to the Decision Hub, without requiring that those weights be explained by reference to a nature–nurture partition the architecture does not support.

9.4.7 Sex as Parameterisation

Biological sex enters the architecture where every other source of Individual variation enters it: in the parameters, not the structure. Sex-typical differences in hormonal milieu act on baseline sensitivities and weighting tendencies (Section 9.4.1). They alter the gain on bodily signals, the reactivity to threat and provocation, and the readiness with which aggression is selected as a response. These are differences in the weights the Decision Hub integrates. The three-source structure and the common-currency integration are the same in every Individual.

Hormonal action is not a channel separate from experience. The hormonal state at any moment is partly a product of the Individual’s history, rising and falling with competition, standing and social context. The argument that dissolves the nature–nurture partition at the level of the firing sequence (Section 9.4.6) therefore applies here. There is no stage at which a hormonal contribution to an act exists as an input that could be held constant while the Individual’s history varies.

Sex therefore changes two things at once: the weighting and the informational experience of the Individual. A different hormonal milieu produces a different weight distribution. A different body, treated differently by others from birth, produces a different history of evidence, and so different Beliefs and a different Self-Model.

None of this fixes what an Individual can do. Differences between the sexes in mean upper-body strength, or in average rates of physical aggression, are distributional observations, and the Diversity Referent does not defeat them (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.1.2). What the Diversity Referent defeats is turning a distributional difference into a kind. The claim that women are not warriors or hunters is a kind-claim, and the overlap of the distributions does not support it.

Where women do not become warriors or hunters, the architecture places the constraint in the culture’s Beliefs, not in capacity. A culture’s Beliefs about the proper pursuits of each sex decide which Models are placed before a girl and which pursuits draw approval or sanction. They therefore decide which M-signals reach her Decision Hub when she moves toward the hunt or the fight. The same Beliefs are installed in her own Belief Register as priors about herself. Opportunity and encouragement are constrained before ability is ever tested. A constraint that operates before the test cannot be read from the outcome as evidence about the ability.



9.5 The Phenomenological Reality Principle: Why Sources Must Be Respected

9.5.1 The Involuntary Arrival of Motivational Signals

Motivational signals from A, I, and M arrive at the Decision Hub without the Individual’s consent or choice. The Individual does not decide to feel hungry, decide to find an activity engaging, or decide to want what Models pursue. These signals are generated by subsystems operating below conscious awareness and fed into the integration process before the Individual has any opportunity to evaluate, endorse, or reject them.

This involuntary arrival is not a design flaw; it is the architecture operating as evolved. The A-subsystem must generate hunger signals without waiting for conscious permission; starvation cannot await deliberative approval. The I-subsystem must register what its running process requires without waiting for deliberative approval; a requirement the process has cannot be willed out of existence by fiat. The M-subsystem must track relative position and Model behaviour continuously; coalitional standing in ancestral environments could not wait for conscious social-comparison decisions.

The timing architecture (Section 9.11) establishes the neurological basis: source-specific processing occurs in the 0–300ms window, integration in the 200–400ms window, and conscious awareness arrives only at 300–500ms. By the time the Individual is aware of wanting something, the wanting has already been generated, transmitted, and integrated. The Individual’s first conscious contact with the motivational signal is reception, not generation.

This means the Individual cannot be held responsible for having the desires they have. Desires arrive; they are not chosen. The hungry Individual did not choose to be hungry; the curious Individual did not choose to be curious; the status-anxious Individual did not choose to feel status-threatened. Moral frameworks that treat desire-occurrence as itself blameworthy (“you should not want that”) misunderstand the architecture. The Individual has no pre-desire vantage point from which to prevent desires from arising.

9.5.2 Felt Experience as Real Experience

AIM adopts what may be called the Phenomenological Reality Principle: the felt intensity and character of a motivational signal constitutes the Individual’s real experience, regardless of the signal’s source or “objective” justification.

The M-driven desire for a status object feels as real, as urgent, and as authentically “mine” as the A-driven desire for food when hungry or the I-driven desire to continue an engaging activity. Source Opacity ensures the Individual cannot distinguish these by introspection, but even if they could, the felt experience would remain. Knowing that a desire is mimetically transmitted does not make it feel less urgent. Knowing that status anxiety is “just” relative-position tracking does not make the anxiety feel less real.

This principle has three implications:

Felt experience cannot be argued away. Telling an Individual that their desire is “merely mimetic” or “just status-seeking” does not extinguish the desire. The M-subsystem continues generating signals regardless of the Individual’s intellectual assessment. The conscious recognition “this is M-driven” does not reach back into the M-subsystem and deactivate it. The signal continues; only the Individual’s response to the signal can change.

Dismissal of felt experience is a form of violence. When external authorities (whether institutional, interpersonal, or ideological) dismiss an Individual’s felt desires as illegitimate, unreal, or unworthy of consideration, they deny the Individual’s phenomenological reality. The Individual does feel what they feel; asserting otherwise is gaslighting. AIM insists that all source-signals be acknowledged as real experiences, even when the appropriate response is not to act on them.

Paternalism that denies experience fails. Interventions designed on the assumption that Individuals can simply stop having certain desires (that M-desires will disappear if labelled as such, that A-desires can be overcome by willpower, that I-engagement can be commanded into existence) systematically fail because they misunderstand the architecture. The signals continue arriving regardless of what external authorities declare about their legitimacy.

9.5.3 Respecting Sources vs. Obeying Sources

AIM’s insistence that sources be respected is distinct from the claim that sources should be obeyed. The framework distinguishes:

Respect = acknowledging the signal as real, understanding its source, treating it as valid input to deliberation

Obedience = acting on the signal without scrutiny, treating it as command rather than input

The I-Override mechanism (Section 9.13) exists precisely to create space between reception and action. The Individual who receives an M-signal can:


	Acknowledge the signal as real felt experience (“I genuinely want this”)

	Diagnose the signal’s likely source through the Two-Question Diagnostic (“This want diminishes when I remove the audience: likely M-led”)

	Evaluate whether to act on the signal given its source (“Do I endorse pursuing M-satisfaction in this domain?”)

	Choose to act or refrain, with full recognition that the signal will persist regardless of choice



This sequence respects the signal at every stage (it is never denied or dismissed), while retaining the Individual’s capacity to choose their response. The M-desire remains real; the Individual simply decides not to act on it. The A-hunger remains real; the Individual on a medically-necessary fast acknowledges the hunger while choosing not to eat. The I-engagement remains real; the Individual who must attend to other obligations acknowledges the pull of the engaging activity while redirecting attention.

Respect without obedience is the structure of mature agency in the AIM framework. The alternative, attempting to not-have the desires one has, is architecturally impossible and psychologically damaging.

9.5.4 Why AIM Does Not Advocate Source Elimination

Some readers may expect AIM to advocate eliminating M-influence; training Individuals to become “M-free” and operate purely on A and I. This misunderstands both the architecture and the framework’s normative commitments.

Architectural impossibility: The M-subsystem cannot be surgically removed or deactivated. Mirror-neuron systems are anatomically integrated with motor and valuation circuits. Social-comparison processing is not an optional module but a pervasive feature of human cognition. The Individual cannot choose to stop receiving M-signals any more than they can choose to stop receiving visual input while their eyes are open.

Normative undesirability: Even if M-elimination were possible, it would be undesirable. The M-subsystem enables: - Cultural learning and transmission - Coordination and cooperation - Emotional attunement - Shared meaning and collective experience

An M-free Individual would be incapable of learning language, acquiring cultural knowledge, coordinating with others, or participating in shared human experience. The M-subsystem is not a parasite to be excised but a fundamental component of human social cognition. Though it does act as a host to a parasite called the Mimetic Premium, which will be explored at length in later chapters.

The target is M-management, not M-elimination. AIM’s normative project is to: - Help Individuals recognise M-signals as M (vocabulary provision) - Enable Individuals to choose which M-signals to act on (I-Override) - Structure environments to reduce harmful M-amplification (visibility governance) - Channel M toward positive coordination rather than destructive rivalry (positive mimesis)

This is management of a permanent architectural feature, not elimination of a contingent flaw.

9.5.5 Implications for Intervention Design

The Phenomenological Reality Principle constrains how AIM-informed interventions should be designed:

Interventions must acknowledge felt experience. Any intervention that begins by denying that Individuals really feel what they feel will fail and will be experienced as invalidating. Effective intervention starts from “Yes, you genuinely want this” and proceeds to “Let’s understand why and whether acting on it serves you.”

Interventions must work with the architecture, not against it. Telling Individuals to “just stop wanting status” is like telling them to “just stop seeing colour.” The instruction is architecturally meaningless. Effective intervention provides tools for recognising, evaluating, and choosing responses to desires, not tools for preventing desires from arising.

Interventions must respect Individual variation. The Phenomenological Reality Principle applies to each Individual’s actual experience, which varies (Section 9.4). An Individual with high M-sensitivity experiences more intense M-signals; dismissing this as “oversensitivity” denies their phenomenological reality. Intervention must be calibrated to actual experience, not to population averages.

Interventions must accept that signals persist after diagnosis. The Individual who successfully identifies a desire as M-led will continue to feel that desire. I-Override provides choice, not extinction. Interventions should prepare Individuals for this persistence rather than promising that insight will eliminate wanting. The goal is freedom to choose despite the desire, not freedom from the desire itself.

Structural interventions are often more effective than individual-level interventions. Because signals arrive involuntarily and persist after diagnosis, reducing the generation of problematic signals (through environment design) may be more effective than increasing Individual capacity to override signals that have already been generated. This is why AIM emphasises visibility governance, A-floor security, and I-domain protection alongside Individual-level I-Override training.

9.5.6 The Dignity of Felt Experience

AIM’s commitment to respecting sources is ultimately grounded in a claim about human dignity: the Individual’s felt experience is constitutive of their existence as a conscious being and must be treated as real and significant regardless of its causal origin.

The reductive move, “your desire is merely mimetic, therefore not really yours”, fails on two counts:

Causation does not determine ownership. All desires have causal histories. A-desires are caused by physiological processes; I-desires are caused by engagement dynamics; M-desires are caused by social observation. None of these origins makes the desire less “the Individual’s own.” The desire is felt by this Individual, in this body, at this moment; it is theirs by the criterion that applies: phenomenological presence.

The distinction between “authentic” and “inauthentic” desires cannot be drawn at the source level. Some M-desires lead to flourishing (positive mimesis, cultural participation, cooperative coordination); some I-desires lead to harm (obsessive engagement that damages health or relationships); some A-desires are manipulated (engineered food products that exploit hunger signals). Source does not determine value. What matters is whether acting on the desire serves the Individual’s wellbeing and aligns with their reflectively-endorsed values, and this can only be determined through the kind of scrutiny that I-Override enables.

AIM therefore treats all three sources with equal ontological respect: each generates real signals that constitute real experiences that deserve acknowledgment. The evaluative question, whether to act on any particular signal, is subsequent to and dependent on this foundational respect.

The Phenomenological Reality Principle applies symmetrically across the signed range. Negative-valence felt experience (revulsion, fear, contempt, dread) is as architecturally real, and as deserving of respect as input data, as positive-valence felt experience. The normative implication is symmetric: institutions and interlocutors must take avoidance signals seriously as Decision-Hub outputs of an Individual with intact architecture, while remaining alert to the fact that Source Opacity applies to those signals as fully as to attraction signals, and that Confabulation will return grounds for them within whatever Hypothesis Space the Thinker holds.



Movement B: Dynamic Operation



9.6 The Decision Hub as Control System

9.6.1 Cybernetic Architecture: Goals, Feedback, Error-Correction

The Decision Hub is not a one-shot calculator that computes a value and stops. It is a control system: a continuously operating architecture that monitors current states, compares them against goal-states, computes error signals, and generates corrective outputs.

The cybernetic framework, developed by Norbert Wiener (1948) and elaborated by Powers (1973) and by Carver and Scheier (1998) in control-theory approaches to psychology, provides the conceptual vocabulary for understanding this dynamic operation:

Goal-state (reference value): A target condition the system attempts to achieve or maintain. For the A-subsystem, this is homeostatic equilibrium: appropriate levels of nutrients, hydration, temperature, safety. For the I-subsystem, this is the state the running process was set to reach. For the M-subsystem, this is relative position: acceptable standing within the reference group.

Current-state (perception): The system’s representation of present conditions, derived from sensory and interoceptive inputs. The A-subsystem monitors bodily states; the I-subsystem monitors the state of the running process against what the process requires; the M-subsystem monitors social position.

Error signal (discrepancy): The difference between goal-state and current-state. Positive error means the current state falls short of the goal; negative error means it exceeds the goal (relevant for A, where oversatiation can occur). Error signals generate motivational urgency proportional to the discrepancy magnitude.

Output (behaviour): Action designed to reduce the error signal, to move current-state toward goal-state. The Decision Hub integrates error signals from all three subsystems and generates the behavioural output most likely to reduce aggregate discrepancy.

Feedback loop: The output affects the environment; the changed environment is perceived; the new perception updates the current-state representation; the error signal is recomputed. The loop runs continuously, not in discrete episodes.

This cybernetic framing explains why motivation feels like pressure or drive. The phenomenology of wanting is the conscious registration of error signals: the system detecting discrepancy between where it is and where it should be. The urgency of wanting reflects error magnitude: large discrepancies produce intense pressure; small discrepancies produce mild inclination; zero discrepancy produces the temporary quiescence we experience as satisfaction.

9.6.2 The A-Subsystem as Homeostatic Controller

The A-subsystem operates as a classic homeostatic controller, the archetype that inspired cybernetic theory.

Goal-state: Physiological and safety set-points: blood glucose within range, core temperature within range, resource buffer above threshold. These set-points are biologically determined, though they can be modulated by context (e.g., fever raises the temperature set-point as an immune response).

Current-state: Interoceptive monitoring through hypothalamic and brainstem circuits. The system continuously samples internal conditions: nutrient availability, hydration status, temperature, pain signals.

Error signal: Deficit or surplus relative to set-point. Hunger is the error signal for nutrient deficit; thirst for hydration deficit; cold for temperature deficit; fear for safety deficit. The signal intensifies with discrepancy magnitude and duration.

Output: Behaviour oriented toward deficit-correction: eating, drinking, warming, fleeing, securing resources. The A-subsystem drives approach toward Objects that promise set-point restoration and avoidance of conditions that would increase deficit.

Feedback: Consumption reduces the error signal. Eating diminishes hunger; drinking diminishes thirst; reaching safety diminishes fear. The loop closes when the current-state reaches the goal-state (satiation), at which point the error signal drops to zero and A-driven motivation terminates, until the next perturbation reintroduces discrepancy.

The A-subsystem’s control dynamics explain A’s episodic satiation property (Axiom 6). A-motivation is inherently self-terminating because the control loop is designed to reach equilibrium. The system does not want for its own sake; it wants to eliminate discrepancy. When discrepancy is eliminated, wanting ceases.

9.6.3 The I-Subsystem as Process-Requirement Controller

The I-subsystem operates as a controller on the requirements of whatever process the Thinker is running.

Goal-state: the state the running process is for. Not a set-point and not a level of engagement, but whatever the process was set to reach: the finished chair, the committed posterior, the meal on the table. The goal-state is not fixed by the architecture, a process being one the Thinker set itself, one the Body Manager’s signal set for it, or one arriving through the loop the Belief Register closes (Chapter 7, Section 7.5.1.1).

Current-state: what the process has achieved and what it still requires. Ground-Resolution applied to the requirements of the current stage returns the shortfall as its result.

Error signal: the requirement the current stage has not yet met. The signal is scaled to what the stage needs and enters the Common-Currency Scalar alongside the Body Manager’s. Boredom is not an error signal on this loop, reporting as it does that the Object under attention holds no unresolved residue, which is a fact about the Object rather than about the process’s requirements, and which can arrive with every requirement met.

Output: action directed at the Object through which the requirement can be met. The action is the transduction of the Scalar into a medium in which it can act on the Object (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.1), and the Object carries the signal for as long as action is directed there. Where the requirement is a condition of the Individual’s own body, the action meets it directly and no intermediary is interposed (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2).

Feedback: the work done on the Object closes that stage’s requirement and leaves the process at the stage registering the next. Where the state the process requires is possession, obtaining the Object closes the requirement; in the general case the requirement closes when the action has done its work. The loop closes on completion of the process rather than on the first error reaching zero, and unlike A the closure does not reinstate itself: a set-point drifts back and re-opens the same loop, whereas a completed process does not re-open, and what comes next is whatever process the Thinker sets.

The I-subsystem’s control dynamics explain I’s non-satiating deepening property (Axiom 6). Each of the loop’s requirements is met and the process itself completes, but the prior-maintenance and ground-resolution function that runs the loop does not stop, and a committed posterior raises the resolution at which a mismatch is detectable, so a domain worked through at one grain presents unresolved structure at a finer one. Deepening is that regeneration of the activation condition by its own satisfaction. There is no final state at which the system has enough, not because no closure is available to it, but because each closure makes the next one available.

The I-subsystem produces satiation for I-enabling Objects: tools, instruments, and resources the I-process requires. The guitarist’s desire for a guitar terminates upon acquiring a functionally adequate instrument. These are the stages at which the state the process requires is possession, and every other stage closes in the same form by work rather than by acquisition, the wood carved and the joint nailed as much as the sandpaper bought. The process continues across all of those closures, and it is the process rather than any of its requirements that does not satiate.

9.6.4 The M-Subsystem as Relative-Position Controller

The M-subsystem operates as a relative-position controller oriented toward acceptable standing within reference groups.

Goal-state: Relative position within the reference group, not absolute resource level but rank. The set-point is inherently comparative: “at least as high as relevant comparisons” or “higher than current position.” This comparative constitution is fundamental to M-dynamics.1

Current-state: Social-comparison circuits continuously monitor relative position. Mirror-neuron systems track what Models pursue; social-reward circuits track prestige cues; status-monitoring circuits compute rank within reference groups. The M-subsystem maintains a running representation of “where I stand.”

Error signal: Discrepancy between current position and goal position. Feeling “behind” one’s reference group produces negative M-error (status-anxiety, envy, urgency to catch up). Feeling “ahead” produces positive M-feedback (status-satisfaction, superiority), but this positive state is unstable because reference points shift.

Output: Behaviour oriented toward improving or maintaining relative position. This includes pursuit of status-signalling Objects, display behaviours, competitive effort, Model-tracking (shifting attention toward what successful others pursue), and reference-group management (adjusting which comparisons are Salient).

Feedback: Status-achievement temporarily reduces the error signal. But successful achievement shifts the reference point. What was “ahead” becomes “normal.” New comparisons become Salient. The goal-state ratchets upward. The error signal regenerates.

The M-subsystem’s control dynamics explain M’s non-satiating property (Axiom 6), but through a different mechanism than I’s deepening. I does not satiate because competence generates new frontiers; the system pursues an advancing positive target. M does not satiate because the Observer’s Salience assessment over the perceived field has no completion condition, and the reset of reference points is how that shows: the system pursues a moving target that recedes with each achievement. The Individual who achieves a status goal finds that the goal no longer feels like an achievement; it feels like a baseline against which new deficits are measured.

This is the hedonic treadmill mechanism specific to M. A-satiation produces stable equilibrium (deficit corrected, wanting terminates). I-deepening produces positive expansion (competence grows, new frontiers open). M-reset produces perpetual deficit (position achieved, reference point shifts, new deficit appears). The same architecture (goal-state, current-state, error-signal, feedback) produces radically different experiential trajectories depending on which subsystem dominates.

9.6.5 Integration of Three Control Loops

The Decision Hub integrates error signals from all three control loops simultaneously. At any moment, the Individual may have:


	A-error: moderate hunger (deficit from last meal)

	I-error: mild boredom (current activity below optimal challenge)

	M-error: status anxiety (colleague recently promoted)



The integrated output reflects weighted combination of these errors. The behaviour selected is the one that best addresses the aggregate discrepancy, given the current weights and available options.

This integration explains motivational conflict; the experience of being pulled in different directions. Conflict occurs when different sources’ error-corrections point toward incompatible behaviours:


	A-error says “eat now”; I-error says “keep working on this engaging problem”

	I-error says “pursue this fascinating but low-status project”; M-error says “pursue the high-status project that bores you”

	M-error says “attend the networking event”; A-error says “rest, you’re exhausted”



The Decision Hub resolves conflict through integration: the behaviour with the highest weighted-sum value wins. But subjectively, the losing sources’ error signals persist. The Individual who chooses work over lunch continues to feel hunger; the Individual who chooses the status project over the interesting one continues to feel the pull of engagement. Conflict resolution does not eliminate the losing signal: it merely results in behaviour that addresses the dominant signal.

9.6.6 Continuous Recalculation

The control system operates continuously, not in discrete episodes. Values update in real-time as:


	Internal states change (hunger rises, fatigue accumulates, pain subsides)

	Engagement conditions shift (task becomes easier or harder, novelty diminishes)

	Social information arrives (Model behaviour observed, status feedback received)



Behaviour can therefore shift mid-action. The Individual who began eating because A-dominated may stop before satiation if M-signals suddenly spike (an important Individual enters the room). The Individual engaged in flow-state work may abandon it if A-signals become overwhelming (acute pain, extreme hunger). The Individual pursuing a status goal may lose interest if the relevant Models shift their attention elsewhere.

This continuous recalculation is the substrate on which habits (Section 9.8) and I-Override (Section 9.13) operate. Habits represent cached prior-configurations that bypass real-time recalculation for efficiency. I-Override represents deliberate intervention in the recalculation process, introducing I-system scrutiny that can modify weights before action.

9.6.7 Signed Operation Across Approach and Avoidance

The control-system description above is stated for approach behaviour, but the same architecture operates symmetrically for avoidance. By the Signed Valuation Principle, each input-bearing component supplies a signed scalar: positive (informing approach), negative (informing avoidance), or zero (informing indifference). The Decision Hub integrates signed terms, and the integrated valuation can therefore be negative, in which case the Decision Hub selects an avoidance response. Source Opacity applies symmetrically: the Individual cannot introspect whether felt revulsion is A-grounded (bodily disgust), I-grounded (value-incongruity), or M-grounded (socially transmitted aversion). Confabulation likewise generates avoidance-side grounds (this is harmful, this is wrong, this is beneath me) under the same architectural mechanism. The avoidance side of the Camouflage Architecture is the architectural source of socially transmitted contempt and the affective substrate on which the Scapegoat Mechanism (Chapter 11) operates.



9.7 Structural Restlessness: The Aggregate Consequence

The differential satiation dynamics of the three control systems produce an aggregate consequence: Structural Restlessness; the architecturally necessary condition whereby stable, final satisfaction is unavailable to any Individual.

This is not a contingent feature of modern life, a symptom of consumerism, or a failure of gratitude. It is a direct consequence of how the three subsystems operate:

A-restlessness is cyclical. The A-subsystem achieves equilibrium (satiation) but cannot maintain it indefinitely. Homeostatic perturbations recur: metabolism depletes nutrients, circadian rhythms generate fatigue, environmental changes create new deficits. The Individual who has eaten will hunger again; the Individual who has rested will tire again. A-satisfaction is episodic, not terminal. The best achievable outcome is reliable maintenance of dynamic equilibrium, not permanent elimination of A-need.

I-restlessness is expansive. Each process the I-subsystem runs reaches the state it was set to reach, and the subsystem then sets another. Competence growth does not terminate interest: a committed posterior raises the resolution at which a mismatch is detectable, so the guitarist who masters one technique discovers new challenges, the scientist who answers one question generates new questions, and the craftsperson who achieves one level of skill perceives new possibilities for refinement. I-restlessness is therefore not the persistence of an unmet deficit but the arrival of a further one: not “I lack something still” but “more is now possible.” This is the phenomenology of deepening rather than the phenomenology of deprivation.

M-restlessness is treadmill-driven, and the operative mechanism is the Mimetic Treadmill, the reference-set reset whereby achievement shifts the comparative reference point so that what was ahead becomes the new baseline. The M-subsystem pursues relative position, but relative position is defined against a moving target. Achievement shifts the reference point; what was “ahead” becomes “normal”; new comparisons become Salient; the felt deficit regenerates. The Individual who achieves a status goal experiences brief satisfaction followed by reference-point reset and renewed pursuit. M-restlessness is structurally interminable because the goal recedes with each step toward it.

The three forms of restlessness are phenomenologically distinct:









	Source
	Phenomenology
	Resolution Path





	A
	“I need” → deficit-pressure
	Provision (satiation, then recurrence)



	I
	“I can go further” → frontier-pull
	Engagement (deepening, no terminus)



	M
	“I’m behind” → comparison-anxiety
	None (reference-point resets)





Diagnostic and intervention implications follow directly. Misidentifying which source generates restlessness produces interventions that address the wrong system:


	Treating A-restlessness (material insecurity) with M-interventions (status reassurance) fails: the Individual needs provision, not perspective

	Treating I-restlessness (desire for new challenges) with A-interventions (more consumption) fails: the Individual needs opportunity, not resources

	Treating M-restlessness (status anxiety) with A-interventions (more acquisition) fails; more Objects cannot satisfy a deficit defined by relative position



The AIM Framework predicts that M-restlessness is the most pernicious because it lacks any resolution mechanism. A-restlessness can be addressed through reliable provisioning; I-restlessness is experienced as positive (the pull of possibility rather than the pressure of deficit); M-restlessness generates continuous felt-deficit that no achievement can permanently resolve.

This explains the persistent observation across wisdom traditions that humans are “never satisfied”, and why moralistic exhortations to “be grateful” or “want less” systematically fail. The restlessness is not a character flaw amenable to willpower correction; it is an architectural feature of motivational systems that evolved for adaptive function, not for subjective contentment. The A-system that re-generates hunger keeps the organism fed; the I-system that opens new frontiers drives cumulative learning; the M-system that tracks relative position maintained coalitional standing in ancestral environments.

Structural Restlessness is therefore not a design flaw but a design feature whose consequences have become maladaptive in environments that maximally activate M while providing minimal I-protection. Chapter 10 will develop this evolutionary mismatch in detail. The present chapter establishes the architectural basis: the three control systems, operating as designed, produce an Individual who can never achieve stable final satisfaction, and whose restlessness takes different forms depending on which system dominates.



9.8 Habits and the Cached-Value Store

9.8.1 The Efficiency Rationale for Caching

Real-time integration is computationally expensive. Converting source-specific signals to common currency, weighting them, summing them, comparing options, and selecting behaviour requires neural resources and time. For novel decisions in uncertain environments, this expense is justified; careful integration produces better outcomes than hasty response.

But most decisions are not novel. The Individual encounters recurring situations (morning routines, commute choices, mealtime patterns, social rituals), where the optimal response has been computed many times before. Re-computing from scratch each time would waste resources without improving outcomes.

The brain solves this efficiency problem through caching: retaining the value that repeated integration in a given context has settled on, and acting on it directly when that context recurs. A habit is an entry in that store, an association between a context-pattern and a cached value-plus-response, acted on without a fresh integration cycle. The store is intrinsic to the Decision Hub, which is where action-selection occurs.

9.8.2 The Structure of a Cached Entry

A cached entry contains:

Context-signature: The pattern of cues that triggers retrieval. This may include environmental features (location, time of day, sensory cues), internal states (hunger level, fatigue, mood), social context (who is present, what they are doing), and recent behaviour (what was just completed).

Cached value: The value that repeated integration in this context settled on. It is a single Common-Currency Scalar of the kind the Decision Hub emits, carrying no record of which components contributed to it, because the integration that produced it destroyed the source-tags before the value was ever stored.

Response: The behavioural output associated with that value. This may be a specific action (reach for phone, eat breakfast, take usual route) or a more general orientation (attend to social cues, prioritise efficiency, seek stimulation).

When the context-signature is matched, the entry is acted on directly: the stored value enters action-selection without a fresh integration cycle, and the associated response is executed. This bypass is what makes habits fast, because the slow integration process is skipped entirely.

The Belief Register is a separate mechanism, and the two are easily conflated. The Belief Register is the architectural channel through which the Thinker’s posteriors reach the Observer’s preconscious Salience computation. What the Observer draws from it is prior-configuration: who counts as a Model, what counts as comparative position, which Objects are status-charged or aversion-coded, and the categories through which the field is parsed. That configuration conditions the Salience the Observer assigns to what it perceives, and the Observer reads prior-configuration, not values, with its signed Salience output feeding the Decision Hub on the live cycle. Habit-routed selection does not run through the Observer at all; it runs on the Decision Hub’s own cached-value store. The two routes are revision-limited in different ways, and together they are the architectural reason a deliberative I-update does not produce immediate behavioural change. The Thinker’s posteriors must be rewritten, and the rewrite is propagation-rate-limited, before the Observer’s salience-conditioning tracks the update. The cached-value store never tracks it, being read against no posterior at all, and is reconditioned only by repetition.

9.8.3 System 1 and System 2 Mapping

The AIM caching architecture maps onto dual-process models of cognition (Kahneman’s System 1/System 2):

System 1 (fast, automatic, effortless): - Cached retrieval pathway - Context-triggered activation - No deliberation required - Cached value acted on directly rather than computed - Executes before conscious awareness

System 2 (slow, deliberative, effortful): - Real-time integration pathway - Novel or conflicted situations - Deliberation and comparison - Source-weights computed from current signals - Conscious awareness of decision-process

Most behaviour is System 1: habits firing in response to context-matches. System 2 engages when:


	No cached entry exists (novel situation)

	Multiple cached entries compete (ambiguous context)

	Cached response conflicts with current goals (habit vs. intention)

	Strong signals demand attention (high-intensity A, I, or M error signals)

	Deliberate intervention occurs (I-Override)



What the architecture adds to the dual-process picture is a mechanism rather than a further description. System 1 and System 2 are not two faculties but two routes through one architecture, distinguished by whether action-selection acts on the cached-value store or runs a fresh integration cycle. How the two routes are coupled, and why the system errs in the way it does, is given in 9.8.4.

9.8.4 Kahneman and the Fast-Slow Loop

Kahneman’s distinction between System 1 and System 2 (Kahneman, 2011) can be read as an important phenomenological identification of what AIM describes more precisely as the fast and slow loop. What that framework did not provide was a substrate-level or information-theoretic account of how those loops are coupled, where the coupling occurs, and why the overall system is systematically prone to error. Chapter 4 supplies that account. The fast loop delivers to Conscious Cognition only a tag-stripped, signed integrated Scalar generated by the Decision Hub. The slow loop feeds back through prior-maintenance and Bayesian ground-attribution in the Thinker, whose posteriors are propagated via the Belief Register to condition the Observer’s subsequent Object-field Salience computation, which in turn feeds the next round of integration at the Decision Hub. The characteristic errors of introspection and deliberation follow directly from that architecture.

9.8.5 Habit Formation: Crystallising Integration Episodes

Habits form through repeated integration episodes in similar contexts. The process:


	Initial encounter: Novel context triggers real-time integration. Sources are weighted, options compared, behaviour selected.


	Outcome feedback: The behaviour produces consequences. Reward signals (positive or negative) update the value of the selected response.


	Repetition: The same context recurs. Integration is performed again, but prior experience biases the weights toward previously-successful configurations.


	Consolidation: After sufficient repetition, the context-value-response association is cached. The integration computation is no longer performed; the cached value is acted on directly.


	Automaticity: The behaviour executes without deliberation, often without conscious awareness. The habit is established.




The integrations that laid the entry down were tag-stripped before their results were stored, so the entry carries a value and no record of what produced it. A habit formed when M-signals were dominant, such as a behaviour adopted because Models were doing it, is stored as a value like any other, and when it fires it fires on that value without consulting any current signal from any component.

This explains why habits can persist after the original motivation has changed. The Individual who started checking social media because everyone else was doing it (M-led) may continue checking after they no longer care about social comparison: the cached entry fires regardless of current M-signals because it does not consult current signals at all.

9.8.6 The Limits of Willpower-Based Habit Change

Willpower models of habit change assume the Individual can simply “choose differently” when a habit fires. This misunderstands the timing:


	Cached retrieval completes in 100–200ms

	Motor preparation begins at 150–250ms

	Behaviour execution starts at 200–300ms

	Conscious awareness arrives at 300–500ms



By the time the Individual is aware of acting, the action is already underway. “Choosing differently” requires intervening in a process that has largely completed before choice becomes possible.

This is why willpower-based habit change fails so frequently. The Individual resolves to change, encounters the triggering context, and finds themselves performing the habitual behaviour before they’ve had a chance to deploy their resolution. The habit is not “overpowering” their will; it is executing in a time-window where will has not yet come online.

Effective habit change requires intervention at a different level:


	Context modification: Remove or alter the triggering cues so the cached entry is not activated

	Implementation intentions: Pre-form competing cached responses that activate in the same context

	Habit stacking: Attach new behaviours to existing cached entries

	Environment design: Structure surroundings to make desired behaviours easy and undesired behaviours difficult



These strategies work with the caching architecture rather than against it. They recognise that the battle is not won in the moment of habit-execution (where willpower is too slow) but in the conditions that determine whether and how cached entries activate.

9.8.7 AIM-Specific Implications of Caching

The caching architecture has several AIM-specific implications:

Behaviour outlives the conditions that formed it. A habit laid down during a period of high M-sensitivity, status-anxious adolescence being the characteristic case, persists as a stored value into contexts where that sensitivity has passed. The Individual is behaviourally locked into a pattern that no longer reflects their motivational state, and cannot recognise it as such by introspection, because the entry driving the behaviour never carried a record of what installed it.

Cached habits bypass current A-I-M signals. This can be adaptive (efficient response without recomputation) or maladaptive (behaviour mismatched to current needs). The Individual in a cached routine may not notice that their A-state has changed (now hungry, now tired) because the cache doesn’t check.

I-Override cannot operate on habits directly. I-Override requires a desire to scrutinise. Habits execute without generating experienced desire: only experienced behaviour. I-Override for habits must therefore target the cache itself (through interruption and reconsolidation) rather than the desire (which doesn’t exist in the moment). Section 9.13.6 develops this point.

Habit-heavy lives can be source-opaque even with AIM vocabulary. An Individual whose behaviour is largely habitual may find the Two-Question Diagnostic unhelpful, not because the diagnostic is flawed but because there’s no live desire to diagnose. The diagnostic applies to real-time integration; habits bypass integration entirely.



Movement C: Epistemic Constraints



9.9 Source Opacity: The Architectural Constraint

9.9.1 From Integration to Opacity

Section 9.1 established that the Decision Hub integrates A, I, and M signals through common-currency conversion. The conversion process compresses three source-specific signals into a single Scalar, enabling comparison and selection.

This compression necessarily discards information. The integrated value U(x)U(x) does not encode whether it was primarily contributed by UAU_A, UIU_I, or UMU_M. The Scalar cannot carry its own decomposition. The source-tags that identified which channel generated which portion of the value are lost in the summation.

Source Opacity is this information loss, experienced from the first-person perspective: the Individual receives the integrated value as a unified wanting-signal without access to its source-composition.

9.9.2 What Source Opacity Is

Source Opacity is the architectural feature whereby motivational signals from A, I, and M are integrated in the Decision Hub with source-tags discarded during common-currency valuation, leaving the Individual without introspective access to the source-decomposition of the wanting that results. Because the three signals are not of one kind, the loss carries a consequence beyond anonymity. Two of them encode deficits over Objects, each with a termination condition; the third encodes Salience, a signed reading of which Objects the environment marks as valued and which as to be kept from, with no termination condition at all. The integrated Scalar admits one interpretive category, a signed demand for correction, so what integration delivers is not an unlabelled signal of indeterminate kind but a Salience reading in the form of a lack, or, where the reading is negative, in the form of a threat.

Key features:

Its principal cost is a category error, not an anonymity. The Individual does not merely fail to know which channel produced the pull. They receive a reading of the environment under the only category the Scalar supports, and act on it as though something were missing. This is the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle. A deficit closes when its Object is obtained and the signal stops; a Salience reading closes on nothing, there having been no shortfall for the acquisition to repair. That M does not satiate and that M is felt as deficit are therefore one result stated twice rather than two findings that happen to coincide. Three conditions produce this jointly, and each is separately necessary: the Mimetic signal is a Salience reading rather than a deficit, integration destroys the tag that would have marked it as one, and the Mimetic channel leaves no phenomenological residue against which the resulting mis-categorisation could be checked (the Legibility Gradient, developed at Section 8.2.5 and restated in the key feature below). Remove any one and the result does not follow: a tagged Salience reading could be held as a reading, a Salience reading that left a residue could be examined against the wanting it accompanied, and a traceless deficit signal would still terminate of its own accord once its Object was obtained.

It is architectural, not psychological. Source Opacity is not a failure of attention, a motivated blindness, or a cognitive bias. It is a consequence of how the integration hardware works. The information is destroyed, not merely hidden.

It is universal wherever Common-Currency Integration is intact. All Individuals with intact common-currency integration systems experience Source Opacity. Variation exists in degree (some Individuals may have slightly more access to source-signals before integration) but not in kind (no Individual has reliable post-integration source-access).

It affects the formal source-tag symmetrically and bears asymmetrically. The integrated Scalar U carries no marker identifying which source contributed what, and this applies to A, I, and M equally. What is not symmetric is what each channel leaves behind for the Individual to work with once the tag is gone. A-signals produce bodily states (hunger, pain, cold, fatigue) that persist during conscious awareness independently of the Scalar. I-signals produce engagement states (flow, curiosity, absorbed attention) that persist during conscious awareness and are observable in private. M-signals produce no correlate of either kind: the Observer’s reading is integrated before awareness of the wanting arrives, and nothing of it survives into the conscious timeframe. This ordering of the three channels by what each leaves behind is the Legibility Gradient (Section 8.2.5), and the timing established at Section 9.11 is what produces the tracelessness rather than what constitutes it; the constraint on the Individual is that introspection has nothing to examine, not that the transmission was quick. Source Opacity’s practical consequence is therefore most severe for M, because M is the one channel that is both mis-categorised at integration and left with no residue against which the mis-categorisation could be checked. Object Parasitism and Confabulation compound this concealment but do not create it.

It is permanent and irreducible. Source Opacity cannot be overcome through training, insight, or willpower. The Individual cannot learn to “see” source-tags that have been destroyed. Compensatory strategies (Section 9.13) can infer likely sources from available evidence, but this is reconstruction, not direct access.

9.9.3 What Source Opacity Is Not

Not mere difficulty. Source Opacity is not “it’s hard to know why I want this.” It is “the decomposition of why I want this was destroyed at integration, and no reading of the wanting can return it.” Difficulty implies the information exists but is hard to access; opacity means the information does not exist in accessible form.

Not motivated self-deception. The Individual is not “fooling themselves” about their motivations. They genuinely lack access to source-information. Self-deception requires a self that knows and a self that is deceived; Source Opacity involves no hidden knowledge to deceive about.

Not a bias to be corrected. Cognitive biases involve systematic distortions of available information. Source Opacity involves the absence of information, not its distortion. Debiasing techniques address biases; they cannot address absences.

Not symmetric in practical consequence, despite symmetric tag-stripping. The formal source-tag is destroyed for all three sources in the integrated Scalar. However, A and I both produce phenomenological correlates that persist during conscious awareness: the hungry Individual experiences hunger pangs (A-phenomenology), the engaged Individual experiences absorbed interest that continues in private (I-phenomenology). These correlates provide diagnostic access to A and I even after tag-stripping. M produces no such correlate. The Individual’s practical opacity is therefore concentrated on M. This is not because A and I are “transparent” (their formal tags are equally destroyed) but because A and I offer compensatory phenomenological channels that M does not. What matters here is the absence rather than the timing that produces it: an Individual who had somehow witnessed the mimetic acquisition would still hold no residue to examine afterwards, and would still hold no category other than deficit in which to place what they had witnessed.

9.9.4 The Information-Theoretic Basis

Source Opacity follows from basic information theory. Consider the integration equation:

U(x)=wA⋅UA(x)+wI⋅UI(x)+wM⋅UM(x)U(x) = w_A \cdot U_A(x) + w_I \cdot U_I(x) + w_M \cdot U_M(x)

This maps three source-specific valuations to one integrated value. The mapping is many-to-one: infinitely many different source-combinations can produce the same integrated value.

Example: an integrated value of 0.6 could result from: - an Appetitive valuation of 0.6 carrying the whole weight (pure A) - an Intrinsic valuation of 0.6 carrying the whole weight (pure I) - a Mimetic valuation of 0.6 carrying the whole weight (pure M) - Appetitive and Intrinsic valuations of 0.6 each carrying half the weight (equal A-I blend) - Infinitely many other combinations

Given only the integrated value of 0.6, it is mathematically impossible to recover the input decomposition. The information has been irreversibly lost, because the map is non-injective.

This is not a limitation of neural implementation; it is a mathematical necessity. Any system that integrates multiple inputs into a single scalar will destroy information about input-decomposition. The Decision Hub’s common-currency architecture guarantees Source Opacity.

Note (Appendix A cross-reference). The Source Opacity Theorem derived in this chapter is treated in Appendix A Section A.2 (M5a restatement) as a consequence of the Common-Currency Integration operation M3, and in Section A.6.1 as an essential (load-bearing) assumption of the fast valuation formalism. The chapter’s derivation via the Data Processing Inequality remains canonical; the appendix treats it as a load-bearing entailment of M3 via the DPI, on which the fast-layer dynamics depend. The strict information loss follows from non-injectivity of the map; the Data Processing Inequality ensures that no downstream processing of the Scalar recovers what the integration discarded (Appendix A, Section A.2). The preconscious timing of the Observer’s signal (Axiom 7) is a separate barrier to self-knowledge of the M-contribution, the Timing Barrier of Section 9.9.9, and it forms no part of Source Opacity.

9.9.5 Non-Recoverability Is Not Non-Existence

The Data Processing Inequality result invites a misreading. What the inequality establishes is that recovery of the source decomposition from the integrated Scalar alone cannot be done. It does not, and cannot, entail that any source contribution failed to shape the Scalar, nor that the contribution is beyond reconstruction by any means whatever. These are three different claims, and the distinction between them is load-bearing for everything the framework builds on Source Opacity.

Consider them side by side. The first is a claim about legibility from the output: given U(x)U(x) alone, no function of U(x)U(x) can return which of UA(x)U_A(x), UI(x)U_I(x), UM(x)U_M(x) produced which portion of the total. The second would be a claim about causation, that a source which is unreadable from the output therefore did no work in producing it. The third would be a claim about reconstruction in principle, that the source contribution can never be estimated by any route at all. Only the first is true. The integration map is a weighted sum, and every term in that sum contributes its full weighted value to U(x)U(x) causally. Nothing is deleted in the causal sense. What is deleted is only the record, carried in the Scalar itself, of which term produced which portion of the total. A dominant M-contribution still moves U(x)U(x), still can flip which Object is selected when U(x)U(x) crosses a competitor’s value, and still leaves a behavioural trace in the choice that results. It is simply that reading U(x)U(x) alone never tells you M did it.

The corollary’s whole practical point turns on the third claim. The Data Processing Inequality bounds what any function of the Scalar can carry about the sources, and no more. It says nothing about what an estimator can recover when it is supplied with information beyond the Scalar. If one knows in advance that a source exists, knows its characteristic behavioural signature, and knows the context in which the valuation was formed, then the decomposition becomes estimable, not by inverting U(x)U(x) (which cannot be done), but by inferential reconstruction that draws on that additional structure. Knowing the number and character of the contributing sources constrains the pre-image of U(x)U(x), and each further piece of prior knowledge (the M-signature of non-satiation, with audience-dependence in its special case, the A-signature of bodily set-points, the I-signature of engagement that persists in private) narrows it further. What results is an approximation of what went into the Scalar, and the approximation improves as the priors sharpen.

The impossible operation is exact inversion from the output on its own. The available operation is estimation of the input from the output plus independent knowledge of the input’s structure, and the gap between the two is exactly where the framework’s diagnostic and population-scale methods live. That estimation is Source Inference: reconstruction of an integrated valuation’s source decomposition from Behavioural Signatures and independent knowledge of source structure, not inversion of the Scalar.

A stripped-down engineering analogy holds the three claims apart. Summing the left and right channels of a stereo recording down to a single mono track does not remove any of the instruments, you can still hear the same guitar, vocal, and drums that were in the stereo mix, because each instrument’s sound is additively present in the combined waveform. What the mono track loses is only which channel each instrument came from, the left-right placement that the stereo image carried (this is the non-injectivity, and it is what the Data Processing Inequality rules out; and notwithstanding phase-cancellation effects, where left and right partially offset when combined, the analogy stands, since those effects change how the inputs sum, not the fact that the sum discards which channel each contribution came from). An instrument that plays louder pushes the mix louder, and one that falls silent quiets it, exactly as before. And an engineer who has the individual instruments on separate tracks, and knows which instrument was panned to which channel and at what level, can reconstruct an approximation of the two channels, not by inverting the mono sum, which cannot be done, but by reassembling the channels from those separate stems and their known pan assignments.

The mono track is a real and fully causally-determined fingerprint of both its inputs, and every instrument that went in is still audible in it. What is not legible, read off the track alone, is which channel any given instrument occupied. But even that is estimable, given the separate stems and knowledge of how they were placed. Opacity, in other words, is non-legibility of the source-attribution from the output alone, not non-existence of the source content and not non-reconstructability in principle.

Non-Recoverability Is Not Non-Existence. The Data Processing Inequality applied to the integration map establishes that the source decomposition cannot be recovered by any function of the integrated Scalar alone. It does not establish that any source contribution is causally inert, and it does not establish that the decomposition is unrecoverable in principle. Each source contributes its full weighted value to the Scalar, and those contributions retain their full behavioural consequences (selection, substitution, and choice), even though the Scalar retains no record of which source contributed which portion. Where an estimator is supplied with independent knowledge that a source exists and of its characteristic signature, an approximation of the decomposition can be reconstructed from the Scalar together with that knowledge. What cannot be done is inversion from the output on its own. Source Opacity is a destruction of the source-tag carried in the Scalar, not of the source-effect and not of the source-inference.

This is what makes both the Two-Question Diagnostic and the Aggregation Gradient possible. The diagnostic works at the level of the individual valuation precisely because it does not attempt to read the source-tag off U(x)U(x), it supplies independent behavioural evidence about which source is present and reconstructs from that. The Aggregation Gradient (Section 9.10) works at population scale for the same reason at the level of the outcome, since if opacity meant non-existence rather than non-legibility (if the M-contribution’s effects did not survive the compression that destroys its scalar-borne tag), population-scale outcome analysis would have nothing to detect. The Gradient’s whole premise is that effects survive while tags do not, and its whole method is inferential reconstruction from those surviving effects. The same premise licenses the later results on manufactured versus reliable valuations, since a single valuation can be produced by offsetting errors that happen to land on a given U(x)U(x), but a reliable pattern across many valuations cannot be so produced, precisely because the underlying source contributions are still doing real causal work in each case even while each remains individually unreadable from its own Scalar. Non-legibility from the output alone coexists with full causal potency and with reconstructability given independent knowledge, and it is that combination, not any one part alone, that the framework relies on.

9.9.6 Why Evolution Selected for Opacity

If Source Opacity creates problems (as later sections establish), why did evolution select for Source Opacity? The answer lies in the adaptive value of unified action.

The ancestral problem: An organism facing a predator while hungry and observing conspecifics fleeing cannot afford to deliberate about which motivation should govern. It must act: immediately, coherently, with full commitment. Paralysis is death.

The integration solution: Common-currency valuation produces a single, action-ready output. The organism doesn’t experience “I have a hunger-want, a fear-want, and a conformity-want; let me compare them.” It experiences “RUN” or “EAT” or “FOLLOW”, a unified imperative that commands behaviour.

The opacity trade-off: Unified action requires integrated valuation. Integrated valuation requires common-currency conversion. Common-currency conversion is a many-to-one map. That map destroys the source decomposition. Source Opacity is the cost of decisive action.

Evolution did not select for Source Opacity as such; it selected for common-currency integration because unified action had survival value. Source Opacity is a by-product: an architectural consequence that was not itself selected for or against because, in ancestral environments, knowing the source-composition of one’s desires rarely mattered for survival.

The environment has changed; the architecture has not. Source Opacity was adaptive-neutral in ancestral conditions and has become maladaptive in conditions where M-signals are artificially amplified and where distinguishing A-needs from M-wants would prevent significant harm. This evolutionary mismatch is developed in Chapter 10.

9.9.7 Source Opacity in Cached Decisions

Source Opacity applies not only to real-time integration but also, and with compounded effect, to cached retrieval.

When a habit forms, the integration that produced the cached entry lost its source-tags through standard common-currency conversion. The cached entry stores the result of that integration (context → value → response) but not the source-decomposition that produced it. The Individual who formed a habit of morning social-media checking does not store “this behaviour was M-dominant”; they store “in morning-context, execute this response.”

When the habit fires, the cached entry is acted on without any integration occurring at all. There is no moment where A, I, and M signals are weighted and combined; the computation was performed previously and the result was stored. The Individual experiences the behavioural impulse directly, without even the post-integration wanting signal that accompanies real-time decisions.

This creates double opacity:









	Layer
	What is Lost
	When Lost





	First layer
	Source-tags (which channel generated each input)
	During original integration that formed the habit



	Second layer
	Integration process itself (any experience of weighing or deliberating)
	During cached retrieval that executes the habit





For real-time decisions, the Individual at least experiences the integrated wanting, “I want X”, even though the source-composition is unavailable. For habitual behaviour, even this is bypassed. The Individual finds themselves doing X without having experienced wanting X. The behaviour emerges from cache-retrieval, not from any process the Individual can inspect.

The phenomenological consequence is that habitual behaviours feel like “just what I do” rather than “what I want.” There is no subjective wanting to examine because the wanting occurred historically, during habit formation, not during habit execution. The Individual who habitually checks their phone upon waking does not experience “I want to check my phone” followed by checking: they experience finding themselves checking, with no antecedent wanting available to introspection.

This has significant implications for I-Override. The Two-Question Diagnostic assumes a desire to examine: “Do I want this because my body needs it?” and “Would I still want this if no one ever saw?” But habitual behaviour presents no desire to the Individual at the moment of execution: only behaviour. The diagnostic questions must be applied retrospectively (“Why did I just do that?”) or prospectively (“Why do I keep doing this?”), not in the moment of action where no deliberative pause occurs.

Source Opacity in cached decisions is therefore more severe than Source Opacity in real-time integration. Real-time integration produces opaque wanting; cached retrieval produces opaque doing. The Individual has even less material to work with when attempting to understand their own habitual behaviour.



9.9.8 Source Opacity in Social Interaction

Source Opacity has a domain of application that extends beyond the Individual’s assessment of their own desires. It applies with equal force to the Individual’s assessment of their social interactions. When Individual A defers to Individual B, grants B’s claims greater credibility, or directs sustained attention toward B, the motivational source of that behaviour is opaque to A. A cannot determine from the valuation itself whether the deference reflects genuine A-relevance (B controls resources A needs), genuine I-relevance (B possesses expertise A values for its own sake), or PM-transfer (A defers because others defer, and the social proof has been integrated into A’s valuation of B before conscious evaluation could intervene). The Confabulation system (Movement D) generates plausible explanations for A’s deference (“I respect their expertise,” “they’ve earned their position,” “they clearly know what they’re talking about”) that systematically favour A-sounding and I-sounding attributions over the M-accurate account (“I defer because I have observed others deferring, and that social proof was integrated preconsciously into my valuation of this Individual”). This interaction-level Confabulation operates through exactly the same mechanism as desire-level Confabulation: the Information Gap (true source unavailable due to Source Opacity) is filled by the narrative system using available Templates, which do not include the M-Template.

The consequence is that PM-transfer between Individuals proceeds unrecognised by either party. The giver of deference experiences it as earned recognition. The receiver experiences it as appropriate response to their genuine qualities. Both are Confabulating, and the jointly produced explanation that each is responding to the other’s earned qualities is a Reciprocity Narrative, the standard dyadic-scale Confabulation that conceals PM-transfer because neither party has introspective access to the source-composition of the valuation driving the interaction.

The implications of Source Opacity extend far beyond self-misunderstanding. Radiation is invisible to every human sense, yet it kills. For millennia, humanity could not detect it, could not name it, and suffered its effects without comprehension. Unmanaged Mimetic Desire occupies the same structural position in the social world: phenomenologically invisible to the Individual, yet producing effects (rivalry, escalation, Scapegoat designation, collective violence) that are exhaustively documented across every culture and epoch. Chapter 17 will establish that this invisibility, under nuclear conditions, is not merely epistemically unfortunate but existentially terminal.

The architectural concealment described in this section operates not only on the PM-component of A’s valuation of B and on the PM-component of B’s valuation of A, but also on the broader phenomenological output that the same architecture produces: the felt sense that one’s desires originate within a sealed motivational interior, with other Individuals experienced as external to that interior. This phenomenological output is Phenomenological Isolation, the default persistent phenomenological state within which all conscious-cognition operations including Empathy are conducted. Section 9.11.1 derives the result from the conjunction of Preconscious Transmission (Axiom 7) and Source Opacity (Axiom 3) and distinguishes it from Empathy, which is a downstream conscious-cognition operation, and from the Dissolution of Individualism (Chapter 19), which is a claim about the architecture itself rather than about the phenomenology it produces.

9.9.9 Three Independent Barriers to Self-Knowledge of the M-Contribution

Self-knowledge of the M-contribution fails three times over. Three logically independent barriers seal the Individual’s access to source-decomposition, and the removal of any one leaves the remaining two sufficient to preserve practical opacity for M. The three are the Integration Barrier, which is Source Opacity proper, the Timing Barrier, and the Conceptual Barrier.

The Integration Barrier is connection-invariant. The Decision Hub’s common-currency integration maps the three-dimensional source-vector to a one-dimensional scalar, and by the non-injectivity of the weighted-sum map combined with the Data Processing Inequality, the source decomposition is irreversibly destroyed. This destruction is fixed by the integration operation itself, so it is invariant under the inter-component connection structure of the Body Manager, the Thinker, and the Observer. Whether or not direct channels couple these components, the tag-stripping occurs at the point of common-currency conversion, not at the point of inter-component signalling. Connection topology is therefore moot for Source Opacity, even though the Thinker-to-Observer connection (via the Belief Register) remains load-bearing for prior-maintenance and for I-Override leverage across successive rounds.

The Timing Barrier is fixed by the conscious threshold. The compensatory phenomenological correlates that survive tag-stripping (bodily states for A, engagement-persistence for I) are available to noticing only because they persist within the conscious timeframe. The Observer’s Salience computation operates within the Transmission Window (60–340ms) and is integrated before the conscious threshold (300–500ms), so the mimetic acquisition event is never registered and M produces no surviving correlate. This is the Speed-Selectivity Trade-Off: the preconscious speed that enables cumulative culture is faster than the conscious evaluation that would filter observed goals, which is why pre-adoption filtering is impossible. The residual diagnostic asymmetry between A and I on one side and M on the other is therefore fixed by the conscious threshold, not by connection.

The Conceptual Barrier is fixed by the Hypothesis Space. Even granting, counterfactually, that the Timing Barrier were removed and a fragment of the acquisition event were available to noticing, noticing is not representing. To ascribe probability to the Hypothesis that a desire was acquired from another, the Individual must possess the M-Hypothesis as an element of the represented Hypothesis Space, because Bayesian updating redistributes probability only across Hypotheses present in that space. Absent the M-Template, the M-Hypothesis is not assigned a low probability; it is unrepresentable, and the question of its probability does not arise. This is Type I Exclusion (Structural Exclusion): the true generative Hypothesis is orthogonal to the representable subspace, so no quantity of evidence can move mass toward it, and the Individual, reasoning correctly from incomplete premises, converges on the least-wrong A-narrative or I-narrative by the Confabulation Rationality Lemma. The Conceptual Barrier corresponds to Layer 7 of the Camouflage Architecture (the Vocabulary Gap), which blocks Hypothesis formulation rather than detection.

The three barriers are logically independent. The Integration Barrier removes the formal tag, the Timing Barrier removes the surviving evidence, and the Conceptual Barrier removes the Hypothesis to which any such evidence could be assigned. Defeating connection topology does not defeat integration, defeating timing does not defeat the Hypothesis-space restriction, and supplying the Hypothesis (the Knowledge Patch (the Patch)) does not restore the destroyed tag but instead routes around it by directing residual probability mass, generated by independently sourced doubt, toward the now-representable M-Hypothesis. This threefold barrier is the structural reason the Knowledge Patch is necessary rather than merely helpful: no improvement in phenomenological access could be self-correcting, because correction requires the M-Hypothesis to be pre-installed before any evidence can be bound to it.

The three conditions of Section 9.9.2 and the three barriers of this section answer different questions. The conditions state what the Individual receives: the Mimetic signal is a Salience reading rather than a deficit, its tag is destroyed at integration, and it leaves no residue behind, so what arrives in awareness is a reading of the environment wearing the form of a lack. The three barriers of this section state why self-examination cannot correct that. The Integration Barrier has destroyed the tag that would name the source, the Timing Barrier has left no evidence for the Individual to notice, and the Conceptual Barrier withholds the Hypothesis to which any such evidence could be assigned, so an Individual who set out to determine where their wanting came from would find, in order, nothing to read, nothing to notice, and nothing to conclude. The first triad describes the signal. The second describes the search that fails to identify it. They share the destruction of the tag, which figures in both, and are otherwise distinct.

9.9.10 The Salience-Deference Identity One Salience Function Across the Agent-Type Vector

Section 9.9.8 established that Source Opacity applies to the Individual’s valuation of other Individuals, and that the transfer channels through which the Mimetic Premium flows (attention, deference, narrative authority, positional concession) operate invisibly to both parties because the PM-component of each party’s valuation has had its source-tag destroyed at integration. That result generalises. The deference an Individual directs toward a high-Status conspecific and the deference the same Individual directs toward a more powerful non-conspecific agent are outputs of a single Salience-valuation function, integrated and tag-stripped by the same Decision Hub through the same operation. This is the Salience-Deference Identity.

The Decision Hub does not run one valuation procedure for conspecifics and a separate procedure for predators, rivals, or Prey. It processes every agent through the Agent-Type Vector, the four-way classification of any perceived agent along the Collaborator (C), Rival (R), Predator (X), and Prey (Y) axes (developed in Chapter 11). Each axis contributes a signed Salience loading to the Common-Currency Scalar, and the integration operation that combines them is the same weighted summation, subject to the same non-injectivity, that Section 9.9.4 showed destroys source-identity. The output is a single signed valuation of the agent, and the behavioural response that valuation selects (approach, avoidance, deference, display) is chosen on the Scalar alone. The Individual has no more introspective access to why they defer to a powerful agent than to why they want an Object.

The consequence is that deference is not a distinctively social or distinctively mimetic response. It is the general behavioural output that high received Salience selects whenever the agent is valued as standing above the Individual in the relevant asymmetry, and the source of that asymmetry is opaque after integration exactly as the source-composition of any desire is opaque. A predator’s capacity to harm loads the X axis and a high-Status Model’s position loads the C axis, and an Individual deferring on either can no more read off which, from the felt valuation, than read off why they want an Object.

The asymmetry does not always run that way, and the response follows its direction rather than its magnitude. Y-weight loads on the inverse criteria to X: reduced capacity to retaliate, visibility, and position outside the network that would make targeting costly. An agent carrying Y-weight is valued as standing below rather than above, and what high Salience selects there is not deference but extraction, on the reciprocity-of-extraction profile the Y axis carries. Deference and extraction are one function read at two signs, and the Individual has no more access to the ground of the second than to the ground of the first.

The R axis differs from the other three in what places an agent on it, and the difference changes how R-weight behaves. X, Y and C load on a capacity or a position the agent carries and would carry whether or not this Individual were present: the predator can harm, the Prey-classified agent cannot retaliate, the Model stands where it stands. R loads on a relation rather than a property. An agent occupies the Rival position by directing action at the Object this Individual’s own action is directed at, so R-weight is set by that relation rather than by anything the agent is. This is why an agent can occupy the Rival position without having changed in any respect, and why the disposition recorded about that agent during a contest outlasts the Object that produced it (Chapter 16, Section 16.3).

What we observe in human society as status-deference (yielding attention, conceding position, granting narrative authority to the higher-ranked) is the C-and-R-dominant instance of the same salience-computation that, when the X axis dominates, produces the deference an organism shows toward a more powerful agent. The Mimetic Premium is therefore best understood not as a separate quantity but as the received, gradient valuation of emitted Salience in the special case where the dominant axes are conspecific, and it flows unidirectionally toward higher Salience for the same reason deference flows unidirectionally toward the more powerful agent in any asymmetry.

This identity is derived, not postulated. It follows from three results already in place. First, Common-Currency Integration (Sections 9.1.3 and 9.1.4) requires that all agent-relevant inputs be converted to a single Scalar before selection, which forecloses any architecture in which conspecific-Salience and threat-Salience or resource-Salience are carried on separate, independently readable channels. Second, Source Opacity (Axiom 3, Section 9.9) guarantees that the axis-decomposition of the agent-valuation is destroyed in that conversion, so the Individual cannot introspect whether their deference tracks Status or threat. Third, the Agent-Type Vector (Axiom 9, Chapter 11) establishes that the same perceptual apparatus classifies all agents along the same four axes, so there is one input format for the integration operation to consume. Given these three, a single Salience-valuation function across all agent-types is not an additional assumption but the only architecture consistent with the ones already derived. The apparent specialness of social deference is an artefact of the Vocabulary Gap (Section 9.9.9, Conceptual Barrier), which supplies a conspecific-status Template but no unified Salience-deference Template, so the shared computation is described in two vocabularies (submission to power, respect for status) that conceal their common architectural origin.

Two clarifications prevent over-reading. The identity is an identity of mechanism, not of magnitude or valence. The axes carry different signed loadings and select different responses (the X axis, when threat dominates, selects avoidance or submission rather than the attention-and-emulation that C-dominant deference produces), and nothing here collapses the distinction between fearing a predator and admiring a leader at the level of felt experience, which the Phenomenological Reality Principle (Section 9.5) preserves. What is identical is the valuation-and-tag-stripping operation that generates the deferential output from received Salience, whatever the dominant axis. And the identity does not make the Mimetic Premium reducible to threat or resource dynamics, because on the conspecific axis the Premium is non-satiating and unidirectional (the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, Section 9.10) in a way that A-grounded threat-avoidance and resource-approach are not. The Salience-Deference Identity unifies the computation; the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle preserves why the conspecific instance alone compounds.

A final qualification completes the identity. The Salience loading on the C and R axes is only one of the three source-contributions the Decision Hub integrates when it valuates an agent, and it is not by itself decisive as to which axis effectively governs the response. The agent-valuation is the same weighted summation of Appetitive, Intrinsic and Mimetic contributions as any other, so the A-contribution (the agent’s bearing on the Individual’s bodily needs and safety) and the I-contribution (the agent’s bearing on the Individual’s Intrinsic engagement) enter the sum alongside the transmitted Salience and can reinforce it, discount it, or override it. Which axis an agent falls into for the purpose of action-selection is therefore determined by the integrated Scalar summed across all three sources, not by the Salience channel alone. A high-Status Model who is simultaneously an acute bodily threat may draw avoidance rather than deference, because a large negative A-contribution dominates the positive Salience loading in the sum. Conversely, a low-competence agent whom the Individual can directly assess as such may still be deferred to, because a sufficiently strong transmitted Salience loading dominates the low I-contribution in the sum, which is the ordinary architectural explanation for why demonstrably unintelligent high-Status figures continue to command deference, attention, and narrative authority.

The Salience-Deference Identity holds at the level of the mechanism, that received Salience is valuated and tag-stripped identically across agent-types, but the case in front of the Individual is always decided by the summed valuation, in which the Mimetic channel is one input among three. This is why the same architecture that makes status-deference near-automatic in the ordinary case also permits it to be overridden when A or I signals are strong enough to dominate the sum, and it is the agent-classification counterpart of the general point, established throughout Movement C, that no single source is legible or decisive in isolation after integration.

9.9.11 The Opacity of Social Valuation Why Valuing Another Rightly Once Certifies Nothing

The preceding subsections established that when one Individual values another, the source-composition of that valuation is opaque. The Individual cannot introspect how much of their regard for another reflects genuine A-relevance, genuine I-relevance, or transmitted M-valuation (Section 9.9.8), because the same integration that strips source-tags from the valuation of an Object strips them equally from the valuation of an agent (Section 9.9.10). A consequence follows that governs not why an Individual values another but how far that valuation can be trusted as accurate, and it can be established entirely at the level of valuation.

When Individual A values Individual B, the Decision Hub returns a single integrated Scalar, namely how much A values B, all things considered, and that Scalar is the only quantity to which A has access. Underneath it lie the three source-contributions, weighted and summed: B’s relevance to A’s bodily needs, B’s relevance to A’s engagements, and the transmitted valuation carried by how visibly others value B. The summation is many-to-one. Distinct combinations of the three contributions produce the very same Scalar, and once the Scalar is formed the combination that produced it cannot be recovered by any inward operation (Section 9.1.5). A therefore holds a number without its composition.

This sets a ceiling on how accurate the valuation can be, and the ceiling is fixed by the contributions, not by the care A takes in forming the Scalar. If the contributions that entered the valuation carry good information about how dealings with B will actually go, that is, if A’s regard is built from features of B that bear on what B will do, then the Scalar is a good guide, and A’s valuation is accurate. If instead the dominant contribution is the transmitted one, reporting only how others rank B and nothing about what B will do, then the Scalar is an accurate summary of B’s standing and a poor guide to B’s conduct, and no amount of deliberation applied to the Scalar afterward can put into it information the contributions never contained. The valuation cannot be more accurate about B than the material it was integrated from. Deliberation operates downstream of integration, on the Scalar; it cannot reach back to enrich the contributions that made it.

The sharper consequence concerns what a correct valuation does and does not certify. A can value B correctly, arriving at very nearly the right regard for how a dealing with B will in fact go, while the contributions underneath that valuation are individually wrong, provided their errors offset in the summation. Overvaluing B’s relevance in one respect and undervaluing it in another leaves a Scalar close to the mark though neither contribution was sound. Because the summation is many-to-one, the combinations of contributions that yield any given correct valuation are not one accurate composition but a whole family of mutually incompatible wrong ones, each producing the right Scalar by a different route of cancellation. Valuing another rightly on a given occasion is therefore cheap. It can be had by luck, by offsetting error, or by contributions that are wrong in every part but wrong in a way that nets out. What cannot be had cheaply is valuing others rightly reliably, across many people and many dealings, because cancellation is coincidence, and coincidence does not repeat to order. To land rightly again and again as the people and circumstances vary, the contributions themselves must track what those people will do, and there is no route around that which survives repetition.

The two points together dissolve a natural defence. An Individual who has judged others well in the past is inclined to trust their read of the next person, treating the record as evidence that the faculty is sound. But a run of correct valuations is not evidence that the contributions feeding them are informative, because any single correct valuation can be manufactured by offsetting error rather than by sound contributions, and the Individual, by Source Opacity, cannot tell the two apart from the inside. The felt confidence attaches to the Scalar, and the Scalar is silent as to whether it was well-founded or merely lucky. Confidence and a history of being right are both fully compatible with a valuation faculty that has never been accurate about anyone at all, only fortunate in how its errors have so far cancelled.

A further route to unwarranted confidence arises the moment the target is not inert but is itself an Individual valuing back. When A deals with B, A’s conduct in the encounter carries A’s valuation of B, and B reads that conduct and adjusts B’s own behaviour to steer the encounter toward the outcome B wants. The consequence for A is that the conduct A observes from B is not, to the extent it was so adjusted, conduct independent of A’s valuation against which that valuation could be tested; it is conduct that A’s own signalled valuation has helped to shape.

If A treats B as promising and behaves accordingly, B, reading this, may meet it in the way that makes the dealing go as A expected, not because A’s valuation captured anything true about B, but because B has accommodated the valuation A displayed. A then observes an interaction that went as predicted and takes the prediction to have been confirmed, when what has occurred, in the measure that B accommodated rather than revealed disposition, is that the encounter supplied A the very outcome A’s conduct invited. The interaction does not to that extent function as an independent test, because the evidence it returns was co-produced with the valuation it appears to confirm. This is a valuation-layer statement of a dynamic that the belief-dynamics analysis derives in full, where the mutual, live-updating version of the loop and its consequences for self-knowledge are set out as the Interactional Confirmation Loop (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.9).

This bears directly on the danger the earlier subsections identified. The contribution that most readily inflates or deflates A’s valuation of B is the transmitted one, the visible signal of how much others value B, and it is precisely the contribution least informative about what B will do, because it reports B’s standing in others’ regard rather than anything about B’s conduct. It therefore raises A’s confidence in the valuation without raising its accuracy, making A feel better positioned to judge B while leaving A no better positioned at all.

The corrective is the one the framework applies throughout, now with a second and independent justification. Because valuing another rightly once certifies nothing about the contributions behind it, the felt confidence in the valuation must first be held under Epistemic Suspension, withheld precisely because it attaches to a Scalar that cannot certify itself, and the valuation must then be rebuilt on evidence of what an Individual does rather than on evidence of how others regard them. The behavioural signatures of Section 9.14.3, which Epistemic Suspension (Chapter 18, Section 18.5) exists to send the Individual toward, are informative about conduct in the way transmitted regard is not, provided they are read across many instances so that one-off cancellations average out, and provided the conduct read is conduct that reveals the Individual’s disposition rather than conduct elicited in accommodation to the reader’s own signalled valuation. Valuing another by the standing they carry raises confidence without raising accuracy; valuing them by what they reliably do raises accuracy itself, and the two are indistinguishable from the inside, which is why the discipline must be procedural rather than felt.

The formal treatment of why the transmitted contribution is uninformative, and of how the valuation is revised over successive encounters, belongs to the belief-dynamics analysis, where these results are derived as the fidelity bound and the identifiability result (Chapter 14, Section 14.10.10).

9.9.12 Status as a Source-Opaque Valuation Input and the Substrate It Lacks

Section 9.9.11 established that a valuation of another is source-opaque and that valuing someone rightly once therefore certifies nothing about the contributions behind it. A further question concerns one of those contributions in particular, the transmitted signal of how much others visibly value a target. This contribution, the Status contribution, behaves within the valuation like any other, but beneath it lies a feature that no ordinary Object-contribution shares, and identifying it completes Movement C’s account of social valuation.

When A values B, the visible signal of B’s standing arrives as an M-input, is assigned a weight, is summed with the A- and I-contributions, and is stripped of its source-tag in the integration exactly as any M-input is (Section 9.1.5). Status is thus not a property A perceives sitting on B and reads off directly. It is a contribution to an integrated Scalar, and A experiences only the Scalar. The phenomenology misrepresents the architecture. The Individual feels themselves to be perceiving another’s standing, as though standing were out there to be seen, when what is in fact occurring is the integration of a transmitted contribution into a valuation whose composition is, by Source Opacity, closed to inspection. Standing is not observed but computed and then felt as though observed.

The feature peculiar to this contribution appears when one asks what remains if it is removed. For an ordinary Object, the transmitted contribution, the portion of the Object’s valuation driven by the fact that others value it, rides atop an A and I substrate. Strip the transmitted portion away and that substrate remains, the Object’s relevance to a bodily need or an engagement, a contribution with a Referent the world can eventually test. A meal valued partly because others prize it is still, underneath, food.

Status is not the exception to this that it first appears. It has no substrate of its own, distinct from the A and I, on which it independently rests; it is the M-contribution riding on the same A and I substrate the Object already has, position in a comparison-constituted ordering carried on the use or need that others are seen to prize. The point is therefore subtractive rather than a matter of Status possessing some emptier substrate than a good does. Strip the Status contribution away and what is exposed is only the A and I to which Status itself added nothing recoverable, together with, in the pure case of conspecific standing, further comparison, standing relative to others who are themselves ranked relative to others. There is no floor of substrate under Status other than the A and I floor that was always the real substrate, and to that floor Status contributes nothing.

This is the individual-scale root of a property the chapter attributes to the conspecific case at Section 9.10. A valuation contribution that rests on a substrate of its own can settle, because it answers to something outside itself: the A-contribution to valuing food subsides as the deficit it answers to is corrected. The Status contribution rests on no substrate of its own, adding nothing to the A and I it rides upon, so it answers to nothing outside the comparison that constitutes it, and each position attained is immediately a position relative to a new set of others, so the contribution regenerates. The non-satiating, unidirectional character that the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle identifies in the conspecific instance is therefore not an additional empirical fact about Status but a direct consequence of its resting on no substrate of its own: a contribution constituted wholly by comparison has no closure condition, because comparison has no terminus.

This content-level account, that non-satiation follows because comparison has no terminus, is the same result seen from the content side that Chapter 8, Section 8.5 derives from the channel side, where the M-channel is shown to be an identification service with no deficit of its own and therefore no closure condition. The absence of a substrate of its own is why the comparison never terminates, and the open-loop channel is how the architecture runs a valuation that never terminates, so the two are one derivation of non-satiation viewed from its content and from its mechanism, not two competing roots.

How the transmitted signal comes to dominate the valuation before any encounter, how weakly the target’s own conduct revises it, and how the many individual valuations across a population condense into the single public quantity called a person’s Status, are questions about the transmitted contribution’s origin and revision that belong to the belief-dynamics analysis, where they are derived as the Belief-Conditioned Status Estimate and its low-pass condensation (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.8).

9.10 The Aggregation Gradient as the Structural Complement to Source Opacity

The Source Opacity Theorem establishes that the Decision Hub’s integration of A, I, and M into a Common-Currency Scalar irreversibly destroys the source-tag on the integrated value within the Individual at the moment of integration. This is the architectural floor of the framework. It is the rung at which Confabulation operates as the immediate post-hoc completion of the missing source explanation, and it is the rung at which the Reciprocity narrative and the parasitic attachment of Mimetic valuation to Objects of Appetitive or Intrinsic origin derive their feasibility.

It is also a local claim. It is local to a single Decision Hub, local to a single moment of integration, and local to the representation produced at that moment. None of these localities is the whole world. The information that is destroyed at the Decision Hub is destroyed within the Individual’s representation, not erased from the structural record of what the Individual then did, with whom, in what pattern, and to what cumulative effect. This locality is what permits the Aggregation Gradient to operate as the structural complement to Source Opacity.

The Aggregation Gradient is the monotonic relationship between representational distance from any single Decision Hub and the legibility of the Mimetic Premium. It comprises six rungs. Rung 1 is the Individual single moment, where Source Opacity is total. Rung 2 is the dyadic transaction, where two opacified Decision Hubs interact and produce a jointly sincere Reciprocity narrative. Rung 3 is the Individual longitudinal scale, where persistent behavioural patterns across many transactions become legible to the Individual’s own deliberative system once the framework’s terminology is in place. Rung 4 is the small group or network scale, where mimetic contagion and prestige-biased transmission leave traces in interaction patterns. Rung 5 is the institutional scale, where the institutional defences a society has erected against Mimetic-Premium accumulation, and the structures it has erected to conceal that accumulation, become tractable to outside analysis. Rung 6 is the macro-historical scale, where population-scale outcome residues (concentration of market power, concentration of coercive power, cumulative Net Mimetic Position divergence, A-Floor erosion patterns) display their full diagnostic clarity. That residual observability at population scale, against the architectural invisibility of the Mimetic Premium at the dyadic and transactional rungs, is the Macro-Residue Visibility Principle.

The mechanism by which legibility increases up the gradient is the Low-Pass Filter Mechanism. A is bounded by satiation; A-pursuits cycle but do not compound. I is bounded by sufficiency of the Object to enable the process; an instrument or resource that meets the I-requirement at a given level of competence keeps meeting it (the competence itself can develop indefinitely; what is bounded is the resource requirement at any given level of competence). M is structurally non-satiating and unidirectional. Aggregation across many Decision Hubs and longer time periods averages the bounded source contributions toward stable substrate values, while the unbounded source contribution compounds and produces a divergent signal that aggregation cannot suppress. Aggregation is therefore not merely averaging. It is a change in the measurement object, from “what one Individual reports about why they did one thing” (where Source Opacity is fatal) to “what the distribution of all the things that all the Individuals did looks like” (where Source Opacity has no purchase). Aggregation is source-discriminating where integration is not. The formal apparatus for this claim is set out in Appendix A.

Two corollaries follow. First, the Mimetic Premium is not the dominant component of typical interpersonal transactions. It is a persistent minority component that compounds because it is non-satiating and unidirectional, not because it dominates any single transaction. This is the Per-Transaction Minority Claim, and the Per-Transaction Minority Claim is what makes Source Opacity’s concealment feasible: Confabulation has a thin layer to cover, not a thick one. Second, the same eliminative inferential structure that drives source-attribution at the individual scale (ruling out A and I to identify M, by the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle (the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, the architectural fact that A is bounded by satiation and I is bounded by sufficiency of the Object to enable the process, while M alone never closes while the Individual is conscious and perceiving, because relative position has no terminal value)) drives source-attribution at the population scale through the Low-Pass Filter Mechanism. The diagnostic instrument changes; the inferential structure does not. The Knowledge Patch developed in Chapter 18 operates at every rung of the gradient with rung-specific instruments unified by this shared inferential structure. The formal counterpart of the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle is the functional derivation of Appendix A (M5b): the conspecific instance compounds because the salience channel runs open-loop with respect to the deficits it serves.

The within-Individual concealment that Source Opacity makes architectural is therefore not undone by the gradient. The gradient identifies the dimension along which detection survives within-Individual concealment: not introspective access at the dyad, which is permanently blocked by Source Opacity, but population-scale outcome analysis at higher rungs, which the framework’s terminology makes source-discriminating in a way that earlier vocabularies could not.

9.11 The Timing Architecture

9.11.1 The Preconscious Window

Timing adds a separate barrier to the one integration imposes. Source-tags are destroyed during integration, and in addition the entire integration process completes before conscious awareness comes online.

The timeline:








	Time Window
	Process





	0–100ms
	Stimulus registered; source-specific processing begins



	60–340ms
	Preconscious Transmission occurs (mirror-neuron response to observed goals, spanning reactive motor-mirroring onset through predictive goal-state activation)



	200–400ms
	Common-currency integration in Decision Hub



	300–500ms
	Conscious awareness of wanting emerges



	500ms+
	Possible deliberative intervention (I-Override window)





Preconscious Transmission (the Transmission Window: 60–340ms) completes before conscious awareness (300–500ms). When an Individual observes a Model pursuing an Object, the mimetic signal is transmitted, integrated, and contributing to the unified value-signal before the Individual is consciously aware of wanting the Object.

The architectural consequence of this timing, taken together with the Source Opacity result of Section 9.9, is that the Individual’s first-person phenomenology of motivational origin is systematically constructed under conditions that prevent it from tracking the actual source-decomposition of the integrated valuation. The mimetic adoption that partly constitutes the valuation occurs preconsciously (Axiom 7); the integrated output the Individual consciously experiences has had its source-tags destroyed (Axiom 3). The phenomenology the Individual receives is therefore one of self-originance, with desires presenting as if they had arisen within an enclosed self, because the architectural facts that would falsify that presentation are inaccessible. This is Phenomenological Isolation, the default persistent phenomenological state, the architectural background within which every conscious-cognition operation including Empathy is conducted.

Empathy, as a conscious-cognition Bayesian inference that compares an observed Individual’s configuration against the Empathising Individual’s stored memories of similar configurations, is downstream of Phenomenological Isolation; it furnishes inferred content about another Individual’s state but does not penetrate the felt boundary of self-originance, because the boundary is generated upstream by mechanisms Empathy cannot reach. The Knowledge Patch (Chapter 18) accordingly operates through inferential reconstruction from behavioural evidence rather than through phenomenological repair; the phenomenology of self-originance does not disappear under the Patch, only the Individual’s interpretation of it does. Phenomenological Isolation is distinct from the Dissolution of Individualism (Chapter 19), which is a claim about the architecture itself rather than about the phenomenology the architecture produces, and which Phenomenological Isolation persists despite, because the architectural facts the Dissolution articulates remain inaccessible to introspection regardless of whether the Individual has accepted the Dissolution at the conceptual level.

9.11.2 Libet and the Readiness Potential

Benjamin Libet’s classic experiments (Libet, Gleason, Wright, and Pearl, 1983) demonstrated that neural preparation for action precedes conscious awareness of intending to act. The “readiness potential”, a buildup of electrical activity in motor cortex, begins approximately 550ms before action execution, while conscious awareness of the “urge to act” appears only 200ms before execution.

This finding is often interpreted as challenging free will. For AIM, the relevance is different: it demonstrates that motivational processes operate on timescales faster than consciousness. The Decision Hub computes and prepares before the Individual is aware of deciding.

The Libet findings align with the AIM timing architecture: integration occurs in the 200–400ms window, awareness arrives at 300–500ms, and the gap between neural decision and conscious experience is the space in which the Timing Barrier operates; Source Opacity is fixed by the integration itself, at any timing. By the time “I want X” reaches awareness, the source-integration that produced that wanting has been completed for 100–200ms.

9.11.3 Implications for M-Interception

The timing architecture places severe constraints on intercepting Preconscious Transmission:

M cannot be intercepted preconsciously. The mirror-neuron response to observed goals is automatic and below the threshold of conscious awareness. The Individual cannot choose to “not see” a Model pursuing an Object or to “not register” the mimetic signal. The transmission occurs in hardware that operates before software-level control comes online.

M cannot be filtered during integration. By the time integration occurs (200–400ms), the M-signal is already present and contributing to common-currency conversion. The Individual cannot selectively exclude M from the integration because the Individual is not yet aware that integration is happening.

M can only be addressed post-integration. Conscious awareness arrives after the wanting has been computed. The Individual can examine the wanting, apply diagnostic questions, and choose whether to act, but they cannot prevent the wanting from being generated in the first place.

This is why AIM emphasises I-Override (post-integration scrutiny) rather than M-prevention (pre-integration filtering). Prevention is architecturally impossible; scrutiny is achievable though difficult.

9.11.4 Timing in Cached vs. Real-Time Processing

The timing architecture described in Sections 9.11.1–9.11.3 applies to real-time integration. Cached retrieval operates on a faster timescale that creates additional constraints for I-Override.

Real-time integration timing: - Stimulus encountered: 0ms - Source-specific processing (A, I, M circuits active): 0–100ms - Preconscious Transmission (mirror-neuron response to observed goals): 60–340ms - Common-currency integration in Decision Hub: 200–400ms - Conscious awareness of wanting: 300–500ms - Possible I-Override window: 500ms+

Cached retrieval timing: - Context cues encountered: 0ms - Pattern-matching to stored cache entries: 50–150ms - Cached response retrieval: 100–200ms - Motor preparation initiated: 150–250ms - Behaviour execution begins: 200–300ms - Conscious awareness of behaviour (if any): 300–500ms

Cached retrieval completes and initiates motor execution before conscious awareness arrives. The habit fires in the window where real-time integration would still be processing source-specific signals. By the time consciousness comes online, the behaviour is already underway.

This explains the phenomenology of “catching yourself” in habitual behaviour. The Individual who habitually reaches for their phone may become aware of the action only after their hand is already moving, or after the phone is already in their hand. Conscious awareness arrives too late to prevent the behaviour; it can only observe behaviour already in progress.

The Libet findings established that even for deliberated actions, neural preparation precedes conscious awareness. For habitual actions, this gap is larger: there is no deliberation phase at all, only retrieval and execution. The “readiness potential” that Libet detected for willed actions has an analogue in habit-execution, but the conscious experience of “deciding” is absent entirely.

Implications for I-Override timing:

For real-time M-signals, I-Override can operate in the post-integration window (500ms+): after wanting is felt but before action is taken. The Individual experiences “I want X,” applies the Two-Question Diagnostic, and may choose not to act.

For cached habits, this window does not exist. By 500ms, the behaviour is executing. I-Override for habits must therefore operate at a different point in the sequence:


	Pre-emptive override: Before the triggering context is encountered, the Individual establishes implementation intentions or modifies the environment to prevent cache-matching

	Interruption override: During the 200–300ms execution-initiation window, inhibitory signals may halt the behaviour, but this requires the Individual to have pre-committed to interruption for this context

	Post-hoc override: After the behaviour has executed, the Individual recognises the habit, applies the diagnostic retrospectively, and implements changes for future occasions



None of these provides the real-time deliberative pause that I-Override achieves for non-habitual desires. Habit-change requires structural intervention in the conditions that trigger cached retrieval, not moment-of-action willpower.



Movement D: Confabulation



9.12 Confabulation as Structural Consequence

9.12.1 The Information Gap

Source Opacity creates an information gap: the Individual wants something but lacks access to why they want it. The conscious mind receives the wanting-signal without the source-decomposition that produced it.

Confabulation is not a generic explanation-seeking tendency. It is the specific output of the Thinker’s Bayesian ground-attribution operation when the Thinker’s Hypothesis Space, evidence base, or weighting is in any way mismatched to the actual source-decomposition of the integrated valuation it has been asked to ground. The Thinker, asked to return a ground for the integrated valuation that the Decision Hub has just delivered to the Thinker, returns the highest-posterior ground available within the Hypothesis Space it currently holds, given its currently available evidence and its current weighting. If that Hypothesis Space, evidence, or weighting is mismatched to the actual source-decomposition, the returned ground will be wrong. The Individual experiences this returned ground as a sincere explanation in every case, because the Thinker is in fact returning its best Bayesian estimate, and Source Opacity has already stripped the weighting information from introspective access before the Thinker is queried. This is the Sincerity Guarantee.

The mismatch can take many forms: incomplete evidence about a known source, misweighting of evidence between known sources, or, in the architecturally most important case, a Hypothesis Space that is missing the M-Hypothesis altogether. The M-absent case is the instantiation of the general mechanism that AIM’s Camouflage Architecture analysis treats in detail (Layer 7, the Vocabulary Gap), because civilisations that have not installed AIM-vocabulary into the Thinker’s prior space cannot return M-grounds, and therefore Confabulate A-grounds and I-grounds even when the integrated valuation was M-driven. Confabulation is the general phenomenon, of which M-absence is one instantiation, not the defining case. The Thinker does not tolerate unexplained experience and fills the gap created by Source Opacity with plausible narratives, returning a Confabulated ground for the integrated valuation.

Confabulation is the Thinker’s routine tendency to generate sincere but inaccurate stories about why a choice was made, filling in gaps in introspection with plausible reasons that do not match the actual motivational causes in A, I, and M.

9.12.2 Confabulation Is Not Lying

Confabulation differs from lying in a crucial respect: the confabulator believes their explanation. They are not consciously deceiving; they are sincerely reporting what feels like accurate introspection.

The neurological basis for this is well-established. Split-brain patients, whose hemispheres cannot communicate, provide dramatic demonstrations: when the right hemisphere (which cannot speak) is induced to perform an action, the left hemisphere (which speaks) will confidently generate explanations for why the action was performed: explanations that cannot be accurate because the left hemisphere had no access to the right hemisphere’s reasons.

Normal brains show subtler versions of the same phenomenon. The “choice blindness” experiments by Johansson et al. demonstrated that Individuals will confidently explain choices they did not actually make, if the experimenter secretly substitutes options. The explanation-generating system operates on the outcome (I chose X), not on the process (here’s how I came to choose X), and can therefore generate explanations for outcomes it did not produce.

9.12.3 Why Confabulation Fills the Gap with A-I Rather Than M

When the Thinker confabulates explanations for M-driven choices, it systematically produces A-sounding or I-sounding narratives rather than M-sounding ones.

Reasons for this asymmetry:

Cultural availability: Explanations in terms of A (“I needed it”) and I (“I wanted to learn / create / experience”) are culturally sanctioned and readily available. Explanations in terms of M (“I wanted it because others want it”) are culturally stigmatised and less available as templates.

Self-concept preservation: The Romantic Lie, the Belief that desires originate autonomously within the self, is foundational to modern self-understanding. Confabulation that preserves this self-concept (A-I explanations) is preferred to confabulation that threatens it (M explanations).

Phenomenological plausibility: M-desires, by the time they reach consciousness, feel like A-desires (urgent, necessary) or I-desires (genuinely engaging). The confabulation system, working from the phenomenology, naturally generates explanations that match the feeling.

The result: when asked why they purchased a luxury Object, the Individual generates explanations about quality, durability, or aesthetic appreciation (I-frame) rather than “because high-status others have it and I want to signal comparable status” (M-frame). The I-frame explanation feels accurate because it matches the phenomenology; the M-frame explanation feels reductive and insulting even if it more accurately describes the source.

9.12.4 Confabulation Intensifies Under Challenge

Confabulation is not static. When a confabulated explanation is challenged, the Thinker does not simply abandon it: it generates increasingly elaborate defences.

The intensification dynamic:


	Initial explanation offered (“I bought this car because it’s reliable”)

	Challenge issued (“But there are more reliable cars at half the price”)

	Elaborated defence generated (“Reliability includes resale value, and the brand’s dealership network, and…”)

	Further challenge issued

	Further elaboration, often incorporating the challenge into the narrative (“I’m not the kind of Individual who just buys for status: I carefully researched…”)



This intensification occurs because the explanation has become identity-constituting. “I am an Individual who makes rational decisions based on quality” is not merely a claim about a single purchase; it is a claim about the self. Defending the explanation is defending the self-concept.

The harder the Individual scrutinises their own motivations (attempting I-Override), the more elaborate the confabulated defences become. The I-system’s scrutiny triggers the confabulation system’s defensive elaboration. This is why I-Override requires external tools (the Two-Question Diagnostic, behavioural signatures) rather than pure introspection; introspection activates the very confabulation it is trying to penetrate.

9.12.5 The Romantic Lie as Civilisation-Scale Confabulation

The Romantic Lie, the Belief that desires originate autonomously within the Individual rather than being socially transmitted, is confabulation operating at civilisational scale.

Structure of the Romantic Lie: - Phenomenological basis: Desires feel self-generated because source-tags are destroyed at integration and the acquisition leaves no residue - Cultural reinforcement: Narratives of authenticity, originality, and self-expression assume autonomous desire - Institutional support: Legal and economic systems treat preferences as exogenous and individual - Intergenerational transmission: Each generation teaches the next that “being true to yourself” means following desires that are, in fact, largely mimetic

The Romantic Lie is not a deliberate deception but a civilisation-wide confabulation: the same process that operates in individual minds, operating in cultural transmission. The information gap created by Source Opacity is filled, at the cultural level, with the narrative of autonomous authentic desire.

This narrative is functional: it enables coordination, preserves self-esteem, and provides a basis for moral responsibility. But it is false. And its falsity has consequences when M-dynamics produce collective harm that the Romantic Lie renders invisible.

9.12.6 Confabulation of Habitual Behaviour

Confabulation is especially severe for habitual behaviour because there is no deliberative process to report, even a distorted one.

For real-time decisions, the Individual at least experienced wanting and (possibly) some form of weighing before acting. The confabulated explanation is a distorted report of something that occurred: “I wanted X, and here’s why.” The explanation misattributes the source (claiming A or I when M dominated), but it is an explanation of an experienced wanting.

For habitual behaviour, there was no experienced wanting at the moment of action. The behaviour emerged from cached retrieval without deliberation. When asked “why did you do that?”, the Individual must confabulate an explanation for behaviour that had no reasoning behind it.

The confabulation system handles this by constructing post-hoc narratives that invent the deliberation that didn’t occur:


	“I checked my phone because I was expecting an important message” (constructed A/I rationale)

	“I had another drink because I was thirsty” (A-attribution for M-driven social drinking)

	“I bought it because it was on sale” (A-attribution for M-driven acquisition)



These narratives feel subjectively accurate because the Individual has no competing information. They didn’t experience deliberation, so they cannot compare the narrative against their actual reasoning. The narrative fills a complete void rather than distorting an existing memory.

The confabulation is therefore purer for habits than for deliberated choices. For deliberated choices, the confabulation must be consistent with something the Individual experienced (the wanting, the context, the weighing). For habits, the confabulation is constrained only by plausibility: any narrative that could explain the behaviour will be accepted, because there is no experiential residue to contradict it.

This explains why self-report is especially unreliable for habitual behaviour. The Individual is not reporting (even inaccurately) on their reasoning; they are inventing reasoning that never occurred. The explanation has no connection to the actual causal process (direct action on a historically-formed cached value) because that process left no experiential trace.

Confabulation intensification (Section 9.12.4) operates differently for habits. When a deliberated choice’s explanation is challenged, the Individual generates increasingly elaborate defences of their stated reasoning. When a habit’s explanation is challenged, the Individual may simply generate a different confabulation, since no actual reasoning anchors the explanation, alternative narratives are equally available.

This can produce the appearance of inconsistency or dishonesty when the Individual offers different explanations for the same habitual behaviour on different occasions. They are not being dishonest; they are drawing from a pool of plausible narratives, any of which could explain the behaviour, none of which reflects the actual (cached, non-deliberative) causal process.



Movement E: Compensatory Mechanisms and Implications



9.13 I-Override Information Architecture

The I-Override mechanism described in this section is the within-Individual fast-layer channel of the five-channel Knowledge Patch architecture specified in Appendix A.6.4 (Channel 1) and developed in full at Chapter 18. The five channels comprise: Channel 1 (within-Individual fast-layer I-Override gate, this section), Channel 2 (within-Individual slow-layer Hypothesis Space expansion), Channel 3 (within-Individual slow-layer Epistemic Suspension protocol), Channel 4 (network-layer collective epistemic norms), and Channel 5 (network-layer institutional governance). This chapter develops the architectural foundation for Channel 1 only; the remaining channels are developed in Chapter 18.

9.13.1 What Survives Integration

Source Opacity destroys source-tags, but not all information is lost. The I-Override mechanism operates on information that survives integration:

Desire-content: What is wanted. The Object or state toward which motivation is directed remains accessible. The Individual knows they want this car or that promotion even if they don’t know why (which source drives the wanting).

Desire-intensity: How strongly it is wanted. The magnitude of the wanting-signal is experienced directly. Urgency, compulsion, mild preference; these intensity-levels are available to introspection.

Context-information: The circumstances in which the wanting arose. Where you were, who was present, what you had just observed, what state your body was in; this contextual information is remembered separately from the wanting itself.

Temporal patterns: How the wanting varies over time. Whether it persists or fades, whether it recurs cyclically, whether it tracks specific events; these patterns are observable across episodes.

Behavioural consequences: What happens when you act on the wanting. Satisfaction or continued wanting, depletion or invigoration, social feedback or private experience: outcomes provide information about source.

9.13.2 The Two-Question Diagnostic

The compensatory pathway works through two behavioural questions that an Individual can apply after the fact: ‘Do I want this because my body needs it?’ and ‘Would I still want this if no one ever knew?’ If both answers are no, the desire is M by elimination within an exhaustive A, I, M taxonomy. This procedure is the Two-Question Diagnostic.

The Two-Question Diagnostic is AIM’s core tool for inferential source-reconstruction. It uses surviving information to estimate source-composition:

Question 1: “Does my body need this?”

This question probes for A-involvement. Consider: - Am I hungry, thirsty, tired, cold, or in pain? - Would this wanting diminish if my bodily state changed? - Does this wanting correlate with physiological cycles? - Will satisfying this wanting produce satiation that lasts until the next physiological perturbation?

If yes: A-involvement is likely. If no: A is probably not the dominant source.

Question 2: “Would I still want this if no one ever saw or knew?”

This question probes for M-involvement. Consider: - Does this wanting persist in private? - Would I pursue this if I could never tell anyone or display the result? - Is this wanting stronger when certain Individuals are present or watching? - Does this wanting track what Models (Individuals I admire, envy, or compare myself to) are pursuing?

If wanting persists in private and the engagement is rewarding in the doing: I-involvement is likely; M is probably not dominant. If wanting diminishes without audience: M is probably the dominant source.

Interpreting results:




	Q1 (Body needs?)
	Q2 (Private want?)
	Likely Composition





	Yes
	Yes
	A-lead or A-I blend



	Yes
	No
	A-M blend (social eating, etc.)



	No
	Yes
	I-lead



	No
	No
	M-lead





The diagnostic does not provide certainty: it provides evidence for updating Beliefs about source-composition. Repeated application across contexts strengthens the inference.

9.13.3 Why Vocabulary Provision Is Architecturally Necessary

The Two-Question Diagnostic cannot be applied without conceptual vocabulary. The Individual must have the concepts “Appetites,” “Intrinsic Motivation,” and “Mimetic Desire” (or functional equivalents) to formulate the diagnostic questions.

Before AIM: The Individual experiences wanting and, if they introspect, generates confabulated explanations. They have no framework for systematic source-reconstruction. The questions “Is this mimetic?” or “Is this intrinsic?” cannot be formulated because the categories are absent.

After AIM vocabulary acquisition: The Individual can formulate the diagnostic questions. The questions provide structure for analysing surviving information. Confabulation is not eliminated but is now competing with a structured alternative. The Individual can notice when their confabulated explanation fails the diagnostic tests.

This is why AIM is self-applying. The framework provides the conceptual vocabulary that makes I-Override possible. Without the vocabulary, the information that survives integration cannot be systematically interrogated. The framework is not merely descriptive but instrumentally necessary for the compensatory mechanism it describes.

The Self-Application Principle states: The AIM Framework functions as debugging software for human motivation, providing the conceptual vocabulary required for I-Override to infer the leading source of integrated urgency signals by contrast, without restoring the destroyed source-tags. This self-application is architecturally grounded: AIM identifies the conditions for its own effectiveness and the limitations of its reach.

9.13.4 I-Override Capacity as Contextual Variable

I-Override is not a fixed ability but a contextual capacity that varies with:

Cognitive resources: I-Override requires working memory, attention, and processing capacity. When these are depleted (fatigue, stress, cognitive load), I-Override capacity diminishes. The tired Individual is more likely to act on M-signals without scrutiny.

A-state: Appetitive deprivation degrades I-Override. The hungry, cold, or injured Individual cannot sustain deliberative scrutiny: the A-system demands resources. A-floor security is therefore a precondition for reliable I-Override. This is the Bootstrapping Principle: I-Override requires A-sufficiency, because the Body Manager is correctly prioritising survival and will not release the attention that structural analysis needs, so a Scapegoat narrative succeeds under A-deficit for the reason that it is cognitively cheap while systemic analysis is not.

Time pressure: I-Override requires time. Urgent decisions, snap judgments, and high-speed environments reduce the window for deliberative intervention. Social media’s rapid-fire content delivery systematically undermines I-Override.

Social support: I-Override is easier when the social environment supports it. Norms that legitimate questioning (“Why do you want that?”), relationships that tolerate deviation from M-pursuit, and communities that value I-engagement all facilitate I-Override. Isolated Individuals facing unanimous M-pressure have reduced capacity.

Practice: I-Override capacity increases with exercise. Repeated application of the Two-Question Diagnostic builds automaticity, not automatic answers, but automatic question-formulation. The practiced Individual notices M-relevant contexts more readily and initiates scrutiny with less effort. The automatic question-formulation is a self-set question, and a self-set question is one of the conditions that recruits the Thinker (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3): practice works by recruiting the Thinker in the contexts where I-Override is needed, because I-Override is an operation of the Thinker and is unavailable until the Thinker is recruited (Chapter 4, Section 4.3.3).

These contextual dependencies explain why individual-level I-Override is insufficient. An Individual in an environment that depletes cognitive resources, threatens A-security, imposes time pressure, provides no social support, and offers no opportunity for practice will have near-zero I-Override capacity regardless of their AIM vocabulary.

This is why AIM emphasises structural intervention alongside individual capacity-building. Securing A-floors, reducing time pressure, building supportive communities, and creating practice opportunities are all I-Override enhancement strategies; they operate on the context that determines whether I-Override is achievable. The Bootstrapping Principle also fixes their order. Emergency A-provision comes first, urgency reduction follows from it, only then does the diagnostic get a hearing, only after that can a systemic account be held, and only then can anything be organised around it. This is the Bootstrapping Sequence, and it cannot be entered at the third step: an audience under A-deficit adopts the cheaper explanation before the expensive one arrives.

9.13.5 The Compensatory Pathway Analogy

The relationship between native source-tagging (which doesn’t exist) and I-Override-based source-reconstruction can be understood through a medical analogy:

Native pathway (ideal but absent): An Individual born with full colour vision perceives colours directly. The information is available without effort or inference.

Compensatory pathway (achievable): An Individual born with colour-blindness can learn to distinguish colours through contextual cues: labelling, memorisation, inference from other features. They never perceive colour directly, but they can achieve functional colour-discrimination through learned strategies.

I-Override is the compensatory pathway for source-discrimination. The Individual will never directly perceive “this desire is mimetic” the way they directly perceive “this apple is red.” But they can learn to infer mimetic involvement through the Two-Question Diagnostic and behavioural signatures, achieving functional source-discrimination through learned strategies.

The compensatory pathway is: - Less efficient than direct perception (requires effort and time) - Less reliable than direct perception (inference can err) - Achievable through training (capacity improves with practice) - Dependent on tools (vocabulary, diagnostic questions) - Still valuable (functional discrimination beats no discrimination)

AIM’s goal is not to restore native source-tagging; that is architecturally impossible. The goal is to establish and strengthen the compensatory pathway so that Individuals can achieve functional source-discrimination despite the architectural constraint of Source Opacity.

Architecturally, I-Override is the Thinker’s Bayesian ground-attribution operating on an expanded Hypothesis Space that includes the M-Hypothesis. The compensatory pathway works because the Knowledge Patch installs the M-Hypothesis into the Thinker’s prior space, making non-zero posterior weight on M reachable from behavioural evidence even though the integrated Scalar at the Decision Hub remains source-opaque.

The compensatory pathway is asymmetrically located in the Thinker for an architectural reason. The minimal architecture exhibits a channel-count asymmetry in which each of the Thinker, the Observer, and the Body Manager supplies one channel of direct input, a physical count of one to one to one, but the Thinker controls two of the three because its posteriors propagate via the Belief Register to the Observer’s Salience computation, while the Body Manager controls one. Counted by independent source the asymmetry is two to one in the Thinker’s favour, the Body Manager being the one genuinely independent input.

The Thinker is the only component that holds priors and performs Bayesian ground-attribution, and it does so over its own outputs as well as over the Observer’s, which gives the Thinker a self-feedback property the other components lack. The Thinker’s posteriors propagate via the Belief Register to the Observer’s preconscious Salience computation, which preloads the Observer’s M-Salience field with the Thinker’s current best estimate of which Models, contexts, and Objects warrant attention. The Body Manager signals deficit only and does neither of these things. The Thinker therefore has an outsized effect on the weight calculation across successive rounds of integration, even though its instantaneous contribution to any single integration is not numerically dominant. From this structural asymmetry follows the I-Supremacy Result, the A-Disadvantage, the I-Template Override Result, and the I-Corrective Asymmetry, which together entail that source-discrimination, where it is achievable at all, must operate through the Thinker’s expanded Hypothesis Space rather than through the Decision Hub or the other input-bearing components.

9.13.6 I-Override for Habitual Behaviour: Cache Interruption

I-Override as described in Sections 9.13.1–9.13.5 assumes a desire available for scrutiny. For habitual behaviour, no such desire is present at the moment of action. I-Override for habits therefore requires a different operation: cache interruption, preventing automatic retrieval so that real-time integration (and standard I-Override) becomes possible. A habit that fires on an adequate cached value selects the action without recruiting the Thinker (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3), and I-Override is an operation of the Thinker (Chapter 4, Section 4.3.3), so cache interruption is what opens the point at which the Thinker can be recruited.

The goal of cache interruption is to force the Decision Hub back into real-time integration mode. When the cache lacks an applicable entry, or when retrieval is blocked, the system must compute a fresh response. This computation produces the experienced wanting that I-Override can then scrutinise.

Techniques for cache interruption:

1. Implementation intentions (“if X, then pause”)

Implementation intentions are pre-formed plans that link a triggering context to a specified response. By rehearsing “if I reach for my phone in the morning, I will pause and ask why,” the Individual creates a competing cache entry. When the morning context is encountered, two cached responses compete: the original habit and the implementation intention. If the implementation intention fires first or with sufficient strength, it interrupts the habit and creates a deliberative pause.

Implementation intentions work because they operate at the same level as habits; they are cached context-response associations. Fighting a habit with deliberation pits slow System 2 against fast System 1. Fighting a habit with an implementation intention pits cache against cache, on equal temporal footing.

2. Environment restructuring (remove retrieval cues)

Cached entries are triggered by context cues. Removing or modifying those cues prevents cache-matching and forces real-time integration. The Individual who moves their phone to another room eliminates the visual cue that triggers the checking-habit. In the new environment, no cached response exists; the Individual must deliberate about whether to retrieve the phone.

Environment restructuring is often more effective than willpower because it operates upstream of the retrieval process. The habit cannot fire if its triggering context is absent. This is why context-change (moving house, changing jobs, travelling) often enables habit-change that was impossible in the original environment: the new context lacks the cue-associations that triggered cached retrieval.

3. Deliberate novelty introduction

Introducing novel elements into a habitual context can disrupt cache-matching. The cached entry was formed for a specific context; significant novelty may prevent the pattern-match from succeeding. Eating breakfast at a different time, in a different location, or with different Individuals may prevent food-related habits from firing automatically.

Novelty introduction is a temporary intervention: once the new context becomes familiar, new habits will form. But it provides a window during which real-time integration occurs and I-Override becomes possible. The Individual can use this window to establish new patterns before caching reconsolidates.

4. Mindfulness and meta-awareness training

Training in meta-awareness, the capacity to notice one’s own mental states and behaviours as they occur, can reduce the gap between behaviour-initiation and conscious awareness. While this cannot eliminate the timing differential (cached retrieval will always be faster than conscious awareness), it can shorten the delay, allowing the Individual to interrupt behaviours earlier in their execution.

Mindfulness training may also increase sensitivity to the absence of deliberation: the Individual learns to notice when they are acting without having decided, which provides a cue for cache-interruption even after behaviour has begun.

The sequence for habit-change:


	Recognition: Identify the habit as habitual (not deliberated): often through retrospective pattern-recognition or external feedback

	Cache analysis: Identify the triggering context and the cached response

	Interruption strategy: Select appropriate technique(s): implementation intention, environment restructuring, novelty introduction

	Deliberative window: When interruption succeeds, apply standard I-Override (Two-Question Diagnostic) to the now-conscious desire

	New cache formation: If the new response is repeated sufficiently, it forms its own cached association, replacing the original habit



This process is effortful and failure-prone. Cache interruption requires advance planning; it cannot be performed in the moment because the moment is too fast. The Individual must commit to interruption before the triggering context is encountered, which requires recognising the habit and its triggers in advance. This is why habit-change typically requires multiple attempts; the planning and commitment must be in place before the next occurrence of the triggering context.



9.14 Implications for Self-Knowledge

9.14.1 The Introspection Illusion

Source Opacity and Confabulation together produce what psychologists call the introspection illusion: the confident but false Belief that we have direct access to the causes of our mental states.

The illusion operates as follows: 1. We experience a mental state (wanting, feeling, deciding) 2. We generate an explanation for it (confabulation) 3. The explanation feels like direct access (because we are not aware of the generative process) 4. We believe we know why we want/feel/decide (illusion of insight)

The introspection illusion is not a sign of stupidity or carelessness. It is a structural feature of minds that integrate motivational signals and fill information-gaps with explanations. Every Individual with intact Common-Currency Integration is subject to the introspection illusion.

Implications: - First-person reports about motivational sources are unreliable - Confidence in self-explanation does not correlate with accuracy - Introspective “insight” may be confabulation completion, not discovery - Self-knowledge requires methods beyond introspection

9.14.2 The Weakness of Self-Report

Self-report is the standard method for assessing motivation in psychology, market research, and everyday inquiry. AIM predicts systematic weakness in self-report for source-composition:

Self-report accurately captures: - Desire-content (what is wanted) - Desire-intensity (how strongly) - Conscious Beliefs about motives (what the Individual thinks is driving them)

Self-report poorly captures: - Actual source-composition (the A-I-M decomposition) - Mimetic influence (systematically under-reported due to confabulation) - Habitual motivation (no experienced desire to report)

This creates a methodological challenge. Research relying on self-report will systematically underestimate M-influence and overestimate I-influence. Market research asking “why did you buy this?” will receive confabulated A-I answers for M-driven purchases. Policy evaluation asking “what do you need?” will receive contaminated responses mixing A-needs with M-wants.

AIM-informed research methods must supplement self-report with: - Behavioural observation (tracking what Individuals do, not just what they say) - Experimental manipulation (varying audience, Models, A-state and observing changes) - Longitudinal tracking (observing persistence, satiation, and reference-point shifts) - Context analysis (assessing visibility, Model-exposure, and A-security)

Third-person motivational diagnosis is structurally more Source-Opacity-robust than first-person introspection precisely because it bypasses the report that Source Opacity compromises. The Third-Person Status Diagnostic (Chapter 2) formalises this asymmetry as a two-stage procedure (a type-level pattern filter across observable behaviour followed by a token-level elimination test parallel to the Two-Question Diagnostic) and identifies the type/token launder-tell as the primary diagnostic signature: genuine I-pursuit persists privately and tracks craft; M-leading behaviour tracks audience and relative position, and voiced status-lowering (calling someone “irrational” or “stupid”) is itself a launder-tell for rank competition. Because the third-person form operates on behavioural evidence rather than self-report, the Confabulation that degrades self-report does not degrade it. This inferential asymmetry has direct implications for institutional design: mechanisms for assessing motivation in hiring, resource allocation, and governance that rely on self-report will systematically reproduce the same confabulation architecture they are meant to evaluate; mechanisms that operate on observable type-level patterns are architecturally insulated from this failure mode.

9.14.3 Behavioural Signatures as Evidence

Since self-report is unreliable for source-composition, AIM relies on behavioural signatures: observable patterns that correlate with source-dominance:

A-signatures: - State-dependence: wanting correlates with physiological state - Satiation: wanting terminates after consumption - Cyclicity: wanting recurs on physiological timescales - Substitutability: functionally equivalent Objects satisfy equally

I-signatures: - Private Persistence: wanting continues without audience - Process focus: engagement with the activity, not just the outcome - Competence-scaling: wanting adjusts with skill development - Deepening: engagement intensifies over time rather than satiating

M-signatures (special case): - Audience-dependence: wanting increases with observability - Model-tracking: wanting follows what high-status others pursue - Reference-point sensitivity: satisfaction resets as comparisons shift - Object-specificity: the specific high-status Object is wanted, not functional equivalents

These signatures provide evidence for updating source-composition estimates. An Individual whose purchase behaviour shows audience-dependence and model-tracking (M-signatures) but who reports “I just like quality” (I-explanation) is probably M-led despite their self-report.

Behavioural signatures are not infallible. An Individual might display M-signatures for I-driven reasons (genuinely enjoying an activity that happens to be high-status) or I-signatures for M-driven reasons (performing private behaviour because private authenticity is itself a status-signal in some communities). Signatures provide evidence, not proof. But they provide better evidence than self-report alone.

9.14.4 The Triple Camouflage (Layers 1–3 of the Camouflage Architecture)

Sections 9.9–9.12 established three mechanisms that obscure M-influence:


	Source Opacity: M-signals are integrated with source-tags destroyed; the Individual cannot introspect M’s contribution

	Confabulation: The Thinker fills the information-gap with A-I explanations; M-involvement is systematically explained away

	Object Parasitism (Chapter 8): M operates through A-I Objects; there are no pure M-Objects that would reveal M-involvement



Together, these create the Triple Camouflage (Layers 1–3 of the Camouflage Architecture): a closed system that renders M systematically invisible at the individual level:


	Cannot detect M through introspection (Source Opacity)

	Cannot detect M through self-explanation (Confabulation)

	Cannot detect M through object-analysis (Object Parasitism)



The Individual who attempts to identify M-influence using first-person methods alone is blocked at every entry point. Introspection finds only undifferentiated wanting; explanation produces A-I narratives; examining their desires finds only legitimate A-I Objects.

This is why AIM vocabulary and the Two-Question Diagnostic are necessary: they provide a detection method that routes around the Camouflage Architecture by using contextual and behavioural evidence rather than introspection, self-explanation, or object-examination. The full eight-layer Camouflage Architecture extends beyond the Triple Camouflage (Layers 1-3) through the institutional tier of Disciplinary Priors, Disciplinary Boundaries, and Academic Camouflage (Layers 4-6) and the civilisational tier of the Vocabulary Gap (Hilbert Collapse, Layer 7) and Meta-Architectural Exclusion (Layer 8). The full structure is set out in the Chapter 2 entry for the Camouflage Architecture.

9.14.5 Self-Knowledge of Habits: The Double Opacity Problem

Habitual behaviour presents a double opacity problem that compounds the limitations on self-knowledge described in Sections 9.14.1–9.14.4.

First opacity: The source-composition of the original integration that formed the habit is inaccessible. When the habit was established, the Decision Hub integrated A, I, and M signals into a common-currency value, discarding source-tags. The Individual who formed the habit did not know then (and cannot introspect now) whether the behaviour was A-led, I-led, or M-led at formation.

Second opacity: The current instance involves no deliberative process to inspect. The behaviour emerged from cached retrieval, not from weighing or wanting. The Individual has no first-person data about the current episode because no deliberation occurred.

The compound effect: the Individual cannot introspect why they formed the habit (first opacity) and cannot introspect why they just performed it (second opacity). The only information available is the behaviour itself and the context in which it occurred.

Implications for self-knowledge:

Behavioural signatures become essential. For deliberated choices, the Individual has weak access to their reasoning (distorted by confabulation but not absent). For habits, even this weak access is unavailable. The only evidence about habitual motivation is behavioural: Does the behaviour correlate with A-states? Does it track what Models are doing? Private Persistence cannot be read off the habit itself, because the Decision Hub’s cached-value store runs in private whatever formed it (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.8), so Private Persistence is read on the wanting that returns once the habit is interrupted. These signatures (Section 9.14.3) provide the only window into what sustains a habit, since the cached entry itself holds no record of it.

Historical reconstruction is required. To understand a habit’s motivational composition, the Individual must reconstruct the conditions under which it formed. When did this behaviour begin? What was happening in my life? Who was I observing or comparing myself to? What A-states were present? This reconstruction is imperfect (memory is fallible, and the original formation may have been gradual), but it provides more information than introspection on the current instance, which provides none.

Identity claims about habits are especially suspect. When an Individual says “I am an Individual who exercises every morning” or “I am an Individual who values quality,” they are often describing habits rather than deliberated values. The identity claim feels authentic because the behaviour is consistent and long-standing. But the consistency reflects cached retrieval, not ongoing value-endorsement. The Individual may be M-captured in ways that have become invisible precisely because the M-dominant behaviour has been cached and no longer produces experienced wanting that could be examined.

The introspection illusion is maximally active for habits. The Individual confidently explains their habitual behaviour despite having no access to the actual causal process. The explanations are pure confabulation: narratives generated to fill a complete void. Yet they feel as accurate as explanations for deliberated choices. The Individual cannot distinguish “I know why I did this” from “I generated a plausible story about why I did this” because both feel identical from the inside.

Implications for AIM-informed self-understanding:

An Individual seeking accurate self-knowledge should:


	Identify habitual vs. deliberated behaviours: Which behaviours occur automatically, without experienced wanting? These are habits, and introspective explanations for them are unreliable.


	Apply behavioural signatures rather than introspection: For habits, ask the diagnostic questions about the behaviour pattern, not about the current instance. Does this behaviour correlate with A-states (across many instances)? Does it track Model behaviour (across many instances)? Read Private Persistence on the interrupted instance (point 5), not on the habit.


	Reconstruct formation conditions: When and why did this habit form? What was the original context? This historical analysis provides more information than present-moment introspection.


	Treat identity claims with suspicion: “I am an Individual who…” claims may describe cached patterns rather than endorsed values. Test them against the Two-Question Diagnostic applied to the behaviour pattern, not to the identity claim.


	Use cache-interruption to generate data: By interrupting a habit and forcing real-time integration, the Individual creates an instance where I-Override is possible and where the resulting wanting can be examined. The composition of this wanting is information about what now drives the behaviour, which the cached entry itself cannot supply.




Self-knowledge of habits is difficult but not impossible. It requires shifting from introspection (which provides nothing for habits) to behavioural analysis (which provides patterns) and historical reconstruction (which provides formation context). The Individual who masters these techniques can achieve reasonable understanding of their own habitual motivation, but the understanding will always be inferential, never direct.



Movement F: The Integration Applied to Relationships

9.15 Romantic and Sexual Relationships: Three Channels in One Dyad

9.15.1 Formation Through the Observer and the Body Manager

Every Individual in the field receives a Salience computation. The Configural Update-Rate Asymmetry makes agents the highest-frequency source of configuration change the Observer samples, and the Salience elevation that Individual-detection produces binds to the perceived Individual as an Object in the field (Individual-as-Object). Romantic attraction therefore begins on almost any Individual, and candidates differ in the magnitude of the Salience computed on them rather than in eligibility for it.

The magnitude clause sets that difference. The Observer computes Salience under the Individual’s own Belief Register, and the Belief Register carries the templates of desirability the surrounding culture supplies: the configurations of face, body, bearing and position that Models have been observed to approach. Because a culture’s Individuals share much of the same template content, the magnitude term predicts consensus, and consensus attractiveness does predict romantic evaluation across studies (Eastwick, Luchies, Finkel and Hunt, 2014). Because the magnitude term sets how strongly each candidate registers, stated preferences predict the traits of the partners Individuals later choose (Conroy-Beam and Buss, 2016; Gerlach, Arslan, Schultze, Reinhard and Penke, 2019). The Thinker commits these templates, but the evidence behind them arrived through the Observer and was integrated before it reached the Thinker, so Source Opacity conceals their provenance and the Individual experiences a culturally installed template as personal taste. The Belief Register also carries the Thinker’s priors about the Body Manager’s deficit state, and the Body Manager’s sexual deficit signal reaches the Decision Hub on its own channel, so Appetitive state amplifies attraction without opening any gate.

Mimetic installation toward a candidate follows the observed directional valence of other Individuals toward the candidate, under the gate clause of the Minimum Installation Condition. Attraction toward a candidate therefore rises when other Individuals are observed approaching the candidate. Human mate-choice copying is established on meta-analysis, with substantial variation across paradigms (Gouda-Vossos, Nakagawa, Dixson and Brooks, 2018), and it operates as a case of social learning general across Object domains rather than as a mating-specific mechanism (Street, Morgan, Thornton, Brown, Laland and Cross, 2018), which is the pattern a general-purpose Observer predicts.

9.15.2 Integration and the Romantic Lie

The Decision Hub integrates the Body Manager’s signal and the Observer’s signed Salience into one Common-Currency Scalar and strips the source tags, as Section 9.1 established for the valuation of any Individual-as-Object. The Individual feels one undifferentiated pull and, under Confabulation, explains the pull in Appetitive or Intrinsic terms: chemistry, recognition, having simply clicked. Physiological arousal from an unrelated source raises attraction toward a co-present candidate, and the effect weakens when the source of the arousal is made unambiguous (Foster, Witcher, Campbell and Green, 1998), which is the pattern Section 9.13 predicts for the provision of source vocabulary. The Romantic Lie takes its name from the novel of romantic desire, and romantic attraction remains the Romantic Lie’s clearest case.

9.15.3 Recruitment of the Thinker and the Durability of the Dyad

Approach produces contact, and contact presents an Individual-as-Object for whom the Belief Register holds no committed posterior. Ground-Resolution is recruited, and what the Individual experiences as interest in the other is Curiosity. Conversation, the exchange of ideas and the discovery of the other are Ground-Resolution running on the other and on the Objects the other presents. Under the Reciprocal Valuation Property the other is also a valuing subject, so the process runs in both directions, and for the reason Chapter 7, Section 7.1.2.1 gives, the other can sustain the I-process without exhausting it.

The I-component is what carries a relationship once formation is complete. Across forty-three longitudinal studies of 11,196 couples, relationship quality is predicted chiefly by relationship-specific perceptions, among them perceived partner commitment, appreciation and sexual satisfaction, while the partner’s own traits add almost nothing beyond them (Joel et al., 2020). Where the Individual observes the partner’s directional valence toward Objects, the Minimum Installation Condition installs signals toward those Objects, and where the partner expands the Individual’s I-capacity the transmission takes the form of Admiration: wanting to develop what the partner is observed developing.

9.15.4 The Relational Specificity Principle

The three components of the valuation each partner assigns the other behave differently over the life of the relationship, as Differential Satiation predicts, and differ in whether another Individual could supply them.

The A-component satiates and returns. Sexual appetite and the needs met by care are cyclical, and any adequate partner could meet them, so the A-component is substitutable across partners.

The Mimetic Premium component does not satiate, and its Referent is comparative. As the Reference Set shifts through new candidates, other Individuals’ partners and changed standing, the Mimetic Premium assigned to the partner falls relative to available alternatives and registers as a felt deficit. A partner’s value relative to available alternatives predicts relationship satisfaction (Conroy-Beam, Goetz and Buss, 2016), and the perceived quality of alternatives predicts lower commitment (Le and Agnew, 2003). The Mimetic Premium component is substitutable by any candidate carrying more Salience, and the Reference Set always holds such a candidate.

The I-component does not satiate, and one part of it cannot be substituted. The I-contribution a partner makes to engagement with shared Objects is bounded by that contribution, and another Individual contributing equally would supply it. The I-engagement whose Object is the partner is different: the accumulated history of Ground-Resolution on one Individual, and the unresolved residue that recruits the Thinker, belong to that Individual and cannot be transferred to another. The unique component of desirability, the part of one Individual’s attraction to another that consensus does not predict, grows as the two become acquainted (Eastwick and Hunt, 2014), and investment in the relationship predicts commitment (Le and Agnew, 2003). This is the Relational Specificity Principle: of the components of valuation directed at an Individual-as-Object, only the I-engagement whose Object is that Individual is specific to that Individual. Only that engagement can therefore carry a relationship indefinitely, and that engagement is why a durable relationship is with one Individual rather than with anyone who fits a template.

9.15.5 Sexual Relationships

Sexual motivation carries all three components. The Body Manager supplies a cyclical, satiating A-component. The I-component is pleasure in the act and mutual exploration, which remain rewarding in private and deepen while the act sustains unresolved structure. The Mimetic Premium component is the partner’s Status, conquest and performance against a Reference Set, and the Mimetic Premium component escalates without satiating toward novelty and comparison. Sexual desire declines with relationship duration in cross-sectional data, though not uniformly across the sexes (Klusmann, 2002). A sexual relationship endures where the I-component carries what the A-component cannot sustain between cycles and what the Mimetic Premium component would otherwise turn toward the next candidate.

9.15.6 Five Failure Paths and the Diagnostic

In the first, the Thinker never takes over. The partner was selected on Mimetic Premium criteria, and the two Individuals’ Intrinsic Motivations are neither compatible nor complementary, so the relationship performs for audiences and feels hollow in private.

In the second, the relationship moves to Habit. Action toward the partner runs on the Decision Hub’s cached-value store without fresh Ground-Resolution (Section 9.8), and the cached route is insensitive to current outcomes, so the relationship persists without satisfaction. The Boredom felt in such a relationship does not show that the partner is resolved. The Thinker is no longer recruited to find out.

In the third, the partners fall into internal mediation. No two Individuals are more socially proximate than partners, so where the Mimetic Premium component dominates, each becomes the other’s rival, and the Rival-Constitution Principle embeds each in the other’s Self-Model as the reference point against which each measures their own standing.

In the fourth, one partner extracts Mimetic Premium from the other beyond what the relationship can sustain. In the fifth, the partners’ Belief Registers diverge on Beliefs that constitute either partner’s Self-Model. The fourth and fifth paths are common to every Collaborator subtype, run on different axes, and are derived at Sections 9.19 and 9.20.

The diagnostic is the Audience-Removal Test applied to the relationship: would the satisfaction survive if no one ever saw the pair?

9.15.7 The General Case and the Permissive Architecture

Sections 9.15.1 to 9.15.6 derive the general case: the configuration the three channels produce when one Individual forms and sustains a partnership with one other Individual under ordinary conditions. The architecture fixes which channels exist and how the Decision Hub integrates them. The architecture does not fix the weights, the templates or the Objects over which the channels run, and the gate clause of the Minimum Installation Condition is permissive by construction. Relationship forms and failure paths beyond those derived here are therefore expected outputs of the same architecture rather than exceptions to it: a partnership among more than two Individuals, a partnership in which the A-component is absent, a relationship conducted largely through a medium, attachment directed at an Individual who does not reciprocate. Each is derivable by running the same components under different weights, templates or field conditions, and Chapter 11, Section 11.16 does so for sexual behaviour directed across species and at artefacts.



9.16 The Collaborator Subtypes

The Agent-Type Vector weights every Individual-Object across Collaborator, Rival, Predator and Prey (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7), and Section 9.9.10 established that one Salience function runs across all four coordinates. The Collaborator coordinate is not uniform. The classifier reads, alongside evidence of reciprocity, evidence of whether the Individual-Object presents reproductive cues and whether the Individual-Object depends on the observer for the repair of its Appetitive deficits, and the Collaborator weight takes one of three subtypes accordingly. Each subtype sets which of the three channels carries weight in the valuation.

The mating-pair subtype is the Collaborator reading under reproductive cues, and it engages the Body Manager’s sexual deficit term alongside the Observer and the Thinker. It is the classification under which the romantic and sexual relationship of Section 9.15 runs.

The parent-child subtype is the Collaborator reading under dependency: the Individual-Object’s Appetitive deficits are ones the observer can repair and the Individual-Object cannot. It carries an Appetitive flow that runs in one direction, from the capable party to the dependent one.

The among-equals subtype is the Collaborator reading under reciprocity between Individuals of comparable capacity, with neither reproductive cue nor dependency. It is the classification of friendship and of cooperation among adult peers.

The subtypes are readings of one vector, not three relationship modules. One Individual-Object can carry more than one subtype at once, as a partner who is also a friend does, and can move between subtypes as the evidence changes, as an adult child does whose parent becomes dependent. The parent-child subtype applied across species is treated at Chapter 11, Section 11.15, and the mating-pair subtype applied across species at Chapter 11, Section 11.16.

9.17 Friendship

9.17.1 Formation Through Co-Presence

Friendship forms under the among-equals subtype, and the Minimum Installation Condition supplies its opening. Each Individual’s engagement with an Object is directional valence toward it that the other perceives, so repeated co-presence repeatedly opens the gate, and shared activity installs, in each Individual, signals toward the Objects the other engages. Where those Objects are I-Objects, each Individual’s engagement recruits Ground-Resolution on the Objects and on the other, and Curiosity follows. Randomly assigned seating raises the rate of mutual friendship between the Individuals seated together, though similarity still conditions which pairs become friends (Rohrer, Keller and Elwert, 2021), and the closeness of a friendship rises with the hours spent together (Hall, 2019). Similarity conditions formation because Individuals who engage the same Objects give each other’s Ground-Resolution the most to run on.

The Observer’s magnitude term also reads the other Individual’s standing. An Individual-as-Object carries Status, and the association value of a friend’s Status enters the valuation as a Mimetic Premium component. Friendship networks sort by status as by other attributes (McPherson, Smith-Lovin and Cook, 2001).

9.17.2 Three Components and the Three Kinds of Friendship

The valuation of a friend decomposes as every valuation of an Individual-as-Object does, and the decomposition recovers a distinction drawn in the philosophical study of friendship since antiquity. Aristotle separated friendships of utility, friendships of pleasure and friendships of character, and held that the first two dissolve when the benefit ends while the third, in which the friend is loved for who the friend is, endures (Aristotle, 2009, Books VIII and IX). A friendship of utility is carried by the A-component and by the association value of the friend’s Status. A friendship of pleasure is carried by the I-contribution the friend makes to engagement with a shared Object: the tennis partner valued for what the partner adds to the game. A friendship of character is carried by the I-engagement whose Object is the friend. Under the Relational Specificity Principle (Section 9.15.4) the first two are substitutable, because another Individual meeting the same deficit, carrying the same Status or contributing equally to the shared Object would serve, and only the third is not. The architecture therefore explains why the first two kinds dissolve and the third endures.

9.17.3 The Relationship Most Dependent on the Intrinsic Component

Friendship carries the smallest A-component of the three subtypes: the minimum social contact Chapter 6, Section 6.1.7 places under the Appetites, and mutual aid. Friendship carries no sexual deficit term and little institutional or genealogical support. Friendship is therefore the relationship most dependent on the I-component, which makes friendship the most voluntary of the three and the most fragile. Because the I-component is recruited by the other’s presence, a friendship that loses co-presence loses the condition that recruits the Thinker, and decays. Emotional closeness to friends declines when contact falls, while closeness to kin does not decline in the same way (Roberts and Dunbar, 2011, 2015).

9.17.4 Failure Paths

A friendship drifts where co-presence ends. Drift differs from the Habit path of Section 9.15.6: under Habit the relationship continues without fresh Ground-Resolution, while under drift the relationship stops presenting anything to resolve.

A friendship turns to rivalry under internal mediation. Friends are peers, socially proximate and often engaged with the same Objects, so where the Mimetic Premium component rises, each friend becomes the other’s Model and rival at once, and a friend’s success in a domain the Individual cares about registers as a loss of standing. A close other’s better performance on a task central to the Individual’s own standing is rated less generously than a stranger’s (Tesser and Campbell, 1982) and produces heightened arousal (Tesser, Millar and Moore, 1988).

A friendship is instrumentalised where the association value of the friend’s Status comes to carry the valuation, and the friend becomes network leverage. Extraction and divergence are common to all three subtypes and are derived at Sections 9.19 and 9.20.

9.18 Kinship

9.18.1 A Relationship Given Rather Than Selected

Kinship differs from friendship and romantic partnership in formation. The relationship is not selected through the magnitude clause; it is given by birth, dependence and shared environment, and the classifier places the dependent Individual under the parent-child subtype. The Appetitive flow of that subtype runs in one direction and reverses over the life course. An infant’s valuation of the carer is dominated by the A-component: the carer is Salient for an Appetitive Referent, the Individual who repairs the infant’s deficits. The carer’s valuation runs the other way. The infant’s deficits do not reach the carer through the carer’s own Body Manager. They reach the carer through the Observer, as signed Salience of high magnitude on the infant’s distress, and through the Thinker’s priors about which Objects repair which deficits. In old age the flow reverses and the adult child becomes the capable party. Parents continue to support their adult children across adulthood, giving both to children in need and to children who are succeeding (Fingerman, Miller, Birditt and Zarit, 2009).

9.18.2 Attachment Follows Care

The A-component of the infant’s valuation is substitutable: any adequate carer repairs the same deficits. What is not substitutable builds up through interaction, as the Relational Specificity Principle requires. Attachment is therefore predicted to follow caregiving rather than genealogy, so that adoptive and genetic bonds form by the same route. Children adopted within their first year are as securely attached as children raised by their genetic parents, and security falls with later adoption (van den Dries, Juffer, van IJzendoorn and Bakermans-Kranenburg, 2009), which tracks the timing of care rather than genealogy.

9.18.3 Parents as the First Models

The first Individuals the child observes approaching and recoiling from Objects are the child’s carers, so the Minimum Installation Condition installs the child’s earliest Mimetic signals from them, and the Thinker commits the child’s first templates of what is worth approaching and avoiding from that evidence. Kinship is the first channel of Mimetic transmission, before the surrounding culture reaches the child directly. Parent and child attitudes correspond across studies (Degner and Dalege, 2013), a correspondence the architecture predicts, though the correlational record does not by itself separate transmission from shared inheritance.

9.18.4 Sibling Rivalry

Siblings meet every condition of internal mediation at once. Siblings are maximally proximate, share the same Models in their parents, and compete for the same scarce Object, parental attention. The Rival-Constitution Principle then embeds each sibling in the other’s Self-Model as the reference point against which each measures their own standing, and siblings differentiate from one another while converging on what they contest. Greater parental differential treatment of siblings is associated with more child psychopathology and poorer sibling relationships (Buist, Deković and Prinzie, 2013), and differential treatment partly tracks real differences between the siblings in age and sex (Jensen et al., 2023), so the scarce Object is not distributed at random.

9.18.5 What Holds Kinship Without the Intrinsic Component

Kinship persists where the I-component is weak, as friendship does not. Genealogy is committed in the Belief Register, kin are built into the Self-Model (Chapter 8, Section 8.10.4), and the surrounding culture supplies templates of kin obligation that the Observer reads. Estranged kin therefore remain Salient in a way former friends do not. The same holds raise investment in kin: willingness to help is highest toward siblings even when similarity of values is held constant (Baucal and Lazić, 2022). The same holds make kinship the relationship most exposed to extraction, because a kinship can continue after the I-component that would otherwise carry it has gone. A child whose achievements carry a Mimetic Premium for the parent is the characteristic case, and Section 9.19 derives where it leads. Kinship is also the relationship most exposed to divergence, because the parents supplied the Beliefs from which the child’s Self-Model must differentiate, and Section 9.20 derives where that leads.

9.19 Extraction and Disengagement

Every relationship of Sections 9.15 to 9.18 is exposed to two failure paths in common, and the two run on different axes. The first concerns what one party takes from the other: one party extracts Mimetic Premium from the other beyond Appetitive sufficiency, as display, deference, compliance or standing. Three results make the path self-terminating.

First, Mimetic Desire carries no satiation signal (Differential Satiation, Axiom 6), so each concession resets the baseline against which the next demand is made, and the demand escalates.

Second, compliance with a demand replaces I-led engagement, and contingent external pressure undermines Intrinsic Motivation (Chapter 7, Section 7.6.3). Extraction therefore erodes the I-component, which under the Relational Specificity Principle is the only component of the relationship that no other Individual could supply.

Third, once the I-component is eroded, what remains is substitutable. The relationship has become replaceable, and where the cost of the extraction exceeds what the remaining components return, the integrated valuation of the relationship turns negative for the party extracted from, and that party disengages. The threshold is high, because the integrated valuation stays positive for as long as the A-component and the Individual-specific I-engagement outweigh the cost, so extraction can run for a long time before it ends the relationship. Disengagement, the cutting off of a partner, friend or relative, is the architecture’s correction of a relationship run in the unstable direction. Feeling underbenefited predicts lower relationship satisfaction (Van Yperen and Buunk, 1990) and, for wives, marital disruption (DeMaris, 2007), and a friend’s transgression leads Individuals to withdraw from or end the friendship (Khullar, Kirmayer and Dirks, 2021).

The threshold differs by subtype, and parents sit highest. A parent’s valuation of a child carries the longest history of Ground-Resolution on one Individual, begun at birth; the child is built into the parent’s Self-Model; the surrounding culture supplies templates of parental obligation; and the parent is the nearest capable party to the child’s Appetitive deficits. The child’s early valuation of the parent is dominated by an A-component that any adequate carer could supply. Parents therefore absorb more extraction before disengaging than any other party.

Extraction and disengagement are the dyadic ground of the Push-Pull Obligation Principle. Obligation beyond Appetitive sufficiency is stable only when it runs outward from the duty-bearer’s capacity, because obligation run inward on extracted entitlement consumes the I-component that sustains the relationship, and the party extracted from disengages. The principle is derived at Chapter 18, Section 18.10, with its dyadic formalism at Appendix 18B.



9.20 Divergence and Estrangement

The second failure path concerns not what one party takes from the other but what each holds. Each Individual’s Belief Register is written by that Individual’s own Thinker, and nothing in the architecture lets one Individual write another’s. Parents supply the child’s first templates (Section 9.18.3), but the child’s Thinker commits its own posteriors on the evidence the child meets, and the child’s Self-Model forms partly against the parents: the child knows that the child is not the parent, and under the Rival-Constitution Principle a proximate Model is also the reference point from which a Self-Model differentiates (Chapter 8, Section 8.10). The Beliefs the child commits will therefore diverge from the parents’ somewhere, and where they diverge on Beliefs built into either party’s Self-Model, each party’s Belief is evidence against the other’s Self-Model. Political allegiance is the characteristic case. The relationship becomes a site of rivalry between Belief Registers rather than a channel of extraction.

Estrangement between mothers and adult children is predicted by dissimilarity of values rather than by violation of serious social norms (Gilligan, Suitor and Pillemer, 2015), which is the pattern the Belief-Register axis predicts and the extraction axis does not.

The two axes are independent. Extraction can run between Individuals whose Beliefs agree, and divergence can run between Individuals neither of whom extracts anything from the other. Extraction ends in disengagement once the party extracted from crosses a high threshold. Divergence ends in estrangement where the divergent Beliefs are load-bearing in either Self-Model. Divergence met by each party updating on the other’s expressed position is productive friction, and divergence becomes Conflict only where the interface crosses into grinding, which it does when either party’s Grievance Belief reads the other as taker or threat (Chapter 16, Sections 16.2 and 16.3). The perturbation that difference imposes on a Self-Model is derived at Chapter 15, Section 15.8.

The architecture predicts that estrangement between parents and adult children is initiated more often by the child than by the parent, on both axes at once: the drive to differentiate runs from child to parent, and the parent’s threshold for disengagement is the highest of any party (Section 9.19).



Establishment Summary

This chapter has established:









	Claim
	Section
	Status





	The Decision Hub integrates A, I, M through common-currency valuation
	9.1
	Empirically grounded



	The AIM Integration Equation describes this integration functionally
	9.2
	Framework-specific formalism



	Composition and intensity are independent dimensions of motivation
	9.3
	Derived from integration architecture



	Neurodiversity produces individual variation in AIM parameters
	9.4
	Framework assumption



	The nature–nurture partition is architecturally ill-posed at the firing-sequence level; AIM’s taxonomy operates on behavioural signatures independent of developmental pedigree
	9.4.6
	Derived from integration architecture



	The Phenomenological Reality Principle requires respecting source-signals as real felt experience
	9.5
	Normative foundation



	The Decision Hub operates as a cybernetic control system
	9.6
	Theoretical extension



	Structural Restlessness emerges from differential satiation dynamics
	9.7
	Derived from control-system properties



	Habits are cached prior-configurations bypassing real-time integration
	9.8
	Integration of dual-process literature



	Source Opacity results from common-currency integration
	9.9
	Derived from information theory



	Source Opacity applies with compounded effect to cached decisions
	9.9.7
	Extension of Source Opacity



	The Aggregation Gradient is the structural complement to Source Opacity: M-detection survives within-Individual concealment at higher rungs of representational distance
	9.10
	Derived from Source Opacity locality claim and Boundedness Asymmetry Principle



	Preconscious Transmission precedes conscious awareness
	9.11
	Empirically grounded



	Phenomenological Isolation: the felt sense of self-originance is the default persistent phenomenological state, the architectural background within which every conscious-cognition operation including Empathy runs
	9.11.1 (with forward pointer at 9.9.8)
	Derived from Preconscious Transmission (Axiom 7) and Source Opacity (Axiom 3), bridged by the Speed-Selectivity Trade-Off



	Cached retrieval is faster than real-time integration
	9.11.4
	Extension of timing architecture



	Confabulation fills the information gap Source Opacity creates
	9.12
	Derived from Source Opacity



	Confabulation is especially severe for habitual behaviour
	9.12.6
	Extension of confabulation analysis



	I-Override operates through inferential reconstruction
	9.13
	Framework-specific mechanism



	Cache-interruption is required for I-Override of habits
	9.13.6
	Extension of I-Override



	Self-knowledge faces the introspection illusion
	9.14
	Integration of existing literature



	Habitual behaviour presents double opacity
	9.14.5
	Extension of self-knowledge analysis



	Romantic attraction forms through the Minimum Installation Condition and the Body Manager; durability is carried by the Thinker’s I-component
	9.15
	Derived from integration architecture, externally supported



	Relational Specificity Principle: only the I-engagement whose Object is an Individual-as-Object is specific to that Individual
	9.15.4
	Framework-Specific Named Result



	The Collaborator coordinate takes mating-pair, parent-child and among-equals subtypes, each engaging a different weighting of the three channels
	9.16
	Framework-Specific Construct



	Friendship is the relationship most dependent on the I-component; the three classical kinds of friendship follow from the decomposition of valuation
	9.17
	Derived from integration architecture



	Kinship carries a one-directional Appetitive flow that reverses over the life course, and persists where the I-component is weak
	9.18
	Derived from integration architecture



	Extracted Mimetic Premium erodes the I-component until the party extracted from disengages; parents disengage last; the dyadic ground of the Push-Pull Obligation Principle
	9.19
	Derived from integration architecture



	Divergence of load-bearing Beliefs is a failure path independent of extraction; it ends in estrangement, and becomes Conflict only under a Grievance Belief
	9.20
	Derived from integration architecture



	The Triple Camouflage (Layers 1–3 of the Camouflage Architecture) renders M systematically invisible at the individual level
	9.14.4
	Synthesis of Source Opacity, Confabulation, Object Parasitism



	The Phenomenological Reality Principle applies symmetrically across the signed range; negative-valence felt experience is as architecturally real as positive-valence felt experience.
	9.5 (extended)
	Extension of the Phenomenological Reality Principle



	Signed Operation Across Approach and Avoidance: the Decision Hub’s integration is symmetric across signed terms; Source Opacity and Confabulation operate on the avoidance side of the architecture as fully as on the attraction side.
	9.6.7
	Derived from the Signed Valuation Principle



	The Belief Register is the architectural channel through which the Thinker’s posteriors propagate to the Observer’s preconscious Salience computation. Habit-routed action-selection is not on that channel: it runs on the Decision Hub’s cached-value store, which repetition conditions.
	9.8.2 (extended)
	Extension of the Belief Register



	I-Override is the Thinker’s Bayesian ground-attribution operating on an expanded Hypothesis Space; the channel-count asymmetry (one to one to one in channels, two to one in control) and the Thinker’s self-feedback and Observer-preloading properties entail the I-Supremacy Result, the A-Disadvantage, the I-Template Override Result, and the I-Corrective Asymmetry.
	9.13.5 (extended)
	Derived from the channel-count asymmetry







Diagram Placeholders

The following diagrams should accompany this chapter:

Diagram 9.1: The Decision Hub Integration Architecture - Three input streams (A, I, M) converging on vmPFC/VS - Common-currency conversion process - Winner-take-all output to motor systems - Source-tags shown as discarded during conversion

Diagram 9.2: The AIM Integration Equation - Visual representation of weighted summation - Weight normalisation constraint - Lead-Tag-Last composition example

Diagram 9.3: The Cybernetic Control Architecture - Three parallel control loops (A, I, M) with distinct goal-states - Error signals feeding into Decision Hub - Feedback from behaviour to current-state updating - Continuous recalculation indicated

Diagram 9.4: Habit Formation and Retrieval - Real-time integration path (slow, deliberative) - Cached retrieval path (fast, automatic) - Context-cue triggering of cached entries - System 1 / System 2 mapping

Diagram 9.5: Timing Architecture - Timeline showing Preconscious Transmission (the Transmission Window: 60–340ms), integration (200–400ms), conscious awareness (300–500ms) - Cached retrieval timeline (50–200ms to execution) - I-Override window indicated - Preconscious M-acquisition highlighted

Diagram 9.6: The Triple Camouflage (Layers 1–3 of the Camouflage Architecture) - Three detection pathways (introspection, object-analysis, reasoning) - Each blocked by corresponding mechanism (Source Opacity, Object Parasitism, Confabulation) - Closed system indicated

Diagram 9.7: I-Override Information Architecture - Information destroyed (source-tags) - Information preserved (context, timing, behaviour, desire-content) - Two-Question Diagnostic as inferential pathway - Compensatory pathway analogy



Forward Connection

Chapter 10 will address the Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis: why an architecture that was adaptive in ancestral environments produces maladaptive outcomes in modern conditions. The mismatch is now specifiable with precision:


	The caching mechanism that enabled efficient decision-making in stable ancestral environments produces rigid habits in rapidly-changing modern environments


	The M-sensitivity that maintained coalitional standing in small-group ancestral environments produces chronic status-anxiety in large-scale anonymous modern environments


	The Source Opacity that was inconsequential when A dominated and M-Objects were scarce becomes catastrophic when M-Objects are abundant and A-floors are (for many) secured


	Phenomenological Isolation, derived in this chapter as the joint output of Axiom 7 (Preconscious Transmission) and Axiom 3 (Source Opacity), supplies the default persistent phenomenological state within which the Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis operates. The mismatch is felt by the Individual as self-originance because the architecture produces self-originance regardless of the environmental conditions under which it is read. Empathy, the downstream conscious-cognition Bayesian inference that models another Individual’s state from observable configuration and stored memory, operates within rather than against Phenomenological Isolation; the categorical distinction matters for institutional design, because interventions that rely on Empathy to dissolve the felt boundary of self-originance misidentify the layer at which the boundary is generated. This is why moral exhortation against individualism, like moral exhortation against dehumanisation under the Humanisation Null Hypothesis, operates on the wrong architectural layer.


	The obligation architecture of care between partners, in which push-mode care transfers no Mimetic Premium and exercises the carer’s autonomy, competence and relatedness, is derived at Chapter 18, Section 18.10 and formalised in Appendix 18B, and the Reciprocal Care Principle, under which each partner holds evidence about the other that Source Opacity hides from the other, is derived at Chapter 18, Section 18.8. Both apply to the relationships of Sections 9.15 to 9.20, and Section 9.19 supplies the dyadic ground of the Push-Pull Obligation Principle.




The architectural features established in this chapter are the substrate on which evolutionary mismatch operates. Chapter 10 will complete the picture by explaining why the architecture was selected and why its consequences have changed.



What Would Falsify This?

This chapter’s claims are falsifiable as follows:








	Claim
	Falsification Condition





	Common-currency integration in vmPFC/VS
	Discovery that motivational signals remain source-tagged through to motor output



	Source Opacity as architectural necessity
	Tier 1: Appendix B, Section B.2, third commitment



	Preconscious Transmission timing (Transmission Window: 60–340ms)
	Reliable evidence that M-acquisition occurs after conscious awareness



	Confabulation as structural
	Tier 1: Appendix B, Section B.2, third commitment



	Habits as cached prior-configurations
	Discovery that habitual behaviour involves real-time integration indistinguishable from deliberated choice



	I-Override effectiveness
	Controlled studies showing Two-Question Diagnostic provides no improvement over untrained introspection



	Structural Restlessness
	Tier 1: Appendix B, Section B.2, fourth commitment



	Phenomenological Reality Principle†
	Discovery that source-signals can be voluntarily prevented from arising



	Neurodiversity assumption†
	Discovery that AIM parameters are uniform across Individuals





† Framework-assumption checks rather than operational falsifiers; failure would narrow the framework’s scope rather than force revision of the architecture.



Appendix 9A: Relationship to Existing Literature

Dual-Process Theories (Kahneman, Stanovich)

AIM’s treatment of habits as cached prior-configurations integrates with dual-process models: - System 1 = cached retrieval + automatic integration - System 2 = deliberative real-time integration + I-Override

AIM adds a mechanism rather than a further description: System 1 and System 2 are two routes through one architecture, distinguished by whether action-selection acts on the Decision Hub’s cached-value store or runs a fresh integration cycle.

Self-Determination Theory (Deci & Ryan)

SDT’s autonomy-competence-relatedness framework maps partially onto AIM: - Competence → I-subsystem engagement - Autonomy → I-Override capacity; freedom from M-capture - Relatedness → Complex; involves A (attachment), I (genuine connection), and M (social standing)

AIM extends SDT by providing the integration mechanism and explaining why “controlled” motivation feels different from “autonomous” motivation (different source-compositions, not merely different regulatory styles).

Mimetic Theory (Girard)

AIM operationalises Girard’s literary-anthropological insights: - Triangular desire → Preconscious Transmission through Models - Romantic Lie → Confabulation attributing M to I - Scapegoating → Crisis dynamics (Chapter 13)

AIM adds the neural mechanism, the integration architecture, and the source-taxonomy that Girard’s framework lacked.

Control Theory (Powers, Carver & Scheier)

AIM’s cybernetic framing draws directly on control-theory psychology: - Goal-state, current-state, error-signal, feedback loop - Hierarchical control (sub-goals nested within higher goals) - Continuous operation rather than discrete decision-points

AIM specifies three distinct control subsystems with different goal-types and satiation dynamics, integrating through a common Decision Hub.

Predictive Processing (Friston, Clark)

The error-signal framing is compatible with predictive processing accounts: - A-errors = interoceptive prediction errors - I-errors = competence/engagement prediction errors - M-errors = social-position prediction errors

AIM does not require commitment to the strong predictive-processing thesis but is compatible with it.

Phenomenology (Husserl, Merleau-Ponty)

The Phenomenological Reality Principle draws on phenomenological traditions that treat felt experience as the primary datum requiring explanation. AIM’s commitment to respecting source-signals as constitutive of real experience aligns with phenomenology’s bracketing of “objective” explanations in favour of experiential description.



Appendix 9B: Anticipated Objections

Objection 1: “The three-source taxonomy is arbitrary; motivation is more complex.”

Response: The taxonomy is grounded in distinct neural pathways (hypothalamic-homeostatic, dopaminergic-intrinsic, mirror-neuron-mimetic) that converge on common valuation regions. The claim is not that motivation is only these three sources but that these three are the major tributaries feeding the integration system. Finer-grained source-distinctions (e.g., different types of I-engagement) may be valuable for some purposes but do not invalidate the three-tributary architecture.

Objection 2: “Source Opacity seems unfalsifiable; any failure to introspect is attributed to opacity.”

Response: Source Opacity is falsifiable by discovery of reliable introspective source-discrimination in typical untrained Individuals. The claim is not that introspection always fails but that it systematically fails for source-composition specifically. Introspection succeeds for desire-intensity and desire-content; it fails for desire-origin. This specific failure pattern is the evidence for Source Opacity.

Objection 3: “Habits are just conditioned responses: why invoke AIM?”

Response: Simple conditioning models (stimulus → response) do not explain why habits have motivational character: why they feel like “wanting to” rather than merely “finding oneself doing.” AIM explains habits as cached motivational profiles, not merely cached motor patterns. The habit carries the source-composition from its formation, which is why habitual status-checking feels different from habitual tooth-brushing despite both being automatic.

Objection 4: “The cybernetic framing adds nothing: it just redescribes what we already know.”

Response: The cybernetic framing adds the crucial point that the three sources have different control-loop structures (homeostatic, competence-seeking, relative-position-tracking) with different satiation dynamics. This explains Structural Restlessness as an architectural consequence rather than a character flaw, and it specifies which interventions are appropriate for which type of restlessness.

Objection 5: “I-Override sounds like willpower with extra steps.”

Response: Willpower models assume the Individual can simply “choose” to resist desires. I-Override specifies what makes such resistance possible (conceptual vocabulary, diagnostic procedure, contextual information), what limits it (timing constraints, cognitive load, A-insecurity), and why it systematically fails for habits (no desire present to override: cache-interruption required instead). This is not willpower renamed but willpower decomposed into its architectural components.

Objection 6: “Neurodiversity as assumption makes the theory unfalsifiable for individual cases.”

Response: The neurodiversity assumption makes individual predictions uncertain but does not make the architectural claims unfalsifiable. The claim that all Individuals have A-I-M integration is falsifiable by discovering Individuals who lack one source. The claim that parameters vary is an accommodation of observed diversity, not a retreat from falsifiability. Specific parameter-variation Hypotheses (e.g., “autism involves reduced M-sensitivity”) are independently testable.

Objection 7: “The Phenomenological Reality Principle just validates whatever Individuals feel, including harmful desires.”

Response: The Phenomenological Reality Principle requires acknowledging felt experience as real, not endorsing action on every desire. Section 9.5.3 explicitly distinguishes respect (acknowledging the signal) from obedience (acting on it). The Phenomenological Reality Principle constrains intervention design (don’t deny that Individuals feel what they feel) without constraining evaluation (whether acting on a feeling serves wellbeing). Respect for felt experience is compatible with choosing not to act on desires that would cause harm.

Objection 8: “If M cannot be eliminated, why bother with the framework?”

Response: M-management is possible even though M-elimination is not. The framework enables Individuals to recognise M-signals, evaluate whether to act on them, and choose responses aligned with their reflective values. It enables institutions to reduce harmful M-amplification through visibility governance and structural design. The goal is not a world without M but a world where M is channelled toward positive coordination rather than destructive rivalry.



Appendix 9C: Key Terms Introduced









	Term
	Definition
	Section





	Decision Hub
	The neural locus (vmPFC/VS) where A, I, M signals are integrated through common-currency valuation
	9.1



	Common-Currency Integration
	The conversion of incommensurable motivational inputs into a single Scalar enabling comparison and choice
	9.1



	AIM Integration Equation
	U(x)=wA⋅UA(x)+wI⋅UI(x)+wM⋅UM(x)U(x) = w_A \cdot U_A(x) + w_I \cdot U_I(x) + w_M \cdot U_M(x); the functional description of source-weighted integration
	9.2



	Composition
	Which sources contribute to a motivated behaviour and in what proportions
	9.3



	Intensity
	How strongly the integrated motivation drives behaviour
	9.3



	Lead-Tag-Last
	Heuristic for characterising composition by dominant source, secondary source, and tertiary source
	9.3



	Phenomenological Reality Principle
	The commitment that felt intensity and character of motivational signals constitutes real experience regardless of source
	9.5



	Cybernetic Architecture
	The Decision Hub as continuously operating control system with goals, feedback, and error-correction
	9.6



	Structural Restlessness
	The architecturally necessary condition whereby stable final satisfaction is unavailable, arising from differential satiation dynamics
	9.7



	Cached-Value Store
	The Decision Hub’s store of context-value-response associations, acted on directly in recurring situations
	9.8



	Source Opacity
	The architectural feature whereby source-tags are discarded during integration, leaving the Individual without introspective access to motivational origins
	9.9



	Double Opacity
	The compounded inaccessibility for habitual behaviour: original integration lost source-tags; current execution involves no deliberation
	9.9.7



	Confabulation
	The Thinker’s routine generation of sincere but inaccurate explanations for choices, filling gaps created by Source Opacity
	9.12



	Romantic Lie
	The civilisation-scale confabulation that desires originate autonomously within the Individual
	9.12.5



	Triple Camouflage (Layers 1–3 of the Camouflage Architecture)
	The combination of Source Opacity, Confabulation, and Object Parasitism that renders M systematically invisible at the individual level; see Camouflage Architecture in Chapter 2 for the full eight-layer structure
	9.14.4



	I-Override
	The deliberative mechanism that scrutinises integrated desires using the Two-Question Diagnostic
	9.13



	Two-Question Diagnostic
	“Does my body need this?” (probes A) and “Would I still want this if no one ever saw?” (probes M)
	9.13.2



	I-Override Capacity
	The contextual variable determining how effectively an Individual can apply I-Override
	9.13.4



	Cache Interruption
	Preventing automatic activation of cached entries to enable real-time integration and I-Override
	9.13.6



	Introspection Illusion
	The confident but false Belief that we have direct access to the causes of our mental states
	9.14.1



	Behavioural Signatures
	Observable patterns (audience-dependence, satiation dynamics, model-tracking) that indicate source-composition
	9.14.3



	Relational Specificity Principle
	Of the components of valuation directed at an Individual-as-Object, only the I-engagement whose Object is that Individual is specific to that Individual and cannot be substituted
	9.15.4



	Collaborator Subtype
	The mating-pair, parent-child and among-equals readings of the Collaborator coordinate of the Agent-Type Vector
	9.16







Appendix 9D: Chapter 9 Section Index









	Section
	Title
	Movement





	9.1
	The Decision Hub: Common-Currency Valuation
	A: Static Architecture



	9.2
	The AIM Integration Equation
	A: Static Architecture



	9.3
	Composition and Intensity
	A: Static Architecture



	9.4
	Neurodiversity and Individual Variation
	A: Static Architecture



	9.5
	The Phenomenological Reality Principle: Why Sources Must Be Respected
	A: Static Architecture



	9.6
	The Decision Hub as Control System
	B: Dynamic Operation



	9.7
	Structural Restlessness: The Aggregate Consequence
	B: Dynamic Operation



	9.8
	Habits and the Cached-Value Store
	B: Dynamic Operation



	9.9
	Source Opacity: The Architectural Constraint
	C: Epistemic Constraints



	9.10
	The Aggregation Gradient as the Structural Complement to Source Opacity
	C: Epistemic Constraints



	9.11
	The Timing Architecture
	C: Epistemic Constraints



	9.12
	Confabulation as Structural Consequence
	D: Confabulation



	9.13
	I-Override Information Architecture
	E: Compensatory Mechanisms



	9.14
	Implications for Self-Knowledge
	E: Compensatory Mechanisms



	9.15
	Romantic and Sexual Relationships: Three Channels in One Dyad
	F: The Integration Applied to Relationships



	9.16
	The Collaborator Subtypes
	F: The Integration Applied to Relationships



	9.17
	Friendship
	F: The Integration Applied to Relationships



	9.18
	Kinship
	F: The Integration Applied to Relationships



	9.19
	Extraction and Disengagement
	F: The Integration Applied to Relationships



	9.20
	Divergence and Estrangement
	F: The Integration Applied to Relationships
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	The salience-to-M coupling described here is given the formal symbol κS\kappa_S in Appendix A, where it appears as the fast-layer parameter governing how strongly Observer-borne Salience loads the Decision Hub’s M-input. The chapter uses prose throughout; the formalisation in κS\kappa_S is supplied for readers who pursue the appendix.↩︎







Chapter 10: The Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis

Why the Architecture That Enabled Cumulative Culture Produces Chronic Distress in Modern Environments



Position Statement

This chapter establishes why the motivational architecture that enabled human cumulative culture produces chronic distress in modern environments. Mimetic Desire evolved for the rapid, preconscious coordination required by collective hunting and predator avoidance; the same machinery turns inward on status rivals once external targets diminish; and modern environments mismatch the architecture in ways that intensify M-driven distress.

Dependency Statement

This chapter requires prior understanding of the Three-Source Taxonomy and Common-Currency Integration (Chapter 4), Mimetic Desire and Preconscious Transmission (Chapter 8), the Salience-Status Identity (Status is Salience aggregated across observers and averaged over time, derived at Chapter 8, Section 8.1.4), and Source Opacity and the integration timing architecture (Chapter 9). It introduces the Four-Type Agent Taxonomy (Predator, Prey, Collaborator, Rival) that Chapters 11 and 17 build upon.

Derivation Preview

The chapter draws on Mimetic Desire and its mirror-neuron substrate under Preconscious Transmission (Axiom 7), Common-Currency Integration and Source Opacity (Axioms 2 and 3), and the Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9). From these it derives, for import by later chapters, the Four-Type Agent Taxonomy, the Phenomenological Collapse (M-threat experienced as A-threat after integration), the Satiation Asymmetry by which internal targeting never terminates, and the account of disaster solidarity as the re-targeting of the machinery onto external threats.

Chapter Preview

The chapter proceeds in five movements. Movement A poses the evolutionary puzzle: the coordination problem that shaped the architecture, the four-type agent taxonomy the machinery evolved to detect, and the apex-predator transition that turned targeting inward (Sections 10.1–10.3). Movement B derives the Phenomenological Collapse by which all fear reads as survival threat (10.4) and the satiation asymmetry by which internal targeting never terminates (10.5). Movement C examines disaster solidarity as the mechanism running in reverse, and why civilisational threats fail to produce it (10.6–10.7). Movement D analyses the visibility-amplification system and the modernity trap (10.8–10.9). Movement E draws the implications and the connections to the preceding architecture and the crisis pathway (10.10–10.11).

MOVEMENT A: THE EVOLUTIONARY PUZZLE

10.1 The Coordination Problem That Shaped Human Architecture

10.1.1 The Pre-Cultural Function Question

The preceding chapters established that mimetic transmission operates at extraordinary speed, within the Transmission Window (60–340 milliseconds), the interval during which Preconscious Transmission propagates mimetic signals before conscious awareness, placing it firmly within the preconscious processing window before attentional gating and conscious awareness can intervene. The mechanics of M-Desire acquisition (the preconscious reading of goals, valuations, and directional valence in observed Models) have been detailed. But a fundamental question remains unaddressed: why does the system operate at this speed?

The answer cannot be “for language acquisition” or “for cumulative culture.” These are downstream consequences of a capacity that must have provided more immediate survival advantage to the ancestors in whom it first appeared. Evolution does not select for outcomes that manifest generations later; it selects for features that provide reproductive advantage to the individual possessing them. The child who acquires language through observational mimesis benefits from that acquisition, but the speed of the underlying system (fast enough to operate below conscious awareness) suggests a function requiring faster response than language learning demands.

The Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis fills this gap: mimetic architecture evolved primarily for collective hunting coordination and predator avoidance: contexts in which rapid, preconscious goal-copying among group members facing external targets provided decisive survival advantage. The extraordinary speed is not incidental to the system’s design; it is the central feature for which the system was selected.

10.1.2 The Collective Hunting Coordination Requirements

Collective hunting of large prey presents a specific computational problem: multiple Individuals must coordinate their actions in real-time against a target that is attempting to escape or fight back (Tomasello et al., 2005; Kaplan et al., 2000; Boehm, 1999; Bingham, 1999). This coordination must occur faster than deliberative communication permits. Consider the requirements:

Rapid goal-alignment. When one hunter begins pursuing a specific prey animal, others must instantly adopt the same target. Delay in goal-alignment allows prey to escape. If Hunter A shifts attention to a wounded antelope while Hunter B continues pursuing the original target, coordination fails. The hunting party that achieves instantaneous convergence on a single target outcompetes the party that requires verbal negotiation about which animal to pursue.

Movement coordination. Flanking, encircling, and driving prey toward kill zones requires that each hunter’s movements respond to others’ movements without explicit signalling. The hunter who sees a colleague move left must instantly adjust rightward to maintain the encirclement. Waiting for a shouted instruction, or even a deliberate gesture, introduces latency that prey exploit. The system that coordinates movement preconsciously, through automatic mirroring of others’ directional intentions, maintains the formation that deliberative coordination cannot.

Intention-reading. Anticipating what other hunters are about to do enables complementary positioning. The hunter who can predict, before the action occurs, that a colleague is about to throw a spear can prepare to intercept fleeing prey. This requires not merely observing action but detecting intention from preparatory movements, postural shifts, and gaze direction. The mirror neuron system provides exactly this capacity: motor resonance begins before observed actions complete, enabling prediction rather than mere reaction (Rizzolatti & Craighero, 2004).

Shared arousal. The physiological activation required for pursuit must spread rapidly through the hunting party. Individual hesitation compromises collective effectiveness. If one hunter’s arousal spikes while another remains calm, their coordination suffers; the aroused hunter moves faster, takes more risks, operates on a different timescale. Arousal contagion, the automatic adoption of others’ physiological states, synchronises the party’s activation level, ensuring coordinated intensity of effort.

A system that preconsciously copies the goals, intentions, and arousal states of observed conspecifics, operating within the Transmission Window, below the threshold of deliberative processing, would provide exactly this capacity. This is what the mirror neuron system does.

10.1.3 The Predator Avoidance Requirements

The same computational requirements apply, with reversed polarity, to predator avoidance:

Rapid threat-detection propagation. When one group member detects a predator, others must instantly adopt the same threat-model. The Individual who pauses to independently verify the threat is eaten. The group that achieves collective awareness within the Transmission Window survives; the group that requires each member to independently detect the predator loses members during the verification delay. Preconscious copying of attention-targets and alarm-states provides survival advantage that deliberative threat-sharing cannot match (LeDoux, 1996; Öhman & Mineka, 2001).

Coordinated flight. Effective escape often requires coordinated movement, not scattering randomly but moving together in ways that confuse predators or reach safety. Herding behaviour in prey species demonstrates this: coordinated movement makes it difficult for predators to isolate targets. For early humans lacking the speed to outrun most predators, coordinated movement toward defensible positions (trees, rocks, water) or toward other group members (for collective defence) provided survival advantage. This coordination, like hunting coordination, must occur faster than deliberation permits.

Shared vigilance. Preconscious adoption of others’ attention-targets distributes threat-scanning across the group without explicit assignment. When one group member attends to a particular region of the environment, others’ attention is automatically drawn to the same region. This creates a distributed detection system more effective than any Individual could maintain alone. The system operates through automatic mirroring of gaze direction: a well-documented feature of human social cognition that begins in infancy.

Arousal contagion. Fear must spread faster than deliberation permits. The group that achieves collective flight-readiness within the Transmission Window survives; the group that requires conscious assessment of the threat before arousal spreads loses members during the assessment delay. The automatic contagion of fear, experienced by anyone who has felt anxiety spike in response to others’ alarm before knowing its cause, reflects this adaptive function.

10.1.4 Why Preconscious Speed Was Selected

The critical feature unifying both contexts is speed. Collective hunting and predator avoidance both present time-pressures that exceed deliberative processing capacity. A system that copied goals and arousal states preconsciously, before attentional gating and conscious awareness could intervene, would outcompete systems that required explicit communication or individual decision-making.

This is precisely what the mirror neuron literature documents. Motor resonance begins at approximately 90 milliseconds from action onset; muscle-specific modulation emerges around 200 milliseconds (Rizzolatti & Craighero, 2004). These responses occur without deliberate intent and are measurable even when subjects are unaware of the mirroring process. The timing is not accidental; it reflects selection for coordination speed that conscious processing cannot achieve.

The preceding chapters established Source Opacity: the common-currency integration that enables rapid decision-making destroys source-tags, and because the Observer’s contribution is a Salience reading delivered under the one category the integrated Common-Currency Scalar (the Scalar) supports, a mimetically acquired desire is received as a lack of the Individual’s own. This follows from Axiom 3. What the Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis adds is why the system operates at this speed: because the original adaptive function required coordination faster than consciousness permits. Source Opacity is not a design flaw but the inevitable cost of integration; what speed adds is a separate barrier, that the acquisition completes before conscious access.

The same architecture that enabled ancestors to coordinate hunts and escape predators now enables children to acquire language through pure observation, enables cultural knowledge to accumulate across generations, enables humans to cooperate at scales no other species has achieved. These are the downstream benefits of a system selected for more immediate survival functions. Understanding the original function is essential for understanding why the system produces the outputs it does, including outputs that were adaptive in ancestral contexts but have become maladaptive in modern environments (Li et al., 2018; Nesse & Williams, 1994; Lieberman, 2013).



10.2 The Four-Type Agent Taxonomy: What the Machinery Evolved to Detect

10.2.1 The Agency Detection Literature and Its Omission

Cognitive science has long recognised that humans possess systems biased toward detecting agents, intentional entities capable of goal-directed action, even in ambiguous stimuli. A rustle in the bushes triggers agent-detection before the source is identified; a face appears in random patterns; purpose is inferred from natural phenomena. This “hyperactive agency detection” has been proposed as the cognitive foundation of religious Belief: gods are agents inferred from events that have no obvious physical cause (Barrett, 2000, 2004; Guthrie, 1993; Boyer, 2001).

The agency detection literature has been enormously productive, but it contains a systematic omission: the focus is almost exclusively on predator detection. The agency being hyperactively detected is threatening agency: the predator in the bushes, the malevolent force behind misfortune. This framing treats humans as prey possessing systems to detect predators.

This is half the picture. Humans are not merely prey; they are also predators. The same ancestors who needed to detect lions also needed to detect antelopes. The agency-detection systems that evolved to identify threats also evolved to identify opportunities. The omission of prey-detection from the agency detection literature is itself revealing: researchers unconsciously avoiding recognition of humans as predators, as pursuers, as entities that compute vulnerability in potential targets. This omission is a form of what the AIM Framework terms Confabulation: a collectively-maintained blind spot that protects self-conception.

The correction: human agency-detection involves a four-type taxonomy, not a one-type system focused exclusively on threat.

10.2.2 The Four Types of Agents

The ancestral environment presented four categories of intentional entities requiring distinct computational responses:

Prey: Entities to pursue and consume. Detection of prey involves assessment of vulnerability (can this target be successfully taken?), visibility (where is the target and where will it be?), reciprocity-exemption (prey are not owed the cooperative consideration given to group members), and value-assignment (how much effort is this target worth relative to alternatives?). Prey-detection is active, approach-oriented, and involves computation of pursuit strategy. The successful hunter must rapidly assess which targets are vulnerable, track their movement, and coordinate with others to close the distance.

Predator: Entities that threaten survival. Detection of predators involves threat-assessment (how dangerous is this entity?), avoidance-possibility (can the threat be escaped?), and fight-viability (if escape fails, can the threat be defeated?). Predator-detection is reactive, avoidance-oriented, and involves computation of escape or defence strategy. The alarm systems that fire when predator-cues are detected generate immediate physiological preparation for flight or fight.

Collaborator: Entities suitable for coordinated action. Detection of collaborators involves trust-calibration (will this entity cooperate reliably?), competence-assessment (will this entity contribute effectively?), and reciprocity-expectation (will mutual benefit flow from collaboration?). Collaborator-detection is selective, approach-oriented, and involves computation of alliance value. Not every conspecific is equally valuable as a hunting partner or coalition member; the systems that assess collaborative potential guide social investment.

Rival: Entities competing for the same resources. Detection of rivals involves comparative-assessment (how does this entity’s capacity compare to mine?), threat-to-standing (does this entity’s success diminish my position?), and displacement-strategy (how might this entity be outcompeted?). Rival-detection is vigilant, approach-ambivalent, and involves computation of competitive strategy. Rivals are neither pure threats (like predators) nor pure opportunities (like prey): they occupy an intermediate category requiring ongoing monitoring and strategic response.

These four types exhaust the categories of intentional entities relevant to ancestral survival and reproduction. Every agent encountered could be classified (often dynamically, as context shifted) into one or more of these categories. The cognitive systems that evolved to process agents evolved to make these discriminations and to generate appropriate behavioural responses to each type.

The four categories are presented in discrete form in this subsection for expository clarity. The formal output of the classifier that Axiom 9 describes is not a discrete label assignment but a position in a four-dimensional vector space whose basis vectors are Collaborator-weight (C), Rival-weight (R), Predator-weight (X), and Prey-weight (Y): the Agent-Type Vector. The coordinates of that vector are continuous, real-valued, non-negative, and dynamically updated on incoming observable evidence; most Individual-Objects carry non-zero weight on more than one axis. The canonical formalism for the Agent-Type Vector and its five architectural properties is specified in Chapter 11, Section 11.13.1 (The Four-Way Agent-Type Vector subsection). The discrete-category language used throughout this chapter names the dominant axis of the vector as a presentational shorthand and should be read as such.

10.2.3 The Prey-Detection Computational System

The agency detection literature’s focus on predator-detection has obscured the equally important prey-detection system. Collective hunting requires computing specific variables about potential prey:

Vulnerability. Which targets can be successfully taken given current group capacity? This computation involves assessment of prey size, speed, defensive capabilities, current condition (injured? young? separated from herd?), and comparison to hunting party’s capacity. The output is a probability estimate: likelihood of successful kill.

Visibility. Where is the target now, and where will it be? This computation involves tracking current position, predicting movement based on observed trajectory and knowledge of prey behaviour patterns, and coordinating this prediction with other hunters’ positions. The output is spatial-temporal prediction enabling pursuit strategy.

Reciprocity-exemption. Prey are not owed the cooperative consideration given to group members. This computation involves categorical classification: is this entity within the boundary of moral consideration or outside it? The output is permission-to-harm: the prey may be pursued, injured, killed, and consumed without moral violation.

Value-assignment. How much effort is this target worth relative to alternatives? This computation involves assessment of nutritional value, risk of injury during pursuit, energy expenditure required, and comparison to other available targets. The output is effort-allocation: how much resource should be devoted to this pursuit?

These are precisely the computational variables that implement Mimetic Desire and status competition when the target class shifts from external prey to internal rivals. The same system that computed vulnerability in antelopes now computes vulnerability in status competitors. The same system that tracked prey visibility now tracks rival visibility. The same system that granted reciprocity-exemption to prey now grants reciprocity-exemption to outgroups and scapegoats. The same system that assigned pursuit-value to prey now assigns pursuit-value to status positions.

The machinery is identical. What differs is the target class to which the computations are applied.

10.2.4 The Collaborator-Detection System and Prestige-Bias

Collective hunting also requires identifying conspecifics suitable for coordinated action. Not every group member is equally valuable as a hunting partner; selection of collaborators involves assessment of:

Competence. Has this Individual demonstrated hunting skill? The computation involves observation of past performance, assessment of physical capabilities, and prediction of future contribution.

Reliability. Will this Individual maintain coordination under pressure? The computation involves assessment of past behaviour in demanding situations, observation of commitment signals, and prediction of defection likelihood.

Complementarity. Does this Individual’s skill set complement mine? The computation involves assessment of relative strengths and identification of gaps that potential collaborators might fill.

The collaborator-detection system involves what the AIM Framework terms prestige-bias: preferential attention to and copying of Individuals who have demonstrated success (Henrich & Gil-White, 2001; Boyd & Richerson, 1985). The successful hunter attracts observation; their techniques are copied; their preferences are adopted. This is the evolutionary origin of Model-selection in Mimetic Desire: the mechanism by which certain Individuals become preferential sources of copied goals and valuations.

Prestige-bias was adaptive because copying successful hunters improved one’s own hunting success. The ancestors who preferentially observed and imitated successful conspecifics acquired effective techniques faster than those who learned through individual trial-and-error (Chudek et al., 2012). The system that now produces fashion cycles, status competition, and mimetic rivalry originated in the genuine adaptive value of copying those who had demonstrated environmental mastery.



The Four-Type Agent Taxonomy describes how the cognitive system classifies other Individuals. The Individual-as-Object Principle (Chapter 8) identifies what the cognitive system does with that classification: it generates Object-valuation. When the prey-detection system computes “vulnerability” in a status rival, the Decision Hub is generating Object-valuation of that Individual-as-Object, assigning a scalar value that integrates the rival’s estimated displaceability, current visibility, reciprocity-exemption status, and pursuit-value. When the collaborator-detection system computes “alliance value” in a potential partner, the Decision Hub is generating Object-valuation that integrates the partner’s estimated competence, reliability, and complementarity. The classification categories (Predator, Prey, Collaborator, Rival) are the agent-type layer, specifying what kind of target the other Individual represents. The Object-valuation is the motivational layer, specifying how much motivational weight the Decision Hub assigns to that target.

Both layers feed into Common-Currency Integration and both are subject to Source Opacity. The Individual cannot determine how much of their felt orientation toward another person (attraction, wariness, competitive urgency, cooperative warmth) reflects A-relevant assessment, I-relevant assessment, or PM-driven valuation constituted by social proof. This convergence of the agent taxonomy and the Object-valuation architecture explains why internal targeting produces the same phenomenological intensity as external targeting: the Decision Hub is running the same valuation computation, using the same integration architecture, with the same Source Opacity constraints, regardless of whether the Object is an antelope or a colleague.

10.3 The Apex Predator Transition: When External Targets Diminished

10.3.1 The Ecological Transformation

At some point in human evolutionary history (likely coinciding with the development of sophisticated tools, coordinated hunting strategies, fire use, and expanding group sizes) humans transitioned from prey species (or mixed prey-predator) to apex predator status in most environments they inhabited (Hart and Sussman, 2009).

This transition did not switch on internal targeting; internal rivalry and status stratification were always present within groups, even during the height of external threat. What the transition did was shift the ratio of external to internal targeting, and thereby the intensity of internal rivalry:









	Factor
	High External Threat Era
	Apex Predator Era





	Computational bandwidth devoted to external targets
	High
	Low



	Computational bandwidth available for internal rivalry
	Constrained
	Unconstrained



	M-convergence coordination effect
	Often cooperative (shared external target)
	Predominantly competitive (internal targets)



	Status competition intensity
	Moderated by collective necessity
	Intensified without external constraint



	Satiation possibility
	Present (successful hunt ends)
	Diminished (positional goods never satiate)





The machinery that had coordinated against lions, organised pursuit of mammoths, and synchronised flight from threats persisted neurologically intact. The targets it evolved to process were not eliminated but diminished in Salience and frequency. As external threats receded, the machinery’s idle capacity was increasingly devoted to the targets that remained available: other humans.

10.3.2 Internal Rivalry Was Always Present

The claim is not that internal rivalry emerged de novo with apex predator status. Ancestral groups had hierarchies. Status competition existed within hunting bands. M-dynamics operated among group members even while they collectively pursued prey and evaded predators.

The archaeological and ethnographic record confirms this. Even in small-scale hunter-gatherer societies with strong egalitarian norms, status differentiation exists. Prestige accrues to successful hunters, skilled healers, effective leaders. Competition for mates, for alliance partners, for social position occurs alongside, not instead of, cooperation against external challenges.

What external threats provided was moderation. When the hunting party faces a mammoth, the computational bandwidth devoted to “how do I outcompete my rival?” is necessarily constrained by “how do we collectively kill this mammoth without dying?” When the group faces a predator, “who has higher status?” becomes less salient than “how do we survive this?” The external target occupies the mimetic machinery, leaving less capacity for internal targeting.

10.3.3 Intensification Through Target Depletion

As humans achieved ecological dominance:

External prey became scarce or domesticated. The megafauna that required coordinated group hunting were driven to extinction or pushed to marginal environments. Domestication transformed the prey relationship from collective hunt to managed resource. The coordination-demanding, target-rich hunting environment that occupied ancestral mimetic capacity diminished.

External predators were eliminated or marginalised. In most environments humans inhabited, apex predator status meant freedom from predation pressure. The threat-detection and coordinated-flight capacities that evolved for predator avoidance had fewer external targets to process.

Group sizes expanded. Larger groups meant more potential rivals, more status gradients, more targets for the mimetic machinery. The small band where everyone’s relative position was stable and known gave way to larger societies with fluid, contested hierarchies.

Observability increased. As societies developed, the infrastructure for observing others’ possessions, achievements, and status markers expanded. Each expansion of observability provided more data for M-comparison, more Models to copy, more fuel for mimetic rivalry.

The result was not a switch from external to internal targeting but a gradual intensification of internal rivalry as external targets diminished. The machinery ran increasingly on internal inputs because external inputs were increasingly unavailable.

10.3.4 Computational Systems Do Not Attenuate

Computational systems do not simply attenuate when their original targets diminish. They process whatever inputs arrive through their computational channels.

The prey-detection system did not reduce activity when large game became scarce. It continued to compute vulnerability, visibility, reciprocity-exemption, and value-assignment for whatever targets presented themselves. With diminished external prey to pursue, it increasingly computed these variables for internal targets: other humans who could be displaced in status hierarchies.

The threat-detection system did not reduce activity when predators were marginalised. It continued to scan for threats, assess danger, and generate flight-or-fight responses. With diminished external predators to evade, it increasingly flagged internal threats: status rivals whose advancement triggered the same alarm responses that apex predators once triggered.

The collaborator-detection system did not cease operating when coordinated hunting became less central to survival. It continued to identify high-status Individuals, track their behaviour, and bias learning toward copying them. Without hunting success as the primary prestige criterion, it began tracking whatever markers of success the local environment rendered visible, which increasingly meant social position rather than predator-defeat.

10.3.5 Target Substitution as Architectural Consequence

This is not metaphor or analogy. The claim is architectural: the same computational channels, processing the same variables, producing the same outputs, applied to a different target class.

When the prey-detection system computes vulnerability in a status rival, it is running the same computation it ran for antelopes. The question “can this target be successfully displaced?” has the same computational structure as “can this prey be successfully taken?” When the threat-detection system flags a colleague’s promotion as dangerous, it is running the same threat-assessment it ran for predators. The alarm is genuine because the system cannot distinguish threat-types; it processes threats through a single channel.

Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis. The mimetic architecture that evolved for collective hunting and predator avoidance, requiring rapid, preconscious goal-copying and arousal propagation among group members facing external targets, persists unchanged in environments where external targets have diminished through apex predator status. As external targets diminished, the same computational systems increasingly processed internal targets (other humans), producing:


	Prey-substitution: Status rivals are computed as prey to be displaced, using the same vulnerability-visibility-reciprocity-exemption variables that once identified game animals.


	Predator-substitution: Status threats are computed as predators to be fled or fought, triggering survival-level urgency for non-survival situations.


	Coordination-reversal: M-convergence, which produced cooperation when targeting external prey/predators, increasingly produces competition when the mimetic system converges on scarce positional goods.


	Intensity amplification: Without external targets to occupy computational bandwidth, internal rivalry intensifies beyond ancestral levels.




The mismatch is not between “human nature” and “modern society” in some vague sense: the target class for which the architecture evolved (external prey and predators) has diminished, while the architecture’s processing capacity remains constant, increasingly devoted to the only available targets: internal rivals competing for positional goods.



The Relative-Position Computation Principle

The repurposing of prey-detection for internal targets, set out above, raises an architectural question that the Apex Predator Context alone does not answer: by what mechanism does the same computation track an animal to be hunted and a rival to be outranked? The answer is that there is no second mechanism. The Observer does not maintain a prey-tracking module and a separate status-tracking module; it maintains a single relative-position computation that it applies to any entity the Thinker has classified as an agent. Prey, Predator, Rival, Collaborator; these are not architectural categories. They are Thinker-maintained constructions that determine which entities the Observer’s single positional computation is directed at. This is the Relative-Position Computation Principle: the Observer’s position-tracking operation is agent-class-neutral, and the categories across which it operates are supplied by the Thinker, not fixed by the Observer’s own structure.

Three consequences follow without further assumption. First, any entity the Thinker classifies as an agent becomes a candidate for positional computation, including entities that are not, in fact, agents. When ancestral humans represented the Apex Predator as something that could be appeased, outwitted, or negotiated with, they were running the same position-tracking machinery against an object-that-was-being-treated-as-agent. The bear that is given a name, the river that is thanked, the market that is characterised as a bull or bear; in each case, the Thinker has extended the category “agent” outward, and the Observer’s positional computation follows. Second, the same single computation that tracks an apex predator in the wild tracks a workplace rival in an office, and tracks a financial market that has been Thinker-labelled as a bull. The computation does not know it has been redirected; it simply runs. Third, because Belief Register accumulations persist, because the Thinker’s resolution of each positional encounter commits a posterior to the Belief Register that biases future Salience weighting, the history of positional encounters with non-human agents (prey, predators, storms, markets) contributes to the same register that shapes rivalry dynamics with human agents.

The directionality of this computation, that it presses upward and yields downward only under duress, is not posited here. It is inherited from Differential Satiation Dynamics (Axiom 6): the survival function that M-escalation serves is satisfied by rising relative position, not by a fixed absolute level. This makes the upward direction structurally privileged at the system level even though the Observer’s computation is directionally symmetric taken alone. The directionality enters through Axiom 6, not through the architecture of the Observer’s position-tracking operation itself.

The two statements of direction describe one computation read at two levels. Taken alone, the Observer’s positional computation is symmetric: a Predator reads above the Individual and Prey below, and against a real predator the lower reading is the accurate one, the reading on which flight is selected. The upward press of Axiom 6 arises from what the same computation returns among conspecifics. Where the Object is another Individual, the sign of the Observer’s reading is set by the Agent-Type Vector, and a Predator-weighted reading returns an aversive valuation (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7). The criteria that make an agent Prey are vulnerability, visibility, and exemption from the reciprocity that would make targeting it costly, and the consequences of a fall in standing set out in Section 10.4.1 are those criteria acquired: fewer allies, less protection from the group, and at the limit expulsion from the exchange network altogether.

Because the Observer reads how other Individuals react to the Individual, including whether the Individual’s comparative position has shifted (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7), a fall is read by the Individual’s own Observer against the same Agent-Type coordinates the field is applying. A falling reading among conspecifics therefore carries the sign that a reading against a predator carries: the position of the agent that can be taken. Rising was selected because, in the ancestral group, holding position was what kept the Individual out of that reading. Neither statement of direction is lost. The lowered reading is adaptive where the other agent is a predator, the upward press is adaptive where the field is the Individual’s own group, and the same agent-class-neutral operation returns both.

The agent-type categories are Heuristics (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.4): the Thinker maintains them and the architecture does not fix them, so they depart from the agent-boundaries they approximate in two directions, which is the Category Construction Corollary: outward over-extension, in which the Thinker classifies non-agentive entities as agents, or an entity that acts without wanting as a person (the wind as a divine person, the market as a bear or a bull, an artificial intelligence as a person; Appendix 8F, Section 8F.4), and inward over-partition, in which the Thinker subdivides a single agent class into ranked sub-categories that the Observer’s computation then differentiates against (racial hierarchy, caste stratification). Both directions arise without new architectural machinery; the Observer’s single position-computation runs faithfully against whatever agent-categories the Thinker supplies it. The departure is carried by Contactless Updating (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.2), because an Individual rarely contacts the Referent that settles an agent-boundary and holds the categories on the testimony of those who share them, and the departure persists unless the Individual holds that Referent prior to the category.



The Agentic Precedence Principle

The outward limb of the Category Construction Corollary has a consequence that is visible only when it is read across time rather than within a single mind, and the rest of the book relies on it. Within a mind, outward over-extension means the Thinker reaches for an agent where none is present. Across the history of an explanatory domain, the same reach has a temporal signature. Because agent-attribution is the computationally tractable default under causal demand and opacity (Axiom 9), while systemic, emergent, and distributed causes exceed that default and are structurally unavailable as first completions, the earliest explanation a culture forms for a novel or opaque phenomenon is agentic. A systemic account is not the thing the architecture reaches for first; it is the later, costly override. This is the Agentic Precedence Principle: in any explanatory domain, agent-based explanation is temporally prior and dominant, and remains dominant until a systemic, non-agentive account of the domain’s causation becomes available and, against the standing default, earns enough trust to displace it.

The response tracks the attribution and inherits its direction from the Extraction-Direction Asymmetry derived in the next subsection. Where the attributed agent is a superior (a god, a spirit, a fate), the remedy is propitiation: sacrifice, confession, appeasement, the upward transaction with a power presumed to will the event. Where the attribution is turned outward and downward onto a peer or an out-group, the remedy is scapegoating, and because the downward move extracts more per act, acute and unexplained mass suffering reliably drives the attribution there. The plague read as divine punishment and the plague blamed on poisoners are the two limbs of the one Agentic Precedence Principle, the vertical and the horizontal, and both are agent-directed remedies that fail against a cause that is not an agent.

Two conditions bound the Agentic Precedence Principle; without them it overreaches. The first is that dominance is not exclusivity. The architecture can produce non-agentive but mistaken proto-systemic accounts where a phenomenon is regular, non-threatening, and invites impersonal modelling (the humoral and miasmatic theories of disease, the geometric models of the heavens), so agentic dominance is not uniform but scales with the threat-salience, the suddenness, and the size of the information gap the phenomenon presents. The second is that displacement is contested and reversible. The availability of a systemic account is necessary but not sufficient for its adoption, because the agent-default retains architectural priority and the agentic reading frequently carries a Mimetic Premium (a blamed agent discharges the community’s re-weighting in a way an impersonal mechanism cannot), so a systemic account can be held available and still refused for a long time, which is Referent Abandonment (Chapter 14), and the agentic reading can reclaim a domain under crisis after it had been displaced.

The Agentic Precedence Principle separates two transitions that ordinary talk of intellectual progress runs together. One is the move from an agentic to a non-agentive explanation, which is the move the Agentic Precedence Principle governs. The other is the move from a wrong explanation to a correct one, which is governed by whether the account decoheres against reality. These are independent: miasma theory completed the first without the second, remaining impersonal and wrong; germ theory completed both, which is why it is the clean case in which the switch is visible. The distinction fixes precisely what the framework claims for itself. To offer a systemic account of human motivation in place of the agentic explanations that still dominate the subject (the villain, the hero, the great man, the conspiracy, the bad actor) is to attempt the first transition for this domain; whether that account is also correct is the separate question the rest of the book’s derivations and the empirical record must answer.

The Agentic Precedence Principle carries a falsification handle: it predicts a direction and does not permit its reverse. As an architectural entailment of Axiom 9, it requires that the arrow of explanation in any domain run from agentic to systemic and never, as a discovery, from systemic to agentic. Regression to agent-attribution occurs, but only as decay under crisis, never as the advance that improved a domain’s accuracy. A single well-documented domain whose earliest explanation was systemic and whose agentic account arrived later as the correction would defeat the Agentic Precedence Principle. None is known, and the pervasiveness of the forward pattern (disease, weather, earthquake, eclipse, madness, famine, and, still incomplete, the economy and human behaviour themselves) is the retrodictive weight behind it.



The Direction of Extraction

The relative-position computation is a difference operation, and this has a consequence for which positional moves extract most. Lowering another’s computed position and raising one’s own are not symmetric. Lowering runs on the alarm channel, the circuitry that carries the Observer’s negative-signed Salience and whose output is felt, under Phenomenological Collapse, as threat to the body, where a rival displaced registers as a threat resolved, which is high-gain, slow to decay, and prone to rumination. Raising oneself runs on the ordinary approach-reward channel, which settles normally. Because relative position is a gap, a single act of lowering widens that gap from the other party’s end while leaving one’s own, so the down-move moves the computed differential further per unit of effort. The two effects compound: downward attribution extracts more Mimetic Premium per act than upward attribution, by a factor that exceeds unity wherever either ground is present. This is the Extraction-Direction Asymmetry, and its signature is visible wherever status is contested; denigration, not self-praise, is the dominant move; the orthogonal launder runs downward; scapegoating and reform-resistance lower their targets rather than elevate their authors.

The corollary at population scale is the Mutual-Regard Equilibrium. Mimetic Premium is not an absolute quantity transferred to a recipient but the differential between mutual deferences; the gap between the regard one is given and the regard one returns. Because it is a differential, it is driven to zero not only by withholding the downward attribution that creates gaps, but equally by symmetrising regard upward, so that mutual high esteem nets to no differential at all. Universal deference is therefore coherent: when regard is returned in equal measure, no one stands above anyone, and PM vanishes at a uniformly high level rather than at silence. What the equilibrium requires is the symmetry of regard, not its suppression; differentiated regard sustains a live differential, whereas even regard at any level nets to zero. The result is net-positive rather than redistributive, because the move removed (running others down) is the negative-sum one that, at scale, becomes scapegoating and violence.

Two maxims bracket the floor from either side: the folk rule that one should say nothing rather than something unkind states the withholding route, and its companion (hold others as high as they hold you) states the symmetrising one. At population scale the same asymmetry appears as the swing of collective alignment toward one of two opposed poles: each put-down pushes the swing further out, and withholding put-downs lets it settle back toward the centre. The formal treatment (the direction ratio, the collective-alignment dynamics, and the mutual-regard symmetry condition) is given at Appendix A, Section A.10.



MOVEMENT B: THE PHENOMENOLOGICAL COLLAPSE

10.4 Why All Fear Feels Like Survival Threat: The Phenomenological Collapse

10.4.1 The Ancestral Coupling of Status and Survival

In small-group ancestral environments, social position was not merely correlated with resource access; it was constitutive of survival probability (Sapolsky, 1990; Marmot, 2004; Wilkinson & Pickett, 2009). Loss of status meant:

Reduced access to food. Lower-ranking Individuals received lower priority at kills, received less food-sharing from others, and had fewer allies to support foraging efforts. In environments where calories were scarce and storage was limited, reduced food access directly threatened survival.

Reduced mating opportunities. Lower-ranking Individuals had fewer opportunities to reproduce, meaning that status-loss threatened not just individual survival but reproductive success: the currency of evolutionary selection.

Reduced protection from group. Lower-ranking Individuals received less support during conflicts, less defence against external threats, and less access to the protective benefits of group membership. The Individual who lost sufficient status risked social marginality that increased vulnerability to all threats.

Potential expulsion. Severe status-loss could result in expulsion from the group: effectively a death sentence in environments where solitary survival was nearly impossible. The expelled Individual faced predation, starvation, and hostile encounters with other groups without the protection that group membership provided.

Given these contingencies, wiring status-threat into survival-alarm was not an error; it was accurate. The ancestor who experienced status-loss as survival-threatening was responding appropriately to genuine danger. The neural systems that coupled social threat with the alarm that anticipates damage to the body were selected precisely because they generated adaptive responses to genuine survival-relevant situations. The coupling runs through the Observer, not the Body Manager: a fall in standing is an event in the field, not a deficit inside the body, and anticipatory alarm at an event in the field is Observer-signed Salience conditioned by the Thinker’s priors (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2).

10.4.2 The Indistinguishability at Machinery Level

The threat-detection system evolved when status-loss was survival-threatening. It has no mechanism to distinguish “I am being chased by a predator” from “my status is being threatened by a rival” because it was never designed to make that distinction. In the ancestral environment, the distinction largely did not exist, both were threats to survival.

This is not a claim about cognitive sophistication. Ancestors could presumably conceptually distinguish a lion from a rival. The claim is about alarm systems: the preconscious machinery that generates threat-responses before conscious evaluation occurs. This machinery processes threats through channels that do not discriminate between threat types. A threat is a threat; the alarm fires; the system prepares for flight or fight.

Modern humans inherit this architecture unchanged. When status is threatened (a colleague receives a promotion, a neighbour acquires a more desirable house, a peer’s success resets the Reference Set), the threat-detection system fires. The alarm is genuine. The physiological activation is real: elevated cortisol, increased heart rate, attentional narrowing, preparation for defensive action. The Individual is not “overreacting” in any sense that implies voluntary exaggeration. The machinery is responding as designed to inputs that, in ancestral contexts, signalled genuine danger.

10.4.3 Source Opacity Completes the Collapse

Axiom 3 (Source Opacity) established that common-currency integration destroys source-tags. The Decision Hub receives a single integrated value signal for each option and cannot determine whether that value was primarily contributed by A-signals (Appetitive urgency from genuine survival needs), I-signals (Intrinsic engagement with the activity itself), or M-signals (Salience, including the mimetically-derived desire copied from observed Models that is its special case). The information about source-composition has been destroyed in the integration process, not hidden, but eliminated.

This architectural feature completes the Phenomenological Collapse. M-urgency and A-urgency become indistinguishable after integration. The Individual experiences:


	Genuine felt threat (real at the phenomenological level)

	Survival-level urgency (the system is treating this as survival-relevant)

	Action-readiness (preparation for flight or fight)

	Inability to discount (no conscious access to source-tags that would permit recalibration)



The experience is not “I feel threatened by status-loss but I know rationally that my survival isn’t at stake.” The experience is “I am threatened.” The qualifier, the discount, the rational reassessment; these require information the felt signal does not carry, which only inference from contrasts can supply.

This is why telling someone “it’s not actually life-threatening” so often fails to reduce their distress. They are not making a cognitive error that argument could correct. They are experiencing output from machinery that genuinely cannot distinguish status-threat from survival-threat. The felt urgency is real because the system generating it treats status-threat as survival-threat, because, in the environment where the system was selected, it was.

10.4.4 The Modern Decoupling

In contemporary environments (for substantial portions of developed-world populations) the A-floor is secured. Basic caloric needs are met; shelter is available; predation is essentially eliminated as a mortality risk. Status-loss no longer means starvation, exposure, or death. An Individual can experience severe status reduction (job loss, social embarrassment, relative decline) and face no genuine survival threat.

But the machinery does not know this. It cannot update based on changed environmental contingencies. The threat-detection system that evolved when status-loss meant death continues to treat status-loss as death-threatening. The coupling between status and survival has decoupled in reality; it remains coupled in the machinery. What the machinery computes when a fall does occur, and why the reading does not settle once the fall is over, is Rung Loss (Chapter 8, Section 8.5.6).

The Phenomenological Reality Principle, the requirement to respect source-signals as real felt experience, applies directly here. The Individual experiencing status-threat as survival-threat is not wrong about their felt experience; they are genuinely experiencing survival-level alarm. The error is not in the feeling but in the cause that Confabulation will supply: the threat feels real because a genuine threat-detection system is firing, not because the identified “cause” (rival, circumstance, scapegoat) actually threatens survival.

10.4.5 The Implication for Fear over Standing and Competence

The Phenomenological Collapse applies whatever the prior that conditions the fear signal. In every case the signal is the Observer’s negative-signed Salience over an Object in the field, conditioned by the Thinker’s priors as read from the Belief Register; the Body Manager does not issue it (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2). What differs between cases is what the prior says is at stake. Consider two scenarios:

Fear over the body (genuine survival threat). An Individual faces a charging animal. The Observer reads the animal, the Thinker’s prior holds that the animal, if unmanaged, will damage the body, and the alarm fires. This is the system working as designed for its original function, and the felt stakes match the actual stakes.

Fear over standing (status threat experienced as survival threat). An Individual makes a serious mistake at work that no one has yet noticed. Nothing has happened to the body, and nothing has yet happened to the Individual’s standing; what the Observer reads is the prospect of discovery, the colleagues who will learn of the error and revalue the Individual accordingly. The same alarm fires, through the same Observer channel, integrated into the same common-currency value. The Individual cannot distinguish it from the charging animal because nothing in the signal marks the difference: both are negative-signed Salience over an Object in the field, and the stakes the prior names reach awareness only as urgency. The Confabulation that completes the signal takes the shape the Belief Register supplies to every working Individual, the loss of the job, then of the income, then of the capacity to provide, because Object Parasitism attaches the M-signal to an Object whose A-function offers that route (Chapter 8, Section 8.2.5); each link is real, and the alarm’s magnitude tracks the standing at stake rather than the income.

Fear over competence is the same operation rather than a third case: a shortfall in mastery is signalled through the same channel, and the prospect that others will see it is what gives it its force. The same computation accounts for a regularity in deterrence, that the certainty of being caught deters offending more reliably than the severity of the sanction that follows (Nagin, 2013). Discovery is the event at which standing falls; the sanction arrives after it.

The Phenomenological Collapse means that all fear feels like threat to the body (like survival is at stake) whatever the prior that conditioned it. This follows directly from Axiom 2 (Common-Currency Integration): the integrated signal has lost its source-tags, the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle renders the contribution as deficit, and the ground-resolution function returns the available story, that the body is in danger (Chapter 8, Section 8.2.5). This is not a bug in the sense of malfunction; it is a consequence of common-currency integration that served adaptive functions when a threat to standing was typically a threat to the body. It becomes problematic only when the two diverge, when survival is not actually at stake but the alarm fires anyway.



10.5 The Satiation Asymmetry: Why Internal Targeting Never Terminates

10.5.1 External Target Satiation

The ancestral hunt ended.

When ancestors successfully killed prey, the coordination cycle terminated. The goal (acquire food) was achieved. The prey-detection system could stand down. Consumption produced physiological fullness: a satiation signal that indicated “enough; stop pursuing.” The system returned to baseline, conserving energy until the next hunt was necessary.

Similarly, predator avoidance cycles terminated. The predator was escaped or defeated. The threat-detection system, having served its function, could reduce activation. The group could return to non-emergency functioning.

These termination signals were built into the original adaptive context. The machinery had off switches: conditions that signalled “goal achieved; stand down.” Satiation is the A-system’s off switch: the homeostatic controller detects that the variable has returned to acceptable range and reduces drive signals. Mission-completion is the external-threat system’s off switch: the threat is gone, and alarm can subside. Without these termination signals, the systems would have run continuously, wasting metabolic resources and preventing other adaptive behaviours.

10.5.2 Internal Target Non-Satiation

Status is positional. It is defined not by absolute level but by comparative standing, where the Individual ranks relative to relevant others.

Comparative standing has no absolute “full” signal. There is no status level at which the system signals “enough; stop pursuing.” The A-system can achieve satiation because it targets absolute states (caloric sufficiency, thermal comfort, hydration). The M-system cannot achieve satiation because it records Salience rather than a deficit, and the domain over which the Observer assesses that Salience is unbounded. Its orientation to relative position is the form the Salience takes, not the reason it fails to satiate; a comparative target is simply one more Salient object that acquisition cannot close. This is Axiom 6 (Differential Satiation Dynamics): A-Desires permit satiation; M-Desires do not.

The preceding chapters established Reference Set dynamics: each status gain shifts the reference point against which future standing is assessed. Achievement does not produce stable satisfaction, because the Object loses Salience on possession and no deficit was recorded that acquisition could close; the reference-point reset that follows is the downstream expression of this at the level of the comparison set. The Individual who attains a desired position briefly experiences satisfaction, then habituates to the new baseline, then perceives new targets above the new position, then experiences felt deficit relative to those new targets.

This is not a failure of gratitude or a character flaw. It is the architecture operating as designed. A system that tracked relative standing needed to continue tracking after each gain, because in ancestral contexts, relative standing determined resource access, and maintaining high standing required ongoing vigilance. The system was not designed to achieve a terminal state and stop; it was designed to monitor continuously and respond to changes.

10.5.3 The Treadmill Structure

The preceding chapters introduced Structural Restlessness; the architecturally necessary condition whereby stable, final satisfaction is unavailable to any Individual. The evolutionary analysis now explains why this is so for M specifically.

The ancestral hunt terminated. The modern status hunt never terminates because:


	Position is relative, defined against others who are themselves moving

	Reference Sets reset with each achievement

	Visibility infrastructure (addressed in Section 10.9) continuously provides new comparison targets

	There is no physiological “full” signal for comparative standing



The Individual is running an endless hunting program, and what makes it endless is not that the prey escapes. The prey is caught. What fails is closure: the prey that was “ahead” becomes “normal” upon capture, new prey appears “ahead” of the new position, and the hunt resumes at the same remove from which it started.

This is M-restlessness as evolutionary inevitability. The system was never designed to terminate because, in ancestral contexts, the status competition that determined resource access shouldn’t terminate, continued vigilance and competition maintained position. The problem is not that the system is broken; the problem is that it is working perfectly in an environment for which it was not designed.

10.5.4 Implications for Violence Potential

The satiation asymmetry has direct implications for violence. External targeting cycles terminated; the successful hunt ended, the escaped predator was no longer pursued. This placed natural limits on coordination for external targeting.

Internal targeting cycles do not terminate. The rival who is displaced is replaced by a new rival. The scapegoat who is eliminated does not resolve the felt deficit, because the deficit was never actually caused by the scapegoat; it was caused by M-dynamics that persist regardless of any Individual’s elimination.

This explains the historical pattern: scapegoating is iterative. The elimination of one identified enemy does not produce lasting satisfaction; new enemies must be identified. The pogrom does not end the felt deficit; the genocide does not produce the promised resolution. The system continues to generate threat-signals, which continue to require scapegoat-identification, which continues to motivate elimination: indefinitely, because the underlying cause (M-dynamics without satiation) is never addressed.

The violence is not primarily instrumental (though it may be rationalised as such). It is the behavioural output of a system running a predator-response program against targets that cannot be “defeated” in any way that would terminate the program.



MOVEMENT C: SOLIDARITY AND ITS TERMINATION

The Unidirectional PM Flow Principle formalises the micro-mechanism through which internal targeting produces cumulative extraction. In every dyadic interaction between Individuals of unequal Status, the lower-Status party transfers net Mimetic Premium to the higher-Status party through four channels: attention (directing more observational focus toward the higher-Status Individual than is reciprocated), deference (yielding judgment priority), narrative authority (treating the higher-Status party’s claims as more credible), and positional concession (yielding space, priority, or opportunity). Because these transfers are invisible to both parties (Source Opacity ensures that neither recognises the PM-component of the interaction), they operate continuously, cumulatively, and without triggering the satiation signals that terminate A-driven and I-driven interactions. The ancestral hunt terminated because prey was caught and consumed. Internal targeting never terminates because PM-transfer occurs in every social interaction and produces no satiation signal at any level of accumulation. The Unidirectional PM Flow Principle thus provides the architectural grounding for the non-termination claim: it is not merely that Status is positional and therefore relative, but that every interaction between unequal parties actively extracts PM from the lower to the higher, compounding the differential with each exchange. Chapter 8, Section 8.14.2 gives the full derivation and the five properties (architectural, unidirectional, cumulative, invisible, non-satiating) that characterise PM flow.

10.6 The Disaster Solidarity Phenomenon: When External Targets Return

10.6.1 The Observed Pattern

A robust empirical pattern has been documented across cultures, epochs, and disaster types:

Solidarity emergence. When communities face natural disasters (floods, earthquakes, fires, pandemics) social stratification temporarily collapses. Mutual aid emerges spontaneously. Class, political, and ethnic divisions suspend. Individuals who were strangers or even antagonists before the disaster become cooperators during it.

Cooperation dominance. During the crisis period, M-convergence produces coordination rather than competition. People who were status rivals before the disaster work together during it. Resources are shared without careful accounting of reciprocity. Status markers lose Salience; contribution to collective survival becomes the primary criterion of value.

Reliability and spontaneity. The pattern occurs without central coordination or moral exhortation. It emerges from the same Individuals who were competing moments before. No policy intervention is required to produce it; no ideology must be adopted. The solidarity is automatic: an output of the same architecture that was producing rivalry before the disaster struck.

Termination. As normalcy returns (external threat recedes, survival is secured, routine resumes) solidarity dissipates. Stratification resumes. Competition replaces cooperation. The same Individuals who were sharing resources during the disaster return to status competition after it.

Reversion reliability. The return to stratification is as reliable as the emergence of solidarity. Without structural intervention during the solidarity window, the system returns to its prior state. The disaster solidarity was not a permanent transformation but a temporary reconfiguration.

This pattern has been documented in contexts ranging from the Blitz spirit in WWII London, to post-earthquake mutual aid in diverse cultures, to pandemic cooperation phases, to the behaviour of communities following hurricanes, floods, and fires. The pattern is cross-cultural, suggesting an underlying mechanism that transcends particular social arrangements (Solnit, 2009; Fritz, 1961; Quarantelli, 1988).

10.6.2 Previous Explanations and Their Inadequacy

Prior accounts of disaster solidarity include:

”Human goodness emerges in crisis.” This is description, not explanation. Why does crisis elicit behaviour that non-crisis does not? What about crisis activates “goodness” that was presumably present but unexpressed before? The account provides no mechanism and makes no predictions about when solidarity will emerge or terminate.

”Shared suffering creates bonds.” This explains nothing about mechanism. Shared suffering in non-disaster contexts (economic competition, political conflict) often produces rivalry rather than solidarity. Why does disaster-suffering create bonds when competitive-suffering creates enmity? The account cannot distinguish cases.

”Common enemy effect.” This is closer to mechanism but remains incomplete (Sherif et al., 1961). It does not explain why common enemies produce this effect, why the effect terminates when enemies disappear, or how this relates to the same Individuals’ capacity for rivalry. It treats the phenomenon as primitive rather than derived from deeper architecture.

”In-group expansion under threat.” This describes a phenomenon but does not ground it in architecture (Stephan & Stephan, 2000; Brewer, 1999). Why does threat expand in-groups? Why does safety contract them? What determines the boundaries of expansion? Without answers to these questions, the account remains descriptive rather than explanatory.

None of these accounts provides a generative mechanism that explains both the emergence and the termination of solidarity, or that connects disaster solidarity to the broader pattern of human cooperation and violence.

10.6.3 The AIM Explanation: Re-Targeting

The Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis provides the unified mechanism: natural disasters temporarily restore the original adaptive context for which the mimetic machinery evolved.

During disaster:

External threat is present. The flood, earthquake, fire, or pandemic constitutes a genuine external target: a “predator” in the computational sense that the threat-detection system evolved to process. The machinery has an appropriate target class to engage.

Mimetic machinery re-targets. The prey-detection and predator-avoidance systems that had been processing internal targets (status rivals) now have appropriate external targets. The computational channels are occupied by the disaster itself. The system is doing what it was designed to do.

M-convergence produces cooperation. When everyone’s mimetic system converges on the same target (survival, rebuilding) and that target is non-positional (my family’s survival does not prevent yours), the same M-convergence that produces rivalry in normal conditions produces solidarity. The prestige-bias that drives status competition now drives contribution-competition: the Individual gains standing by contributing to collective survival rather than by displacing rivals.

A-Salience dominates. Genuine survival threat (A) reclaims priority from mimetic status (M). The Decision Hub correctly weights survival over social position because actual survival is at stake. The A-system, designed to prioritise survival, does exactly that. The M-system, which operates through Objects providing A-I substrate in normal conditions, is temporarily subordinated to genuine A-urgency.

Information Gap is resolved. The causal question “why am I threatened?” has a tractable answer: the disaster. No Confabulation is required because the actual cause is computationally available. The scapegoat-generating mechanism has nothing to generate. The system can orient toward the disaster itself rather than searching for human targets to blame.









	System State
	Normal Conditions
	Disaster Conditions





	External threat
	Diminished (apex predator status)
	Present (disaster as “predator”)



	Mimetic target
	Internal status rivals
	External shared survival problem



	Coordination mode
	Competitive (zero-sum status)
	Cooperative (collective response)



	M-convergence effect
	Rivalry intensification
	Solidarity emergence



	Confabulation target
	Other humans (scapegoats)
	The disaster (tractable cause)



	Satiation possibility
	None (positional goods)
	Present (survival secured)





The same architecture, the same mechanism, the same Individuals, producing opposite social outcomes depending on whether external targets are available.

10.6.4 Why Solidarity Terminates

The termination of disaster solidarity is as reliable as its emergence. When normalcy returns:

A-satiation restores M-dominance. Once survival is secured, the machinery that had an appropriate external target now lacks one. The mimetic system does not shut down; it defaults to the only available targets: other humans.

External target removal. The disaster recedes. The “predator” that occupied the threat-detection system is gone. The computational channels are now available for internal targeting, and internal targeting is the default when external targets are diminished.

Positional scarcity re-emerges. Disaster conditions create effective abundance of non-rivalrous goods: mutual aid has no natural limit; my helping you does not reduce my capacity to help others. Normal conditions restore positional scarcity: status is zero-sum; my rise requires your relative decline. The Objects of competition shift from collective survival (non-positional) to social standing (inherently positional).

Confabulation restarts. The tractable causal explanation (“the disaster caused my problems”) is no longer available. When people ask “why don’t I have what I want?”, the Information Gap re-opens. Confabulation produces agent-based causation: “they are the problem.”

Reference Sets reset. The brief period of shared vulnerability created temporary equality of condition. As normalcy returns, inequalities become visible again. M-amplification resumes comparison. The felt deficit, which had been externally attributed during the crisis, is now attributed to internal rivals.

10.6.5 The Structural Truth Revealed

The disaster solidarity pattern reveals a structural Truth: solidarity is the default output of mimetic architecture when appropriate external targets are available; rivalry is the default when they are not.

This means sustained solidarity requires one of:

Sustained external threat. Continuous presence of predators/disasters/enemies that occupy the targeting system. This is neither achievable nor desirable as a permanent condition; it requires perpetual emergency.

Structural substitutes for external targets. Large-scale cooperative projects, civilisational challenges, or coordination tasks that provide prey-like computational targets for the mimetic machinery without requiring actual disaster. The space race partially achieved this; “the war on poverty” attempted it; climate response could provide it if properly framed, though Section 10.7 will address why such framing faces systematic obstacles.

The Knowledge Patch combined with structural intervention. Chapter 9 established that I-Override, the cognitive operation by which an Individual redirects an M-signal from automatic Decision Hub processing to deliberative Intrinsic Motivation scrutiny, is always available to any Individual with secured A-floor. The capacity exists. But capacity alone is insufficient.

The problem is recognition. Under Source Opacity, the Individual cannot introspect whether urgency is A-generated (genuine survival need), I-generated (engagement-related), or M-generated (mimetically acquired). The machinery provides no native feedback about source-composition. An Individual may possess full I-Override capacity but never deploy it, because they do not recognise that deployment is needed. They experience felt urgency and accept the Confabulated explanation their brain generates.

The Knowledge Patch addresses this recognition gap. It consists of three components that must operate together:


	Epistemic Suspension: building the capacity to tolerate “I don’t know” as a stable cognitive state rather than a deficit requiring immediate narrative closure. This is foundational: Confabulation occurs precisely when the cognitive system cannot tolerate uncertainty.


	The Two-Question Diagnostic: identifies M-contamination in individual desires through eliminative inference. If the answer to “Do I want this because my body needs it?” (A-test) is no, and the answer to “Would I still want this if no one ever saw me do/possess it?” (I-test) is also no, then the desire is M by elimination.


	The Presumption Against Scapegoating with the Three-Test Battery: interrupts the Confabulation-to-scapegoating pathway by testing whether Grievance Beliefs pass diagnostic criteria.




The Knowledge Patch provides the conceptual vocabulary that enables I-Override deployment. Without it, Individuals will sincerely attempt self-examination, apply reasoning, and still generate Confabulated A-I narratives because the M-category is missing from their cognitive repertoire. The attempt at detection becomes the occasion for deeper concealment, not through any failure of sincerity but through vocabulary deprivation.

The Knowledge Patch alone, however, is insufficient. Even if every Individual possessed the vocabulary and capacity to recognise M-capture, structural M-amplifiers, particularly the financial architecture addressed in later chapters, would continue generating M-pressure that overwhelms individual recognition capacity. Sustained solidarity therefore requires both the Knowledge Patch (enabling individual recognition) and structural intervention (reducing systemic M-amplification).

The full development of the Knowledge Patch (its components, dissemination strategy, and relationship to institutional design) is provided in Chapter 18 (The Knowledge Patch). The Patch is architecturally necessary because the missing M-Hypothesis prevents native recognition of M-dynamics, and I-Override cannot be deployed against what is not recognised.

Without one of these three conditions (sustained external threat, structural target-substitutes, or Knowledge Patch plus structural intervention) the system will always revert. The solidarity window closes, and the mimetic cascade resumes.



10.7 The Target Efficacy Problem: Why Civilisational Threats Fail

10.7.1 The Puzzle of Failed External Targets

A natural response to the Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis is to identify obvious external targets that should produce disaster-like solidarity: climate change, global inequality, existential risk, pandemic preparedness, nuclear proliferation. These are genuine civilisational-scale threats requiring collective response. If external targets produce solidarity, why do these manifestly fail to do so?

Not all external threats possess the computational properties required to trigger the mimetic re-targeting mechanism automatically. Disasters that produce solidarity share specific features that civilisational-scale threats lack. Critically, threats lacking these features are not merely ineffective at producing solidarity; they are systematically converted into fuel for internal rivalry through the very mechanisms the Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis identifies.

10.7.2 The Five Properties of Effective External Targets

Disasters that reliably trigger solidarity share five computational properties:

Property 1: Immediacy. The threat must be now, not projected into the future. Immediacy ensures that A-Salience dominates Decision Hub processing: genuine survival concerns override mimetic status concerns. A flood arriving now triggers immediate re-prioritisation; a flood projected for 2050 does not.

The mimetic system evolved to coordinate against immediate threats: predators attacking now, prey escaping now. The architecture has no mechanism for sustained coordination against gradual, decades-scale threats because such threats did not exist in the evolutionary environment. A threat that permits delay permits M-dynamics to continue; only immediate threat suspends them.

Property 2: Visceral tractability. The threat must be computationally available without inference. “The water is rising” requires no statistical analysis, no model interpretation, no trust in expert systems. The threat-detection architecture evolved for visceral, perceptually immediate dangers; it processes sensory data, not probability distributions.

When threats require inference (“global average temperature has increased 1.2°C”), they do not trigger the same computational response as perceptually immediate threats. The system processes them as abstract propositions rather than actionable dangers. The alarm systems that fire for a visible predator do not fire for a statistical trend, even if the statistical trend is more dangerous.

Property 3: Non-differential impact. The threat must affect everyone simultaneously and equally. Any gradient in impact becomes a status-relevant vulnerability gradient that the mimetic system can exploit.

Disasters that produce solidarity (floods, earthquakes, fires) create temporary equality of condition. Everyone is equally wet, equally shaken, equally at risk. This equality suspends the comparative processing that drives status competition. There is no status advantage to exploit when everyone faces the same condition.

Threats that affect populations differentially create exactly the opposite condition: gradients that the mimetic system processes as status-relevant. “They are more affected than us” or “we are more affected than them” becomes grist for the rivalry mill rather than a basis for solidarity.

Property 4: Causal closure. The causal question “who caused this?” must have no agent-based answer available. If an agent can be blamed, the scapegoat machinery activates.

Earthquakes have no agent. Floods usually have no agent. This closes the Information Gap; the cause is tractable (geological forces, weather patterns), and no Confabulation is required. The threat-detection system can orient toward the disaster itself rather than searching for human targets.

When the causal question can be answered with an agent (“who caused climate change?”, “who created this inequality?”, “who failed to prevent this risk?”), the scapegoat-generating machinery activates. The external threat becomes an occasion for internal targeting rather than a replacement for it.

Property 5: Shared fate. Elite escape must be impossible. If the wealthy, powerful, or well-positioned can buy safety while others cannot, divergent fates intensify rather than suspend M-dynamics.

Local disasters typically produce shared fate within affected communities; the flood does not spare the wealthy neighbourhood; the earthquake does not avoid expensive buildings. This shared vulnerability creates the equality of condition that suspends status competition.

When threats do permit differential escape (when the wealthy can relocate from climate-affected regions, when elites can afford pandemic protections unavailable to others, when the powerful can insulate themselves from consequences), the shared-fate condition fails. The threat becomes another domain for status differentiation rather than a basis for solidarity.

10.7.3 Why Civilisational Threats Fail on All Properties

Climate change, inequality, and existential risk fail on all five properties:










	Property
	Climate Change
	Inequality
	Existential Risk





	Immediacy
	Decades-scale, gradual
	Chronic, normalised
	Abstract, probabilistic



	Visceral tractability
	Statistical, requires inference
	Structural, requires analysis
	Technical, requires expertise



	Non-differential impact
	Affects regions/classes differently
	Definitionally differential
	Affects all, but elites may escape



	Causal closure
	“Who caused this?” is askable
	“Who benefits?” is central
	“Who failed to prevent?” is askable



	Shared fate
	Elites can relocate, adapt
	Elites are definitionally insulated
	Elite bunkers, escape plans exist





None of these threats possess the computational properties that trigger disaster solidarity automatically. But the failure mode is worse than mere non-activation of solidarity; these threats are actively converted into fuel for internal rivalry.

10.7.4 The Conversion Mechanism: Threats Become Rivalry Fuel

When external threats lack the properties required for automatic mimetic re-targeting, they are processed through the existing internal-targeting architecture. The result is that genuine external challenges intensify rather than suspend M-dynamics.

Climate Change


	Should function as: Collective predator requiring coordinated species-level response

	Actually functions as: Scapegoating opportunity (oil companies, China, boomers, eco-fascists, climate deniers)



The Information Gap is open (“who caused this?”) and Confabulation completes as agent-based causation. Different coalitions identify different scapegoats based on their existing rivalries. M-dynamics intensify around climate politics rather than suspending for climate response. Status competition emerges over who is most virtuous, most concerned, most correct about climate.

The threat is real. The response is internal targeting.

Inequality


	Should function as: Structural problem requiring collective institutional reform

	Actually functions as: Maximally effective scapegoat generator (the 1%, welfare recipients, immigrants taking jobs, lazy poor, greedy rich)



The target is other humans: internal targeting by design. Inequality Salience is itself produced by M: the Observer marks relative-position differences as Salient, and that Salience is read as felt deficit once integrated under Source Opacity. The problem and the mechanism are the same: mimetic Salience read as felt lack, attributed to identified agents.

Every proposed solution becomes a status battleground. Advocacy positions become tribal markers. The discourse about inequality is itself a domain of mimetic competition.

Existential Risk


	Should function as: Shared survival threat demanding coordination

	Actually functions as: Abstract, low-Salience background concern for most; status marker for concerned elites



Temporal distance prevents A-Salience dominance. The question “who is failing to prevent this?” opens the scapegoat channel. Concern about existential risk becomes itself a positional good, sophisticated people worry about AI alignment; unsophisticated people don’t understand the threat.

The threat may be civilisationally terminal. The response is internal rivalry over who correctly identifies, prioritises, and responds to the threat.

10.7.5 The Cruel Paradox

Cruel Paradox Principle. Threats serious enough to require civilisational coordination are precisely the threats too diffuse, gradual, and abstract to trigger the automatic solidarity response that would enable coordination. Though the capacity for I-Override exists in any Individual with secured A-floor, without the Knowledge Patch, Individuals cannot recognise that the mimetic architecture is converting coordination opportunities to rivalry fuel. Confabulation proceeds unrecognised; scapegoat narratives dominate; the architecture itself remains invisible as the blockage it is.

This is not pessimism but diagnosis. The paradox dissolves under specific conditions:

Condition 1: Knowledge Patch dissemination. If sufficient population-level adoption of AIM vocabulary occurs, Individuals gain the capacity to recognise when M-dynamics are converting external threats into internal rivalry. Recognition enables I-Override deployment. The automatic conversion can be interrupted, not by eliminating M, but by recognising M-capture when it occurs.

Condition 2: Threat transformation. If civilisational threats can be reframed to possess the five properties (or close approximations), automatic solidarity becomes possible. This is extraordinarily difficult for the threats listed: their nature resists such reframing. But it explains why localised, immediate manifestations of climate change (this flood, this fire, this drought) produce solidarity while “climate change” as abstraction does not.

Condition 3: Structural intervention at scale. If M-amplifying infrastructure (visibility systems, financial architecture, positional-good markets) is modified to reduce baseline M-intensity, the conversion mechanism weakens. Lower M-intensity means less fuel for the conversion; external threats have greater chance of registering as external rather than being immediately processed through internal-targeting channels.

The Cruel Paradox is not a counsel of despair but a specification of intervention requirements. Knowing why civilisational threats fail to produce solidarity is the first step toward designing responses that might succeed.



MOVEMENT D: THE VISIBILITY AMPLIFICATION SYSTEM

10.8 Observability Infrastructure: M-Amplification at Scale

10.8.1 Ancestral Observability Constraints

In ancestral environments, observability was constrained by physical proximity. An Individual could observe:


	Band members (perhaps 50–150 people in regular contact)

	Their possessions (visible during daily interaction)

	Their behaviour (observable during shared activities)

	Their status markers (displayed in physical presence)



This constraint was not merely technological but architectural. The mimetic system evolved calibrated to this observability bandwidth. The number of potential Models was bounded. The frequency of status-comparison was limited by encounter frequency (Festinger, 1954). The Reference Set against which position was assessed was stable and known.

These constraints placed natural limits on M-intensity. With only 50–150 observable others, the number of upward comparisons was finite. Status hierarchies were relatively stable: the same people occupied roughly the same positions over time. Novel status threats emerged slowly; the Individual had time to adjust.

10.8.2 The Observability Explosion

Modern environments have exploded these constraints:

Scale. Social media provides access to millions of potential Models (Vogel et al., 2014). The Individual can observe the lives, possessions, achievements, and status markers of vastly more people than ancestral environments ever permitted.

Curation. Observed content is curated for engagement, which means curated for M-activation. The algorithm surfaces content that triggers comparison, envy, aspiration, because such content drives engagement metrics. The Individual is not observing a random sample of others but a sample selected to maximise M-response.

Highlight presentation. Observed others present curated highlights, not representative samples of their lives. The Reference Set consists of the best moments of millions of people, creating an impossible comparison standard. The Individual compares their average day to others’ peak moments.

Continuous access. Ancestral observation occurred during physical encounter. Modern observation occurs continuously: the phone provides permanent access to the M-amplification infrastructure. There is no escape from the comparison environment; the Reference Set is always available.

Velocity. Novel status threats emerge constantly. The Model who possesses something desirable can be observed within hours of acquisition. Trends spread globally in days. The Individual faces continuous status-relevant novelty rather than the stability of ancestral environments.

10.8.3 The Amplification Mechanism

This observability explosion amplifies every M-dynamic the Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis identifies:

Reference Set expansion. The Reference Set against which position is assessed expands from band members to global population. The Individual is no longer comparing themselves to 50–150 known others but to the visible highlights of millions. This expansion guarantees relative deprivation; someone is always observably ahead.

Comparison frequency. Status comparison occurs not during occasional physical encounters but continuously. Every phone check is a comparison opportunity. The machinery that evolved for occasional Reference Set assessment now runs constantly.

Model proliferation. The number of Models available for copying expands from band members to global celebrities, influencers, and visible peers. Prestige-bias, which evolved to identify the successful hunter, now tracks millions of observably successful others, each transmitting their preferences, goals, and valuations into the mimetic system.

Aspiration inflation. Because observed content is curated for engagement, the aspiration targets visible to the Individual are systematically inflated beyond what any Individual can achieve. The Individual pursues goals that are statistically impossible for most to attain, because those are the goals that observability infrastructure makes visible.

Novelty rate. The velocity of trend propagation ensures that M-targets are constantly shifting. The Individual pursuing yesterday’s status marker discovers it has been superseded. The treadmill accelerates; the Reference Set shifts faster than pursuit can track.

10.8.4 Visibility Infrastructure as M-Amplifier

The term Visibility Infrastructure refers to the technological and institutional systems that determine what is observable to whom. In contemporary environments, Visibility Infrastructure includes:


	Social media platforms and their algorithmic curation

	Advertising systems that surface aspirational content

	News media that reports on wealth, success, and status

	Physical infrastructure that displays consumption (architecture, vehicles, fashion)

	Financial systems that enable consumption signalling



Each component of Visibility Infrastructure amplifies M by expanding observability. The architecture that evolved for 50–150 observed others now processes input from millions. The machinery runs at intensity levels it was never designed to handle.

This is not a claim that technology is bad or that social media should be eliminated. It is a diagnostic observation: Visibility Infrastructure amplifies M-dynamics proportional to the observability it provides. The M-intensity an Individual experiences is not fixed by their psychology alone; it is a function of their psychology plus the observability environment they inhabit.

10.8.5 The Feedback Loop: M-Intensity Drives Visibility Expansion

A critical feedback dynamic: M-intensity drives demand for visibility infrastructure, which amplifies M-intensity further.

The Individual experiencing M-urgency seeks information about status-relevant targets. This creates demand for platforms that provide such information. Platforms compete to provide this information engagingly, which means competing to maximise M-activation. The platforms that most effectively trigger comparison, aspiration, and status-anxiety attract the most engagement. These platforms expand; competitors adopt similar strategies; the observability environment intensifies.

This is not conspiracy but market dynamics. Platforms are not deliberately amplifying M (most platform designers would reject this framing). They are optimising for engagement, and engagement is driven by M-activation because the mimetic machinery is designed to attend to status-relevant information. The feedback loop operates without anyone intending the M-amplification effect.

The result is an observability arms race. Each platform expansion increases M-intensity, which increases demand for status-relevant information, which drives further platform expansion. The equilibrium point, if one exists, is determined by limits on attention, not by any natural constraint on M-amplification.



10.9 The Modernity Trap: Why Progress Intensifies the Problem

10.9.1 The Paradox of Secured A-Floors

A bitter paradox emerges from the Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis: the very conditions that should reduce distress (secured A-floors, eliminated predation, material abundance) create the conditions for intensified M-distress.

When A-needs are genuinely threatened, A-Salience dominates the Decision Hub. The Individual focused on caloric survival has less computational bandwidth for status comparison. Poverty, in this narrow sense, constrains M-intensity by occupying attention with genuine A-concerns.

When A-needs are secured, this constraint releases. The machinery that was processing genuine survival threats now has capacity available. That capacity does not sit idle; it processes whatever targets are available. With external A-threats eliminated and external predators removed, the available targets are internal: status rivals.

This is the Modernity Trap: material progress secures A-floors while simultaneously intensifying M-dynamics. The Individual who no longer worries about food worries instead about status. The society that eliminates poverty discovers status anxiety. The progress that should produce flourishing produces Structural Restlessness.

10.9.2 The Correlates of Development

The empirical correlates of economic development are consistent with this analysis:

Mental health burden. Rates of anxiety, depression, and status-related distress are not lower in wealthy societies than poor ones; in many measures, they are higher. If distress were primarily A-driven, wealth should reduce it. The persistence and intensification of distress despite A-floor security suggests a different source: M-dynamics that wealth does not address.

Happiness stagnation. Beyond a threshold of material sufficiency, additional wealth produces minimal happiness gains. This is the Easterlin Paradox: the mismatch between the within-country correlation, in which richer people report higher satisfaction than poorer people, and the time series, in which happiness does not scale with GDP beyond a certain point (Easterlin, 1974; Stevenson & Wolfers, 2008). The AIM Framework explains this: beyond A-sufficiency, additional wealth enters M-competition, which cannot produce stable satisfaction because M-Desires do not satiate.

Status anxiety gradient. Status anxiety is highest not among the poorest (who face genuine A-concerns) nor the wealthiest (who have achieved positional security) but among the middle: those with A-floors secured but positional standing contested. This distribution is predicted by the Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis: M-intensity is highest when A-constraints are released but M-competition remains unresolved.

Visibility correlation. Distress correlates with social media use, controlling for other factors. This correlation is predicted by the M-amplification analysis: greater exposure to Visibility Infrastructure produces greater M-activation, regardless of material circumstances.

10.9.3 Why More Cannot Solve This

The Modernity Trap has no exit through “more.” More wealth does not solve the problem because the problem is not wealth-deficiency. More consumption does not satisfy because M-Desires do not satiate. More achievement does not produce peace because Reference Sets reset with each achievement.

The intuitive response to dissatisfaction (acquire more, achieve more, rise higher) is precisely wrong for M-driven dissatisfaction. Each acquisition resets the reference point; each achievement reveals new targets above. The Individual pursuing satisfaction through M-channels is pursuing a receding horizon.

This is not a claim that material progress is bad or that poverty is preferable. It is a claim that material progress alone cannot address M-driven distress, and may intensify it by releasing A-constraints without providing M-management.

10.9.4 The I-Protection Imperative

The Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis thus supports a specific intervention priority: I-protection.

If A-security intensifies M-dynamics, and M-dynamics produce Structural Restlessness regardless of material conditions, then for a population whose Appetitive floor holds the intervention target is not A nor M (which cannot satiate by design) but I: the source that provides engagement, meaning, and satisfaction without the treadmill dynamics of M. The floor is referenced to the worst-off Individual, so where provision fails at the margin the floor remains the prior claim rather than a completed task.

I-Desires do not satiate in the same way A-Desires do, but they also do not produce the escalating dissatisfaction of M-Desires. The flow state deepens with engagement; mastery increases with practice; meaning accumulates rather than resetting. I provides what M cannot: stable sources of Well-Being that do not depend on comparative standing.

I-protection therefore becomes the primary Well-Being strategy in conditions of A-security. Where the floor holds, the task is not to secure more A or to satisfy M (impossible by design) but to protect and expand the I-domain: the spaces where Intrinsic Motivation can operate without M-contamination.

This requires both individual and structural intervention:

Individual: The Knowledge Patch enables recognition of M-capture, permitting I-Override to redirect engagement toward I-adequate activities. Without the vocabulary to recognise M-contamination, the Individual cannot distinguish I-pursuit from M-pursuit disguised as I.

Structural: Visibility governance reduces M-amplification; Intrinsic Infrastructure, the buildings, funding rules, legal protections and tools that lower the cost of I-pursuits and insulate them from A-coercion and M-pressure, protects spaces for intrinsic engagement; Bounded M constrains status competition to domains where it can be contained. These structural interventions address the environmental factors that overwhelm individual recognition capacity.



MOVEMENT E: IMPLICATIONS AND CONNECTIONS

10.10 Connections to Preceding Architecture

10.10.1 The Evolutionary Grounding of the Timing Barrier and of Source Opacity

Chapter 9 established Source Opacity as an architectural feature: the common-currency integration that enables unified decision-making necessarily destroys source-tags. Chapter 9 also distinguished Source Opacity from the Timing Barrier, the separate fact that mimetic acquisition completes before conscious evaluation is possible. The present chapter explains why the architecture has both features, and the two have different evolutionary grounds.

The Timing Barrier is the cost of speed. A system that had to consciously evaluate “is this goal genuinely mine or copied from others?” before acting would be too slow for collective hunting or predator avoidance. The ancestors who paused to assess the authenticity of their goals were outcompeted by those who acted preconsciously on copied goals. The Timing Barrier is the inevitable consequence of selection for coordination speed.

Source Opacity is the cost of integration. Selection favoured unified action, and unified action requires that the Appetitive, Intrinsic and Mimetic contributions be summed into one Common-Currency Scalar, a many-to-one map that cannot carry its own decomposition (Chapter 9, Sections 9.9.4 and 9.9.6). Source Opacity was not itself selected for; it is the by-product of selection for integration, and it would hold at any speed of transmission.

Neither feature is a contingent limitation that might be overcome through training or insight. Each is the direct consequence of an adaptive function for which the architecture was selected. The architecture cannot evaluate acquisitions consciously and maintain coordination speed; the two requirements are in tension, and the architecture resolved that tension in favour of speed. Nor can it preserve source-tags and integrate; there the architecture resolved the tension in favour of unified action.

10.10.2 The Evolutionary Grounding of Confabulation and the Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9)

Chapter 9 introduced Confabulation as the brain’s response to the information gap created by Source Opacity. The present chapter explains why the gap must be filled, and why its completion characteristically takes agent-based form.

The threat-detection system requires causal models to generate adaptive behaviour. A deficit without identified cause leaves the system unable to direct remedial action. In ancestral environments, the causes of deficits were typically agent-based: predators caused threat; rivals caused status-loss; prey caused hunger when it escaped. The system evolved to identify agent-based causes because agents were, in fact, the typical causes. This is the evolutionary basis of the Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9): human causal cognition is architecturally optimised for agentive causation as the computationally tractable mode of explanation.

Confabulation is the system completing a causal inference that must be completed for downstream processes to function. The Information Gap Principle follows from the interaction of Confabulation (Axiom 4) and the Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9): when true causes exceed computational tractability, the brain generates tractable (agent-based) explanations that enable action, regardless of accuracy. This is not error but adaptive function in environments where agent-based causation was usually correct.

The modern problem is that agent-based causation is often not correct. The felt deficit produced by M-dynamics has no agent-cause; it is produced by architectural features, not by any Individual’s action. But the Confabulation system generates agent-based explanations anyway, because that is what it evolved to do. The scapegoat is the output of a system running its ancestral program in conditions where that program produces false positives.

10.10.3 The Evolutionary Grounding of Preconscious Transmission Speed

Chapter 8 established that Preconscious Transmission operates within the Transmission Window (60–340 milliseconds): before conscious awareness (300–500 milliseconds). The present chapter explains why this timing was selected.

Collective hunting and predator avoidance required coordination faster than consciousness permits. A system that transmitted goals and arousal states preconsciously could coordinate the hunting party’s convergence on a single target before any Individual had consciously decided to pursue that target. This speed advantage was decisive; slower-transmitting groups were outcompeted.

The timing is not a design parameter that could be adjusted. It is the consequence of selection pressure for maximum coordination speed. The architecture operates below consciousness because consciousness is too slow for the original adaptive function.

10.10.4 Integration with Axioms

The Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis integrates with the established axioms:

Axiom 1 (Three-Source Taxonomy). The evolutionary analysis explains why three sources rather than two or four. A emerged from homeostatic regulation (universal in complex organisms). I emerged from the exploration-exploitation dynamics that enable learning (present in many species but elaborated in humans). M emerged from the coordination requirements of collective hunting and predator avoidance (uniquely elaborated in humans due to our dependence on coordinated group action).

Axiom 2 (Common-Currency Integration). The evolutionary analysis explains why common-currency: the Decision Hub must produce unified behavioural output from multiple sources because the organism can only do one thing at a time. Integration into common currency is the solution to the action-selection problem.

Axiom 3 (Source Opacity). The evolutionary analysis explains why acquisition completes before conscious evaluation: the speed required for coordination is incompatible with conscious source-evaluation. Source-tags are destroyed by the integration that unified action requires.

Axiom 6 (Differential Satiation Dynamics). The evolutionary analysis explains the satiation asymmetry: A-targets (homeostatic variables) have natural termination points; M-targets (relative standing) do not because relative standing is a moving target that requires continuous monitoring.

Axiom 9 (Agent-Based Causal Default). The evolutionary analysis provides the grounding for why confabulation takes agent-based form. The four-type agent taxonomy (Section 10.2) (predators, prey, rivals, collaborators) describes the computational categories the threat-detection system evolved to operate on. When the Information Gap opens in modern environments and the true causes are systemic rather than agentive, these ancestral computational categories still produce the only explanatory outputs the system can generate. These outputs are produced by Ground-Resolution closing on an Information Gap: the representable Hypothesis Space ℋ\mathcal{H} has been restricted by the Agent-Based Causal Default to Hypotheses of the form “agent X caused this,” the interference term has collapsed to zero under closure-demand, and probability mass has concentrated on whichever Prey-selected, Predator-frameable candidate is most available. Chapter 11 develops this as the collective-level closure producing Scapegoat selection, and Chapter 18 specifies the compensatory operations (Subspace Expansion, Interference-Term Maintenance, the Three-Test Battery) that reconfigure the engine to produce structural rather than agent-based attributions where the underlying causation is systemic. Chapter 10 thus demonstrates the evolutionary basis of Axiom 9; subsequent chapters apply it.



10.11 Implications for Crisis Architecture

10.11.1 The Crisis State Architecture Grounding

The Crisis State Architecture (formalised in Chapter 13, Section 13.6.2, Bayesian Belief Dynamics and the Symmetry of Crisis and Prevention) describes the progression from A-I baseline through M-amplification to catastrophic reconfiguration. The Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis explains why drift toward the Terminal Phase is the attractor dynamic.

The architecture evolved for environments where external targets moderated internal rivalry. In modern environments lacking external targets, the architecture runs its internal-targeting program without the moderation that external threats provided. The drift toward Terminal is not a contingent historical pattern but the default output of architecture operating in environments for which it was not designed.

The claim is not merely that crises have historically followed this pattern, but that the pattern follows from architectural features that have not changed. The architecture that produced past crises persists; without intervention, future crises follow.

10.11.2 The Scapegoating Mechanism Grounding

Chapter 11 (Confabulation, Projection, and the Scapegoat Mechanism) develops scapegoating as architectural output, and Chapter 17 (Violence as Architectural Output) extends it to civilisational scale. The present chapter provides the foundation: the prey-detection system that computed vulnerability in external targets now computes vulnerability in internal targets.

The scapegoat is selected through prey-computation: Who is vulnerable? Who can be successfully targeted? Who is outside reciprocity-boundaries? These are the questions the hunting system evolved to answer. Applied to internal targets, they produce scapegoat-selection.

The scapegoat is framed through predator-computation: Who threatens survival? Who must be eliminated for safety? These are the questions the threat-detection system evolved to answer. Applied to the scapegoat, they produce the framing that justifies elimination.

The dual structure, selected as prey, framed as predator, is not a rhetorical strategy but the output of two computational systems applied to a single target. The scapegoat is weak enough to target (prey-computation) and dangerous enough to require elimination (predator-computation). This dual signature is diagnostic of Confabulated scapegoating.

10.11.3 The Violence Spectrum Grounding

The Mimetic Trade-Off Principle establishes that human violence at all scales follows the identical mechanistic pathway. The Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis explains why: the same machinery, evolved for the same functions, produces outputs at whatever scale the social organisation permits.

A microaggression and a genocide are not different in kind; they are the same process operating at different scales with different destructive capacity available. The felt urgency is identical; the Confabulated justification follows the same structure; the action is experienced as necessary self-defence. What varies is the scope of coordination and the weapons available.

This grounding has implications for intervention. If violence at all scales shares common architecture, then interventions addressing that architecture can prevent violence at all scales. The Knowledge Patch that interrupts a microaggression is the same Knowledge Patch that interrupts a pogrom, if it reaches sufficient population penetration before the system’s Crisis State Variables cross the Calcified/Terminal threshold.



10.12 Chapter Summary

The Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis explains why architecture that enabled unprecedented cultural achievement produces chronic distress in modern environments:


	The mimetic system evolved for collective hunting and predator avoidance; contexts requiring rapid, preconscious coordination against external targets.


	As humans achieved apex predator status, external targets diminished, but the machinery persisted, increasingly devoted to internal targets (status rivals) as external targets became unavailable.


	The Phenomenological Collapse ensures that M-threat feels like A-threat, because the coupling between status and survival was accurate in ancestral environments and persists in the machinery despite modern decoupling.


	The Satiation Asymmetry ensures that internal targeting never terminates, because positional goods have no “full” signal, unlike the external prey whose capture ended the hunt.


	Disaster solidarity demonstrates the mechanism in reverse; external threats temporarily restore appropriate targets for the mimetic machinery, producing cooperation that reverts when threats recede.


	Civilisational threats fail to produce solidarity because they lack the computational properties the machinery requires, and are instead converted into fuel for internal rivalry through Confabulation and scapegoating.


	Visibility Infrastructure amplifies M-dynamics beyond ancestral levels, creating an observability environment the architecture was never designed to process.


	The Modernity Trap ensures that progress intensifies the problem: A-security releases computational bandwidth for M-processing without providing M-management.


	The Knowledge Patch provides the recognition capacity the architecture lacks, enabling I-Override deployment against M-capture that would otherwise proceed unrecognised.




The evolutionary analysis does not counsel despair. The same architecture that produces crisis produces culture; the same M-dynamics that enable violence enable cooperation when properly targeted. The task is not to eliminate the architecture (the architecture is permanent) but to understand it well enough to manage its outputs. The disaster solidarity phenomenon proves that cooperation is available; the Knowledge Patch provides tools to access it without requiring perpetual emergency.



What Would Falsify This?

Each criterion below is Tier 2 or Tier 3: its failure revises the Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis and leaves the architecture intact.

Crisis Architecture Predictions

The Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis generates falsifiable predictions:

Prediction 1: External threat produces solidarity. Novel external threats (natural disasters, external enemies, shared challenges) should produce temporary solidarity increases followed by reversion when threat recedes. Falsified by external threat producing no solidarity shift, or by solidarity persisting after threat removal without structural intervention.

Prediction 2: Observability correlates with M-intensity. Higher exposure to Visibility Infrastructure (social media use, advertising exposure, status-display environments) should correlate with higher M-related distress (status anxiety, comparison frequency, Reference Set instability). Falsified by no correlation, or by inverse correlation.

Prediction 3: A-security releases M-intensity. Populations with recently secured A-floors should show increasing M-related distress even as material conditions improve. Falsified by A-security consistently reducing M-distress, or by M-distress declining proportionally with material improvement.

Prediction 4: I-protection reduces distress despite M-exposure. Individuals with high I-engagement should show lower M-related distress controlling for Visibility Infrastructure exposure. Falsified by I-engagement providing no buffer against M-amplification.

Prediction 5: Civilisational threats fail the five-property test. Threats lacking immediacy, visceral tractability, non-differential impact, causal closure, and shared fate should fail to produce solidarity and should instead intensify internal rivalry. Falsified by such threats reliably producing solidarity despite lacking the properties.

Indicator Co-occurrence Predictions

The Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis predicts specific indicator clustering:


	Disaster solidarity should co-occur with external threat presence and terminate with threat removal

	M-distress should co-occur with Visibility Infrastructure exposure and A-floor security

	Scapegoating intensity should co-occur with M-amplification proxies and Information Gap presence

	I-protection should co-occur with distress reduction independent of M-exposure level



Systematic dissociation of these predicted clusters falsifies the Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis and leaves the architecture intact.

Instantiation Prediction

Core instantiation claim (Tier 2): The mimetic machinery processes internal targets when external targets are unavailable, using the same computational variables (vulnerability, visibility, reciprocity-exemption, value-assignment) for both target classes.

Falsified by: Evidence that internal and external targeting use demonstrably different computational systems rather than the same system applied to different targets; evidence that internal targeting can be eliminated without affecting external targeting capacity; evidence that the four-type agent taxonomy fails to exhaust agent-detection categories.
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APPENDIX 10-A: DIAGRAM PLACEHOLDERS

Diagram 10.1: The Evolutionary Mismatch Mechanism

DIAGRAM PLACEHOLDER Title: Target Substitution Under Apex Predator Conditions

Description: Flowchart showing how the same computational machinery processes external vs internal targets

Diagram should show: - Left side: “Ancestral Environment” with external targets (prey, predators) feeding into mimetic machinery, producing coordination outputs - Right side: “Modern Environment” with diminished external targets, same machinery now processing internal targets (status rivals), producing rivalry outputs - Center: The four computational variables (vulnerability, visibility, reciprocity-exemption, value-assignment) as shared processing layer - Arrows showing intensification gradient as external targets diminish
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Diagram 10.2: The Phenomenological Collapse

DIAGRAM PLACEHOLDER Title: Why All Threat Feels Like Survival Threat

Description: Shows how Source Opacity collapses distinct threat-types into undifferentiated alarm

Diagram should show: - Three input streams: A-threat (genuine survival), M-threat (status), I-threat (competence) - Common-currency integration point (Decision Hub) - Single output: undifferentiated alarm signal - Annotation: “Source-tags destroyed at integration” - Result: Individual experiences unified “survival threat” regardless of source
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Diagram 10.3: Disaster Solidarity and Reversion

DIAGRAM PLACEHOLDER Title: The Solidarity Window and Its Closure

Description: Timeline showing solidarity emergence during disaster and reversion after

Diagram should show: - Phase 1: Normal conditions (internal targeting dominant, rivalry) - Phase 2: Disaster onset (external target present, solidarity emerges) - Phase 3: Crisis period (cooperation, M-convergence on shared survival) - Phase 4: Normalcy returns (external target removed, reversion begins) - Phase 5: Post-disaster (internal targeting resumes, stratification returns) - Annotation: “Without structural intervention during solidarity window, reversion is automatic”
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APPENDIX 10-B: SUMMARY TABLES

Table 10.1: The Four-Type Agent Taxonomy










	Agent Type
	Computational Function
	Key Variables
	Behavioural Output





	Prey
	Identify targets for pursuit
	Vulnerability, visibility, reciprocity-exemption, value-assignment
	Approach, coordinate, capture



	Predator
	Identify threats to evade
	Threat-assessment, avoidance-possibility, fight-viability
	Flight, fight, alarm propagation



	Collaborator
	Identify partners for coordination
	Competence, reliability, complementarity
	Alliance formation, prestige-bias



	Rival
	Identify competitors for resources
	Comparative-assessment, threat-to-standing, displacement-strategy
	Monitoring, competition, displacement







Table 10.2: Five Properties of Effective External Targets










	Property
	Definition
	Why Required
	Civilisational Threats Fail Because…





	Immediacy
	Threat is present now
	A-salience must dominate Decision Hub
	Climate, inequality, x-risk are gradual/projected



	Visceral Tractability
	Threat is perceptually obvious
	Alarm systems process sensory data, not statistics
	Require inference, models, expertise



	Non-Differential Impact
	Affects all equally
	Gradients become status-relevant
	Differential by region, class, position



	Causal Closure
	No agent can be blamed
	Closes Information Gap, prevents Confabulation
	“Who caused this?” is always askable



	Shared Fate
	Elite escape impossible
	Prevents divergent-fate M-dynamics
	Elites can relocate, insulate, adapt







APPENDIX 10-C: AXIOMATIC DERIVATION SUMMARY

Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis follows from:


	From Axiom 2 (Common-Currency Integration): Unified behavioural output requires integration of multiple sources

	From Axiom 3 (Source Opacity): Integration destroys source-tags, preventing discrimination from the integrated signal

	From Chapter 8 (Preconscious Transmission): Transmission Window (60–340ms) precedes conscious awareness

	From evolutionary analysis: Speed was selected for collective hunting/predator avoidance coordination

	From apex predator transition: External targets diminished while architecture persisted



Given these premises, it follows that: the same computational systems that coordinated external targeting now process internal targets with intensified frequency, producing rivalry as the default output when external threats are diminished.





Chapter 11: Confabulation, Projection, and the Scapegoat Mechanism

Position Statement

This chapter establishes three interconnected phenomena that bridge individual motivational architecture to collective crisis: Confabulation, the output of I’s Bayesian ground-resolution function when I’s Hypothesis Space about M is impoverished, absent, or suppressed, taking the form of sincere but inaccurate causal narratives that misattribute Mimetically-driven desires to Appetitive or Intrinsic sources (Chapter 2, Confabulation; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3); Projection, the outward extension of Confabulated I-resolution onto external Objects, Individuals, or agent-categories through Template availability; and the Scapegoat Mechanism, the collective-scale expression of the AIM Operational Loop (Chapter 2; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.9) under conditions of population-wide M-Hypothesis Space impoverishment, through which convergent Confabulated attributions propagate to produce coordinated targeting of Individuals or groups selected through prey-detection criteria while being framed through predator-attribution.

Dependency Statement

Chapter 11 assumes and builds upon:

From Chapter 2 (Definitions): The Three-Source Taxonomy (Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, Mimetic Desire), Individual (natural person with A-I-M architecture), Object (target of motivated action), Confabulation (sincere but inaccurate causal narratives), Template (cognitively available category for social inference), Model (Individual from whom desires are acquired), Scapegoat (target of confabulated agent-based causation exhibiting Dual-Role Confabulation), Conscious Cognition, Imagination.

From Chapter 9 (Neural Architecture): Source Opacity (uniform across A, I, M: the destruction of source-tags during Common-Currency Integration), Decision Hub (vmPFC-ventral striatum valuation system), timing architecture (Preconscious Transmission within the Transmission Window, 60–340ms, precedes conscious awareness 300–500ms), I-Override (deliberate scrutiny of motivational signals before action), Conscious Cognition (the always-on Bayesian generative inference process operative during waking phenomenological experience, comprising a generative operation, Imagination, which constructs candidate Hypotheses within the representable Hypothesis Space ℋ\mathcal{H}, and an evaluative operation, Ground-Resolution, which redistributes probability mass over ℋ\mathcal{H}), of which I-Override is Ground-Resolution run deliberately on the source-attribution special case and Confabulation is an output rather than an operation.

From Chapter 10 (The Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis) and Axiom 9: Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9 (human causal cognition architecturally optimised for agent-based explanations), Four-Type Agent Taxonomy (predators, collaborators, rivals, prey), Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis (modern complexity exceeds ancestral cognitive capacity), Information Gap (derived from Axiom 9 and Axiom 4) true causes exceed computational tractability).

Derivation Preview

The chapter derives its claims from four established premises:


	From Axioms 2+3 (Source Opacity): The destruction of source-tags during Common-Currency Integration makes accurate introspection of motivational source architecturally impossible.


	From Chapter 9 (Timing Architecture): Preconscious Transmission (the Transmission Window, 60–340ms) precedes conscious awareness (300–500ms), ensuring that Mimetic acquisition cannot be witnessed by the acquiring Individual.


	From Axiom 9 (Agent-Based Causal Default): Human causal-inference systems are optimised for identifying agents, not structural causes, producing systematic agent-attribution even when systemic factors are determinative.


	From Axiom 9 and Axiom 4 (Information Gap): True causes in modern environments exceed tractability, creating a closure demand that Confabulation satisfies.


	From Chapter 4, the two-operation structure of Conscious Cognition: Conscious Cognition is one always-on process comprising a generative operation, Imagination, and an evaluative operation, Ground-Resolution. I-Override is Ground-Resolution run deliberately on the source-attribution special case, with the interference term sustained and S expanded to admit the Mimetic Hypothesis. Confabulation is an output rather than an operation: a Hypothesis Ground-Resolution has returned that is sincere and wrong.


	From the Confabulation Rationality Lemma iterated against an undischarged explanandum, the Confabulation Proliferation Corollary: where the M-Hypothesis is unavailable under Type I Exclusion and the wanting does not terminate on acquisition, ground-resolution generates an unbounded and non-convergent set of A-grounded and I-grounded attributions rather than a single stable misattribution, and the search terminates only on the agent-attribution Axiom 9 supplies.




Given these premises, Confabulation is entailed as the output Ground-Resolution returns on closing when an Individual attempts to explain M-driven desires under Source Opacity and Vocabulary Deficiency, Projection is entailed as the same operation closing on others through Template deployment, and the Scapegoat Mechanism is entailed as the collective completion when Information Gaps demand agent-based explanation.

Chapter Preview

The derivation follows four movements corresponding to scale transitions:

Movement A: Individual Confabulation (§11.1–11.6) The Information Gap → the Confabulation Rationality Lemma → the Confabulation Proliferation Corollary, its collective instance and the Exception-Handling Analogy → I-Override as interrogation site → Confabulation as closure mechanism → Epistemic Suspension as alternative → Confabulation in social interaction → Intractability Confabulation as agentless completion

Movement B: Projection (§11.7–11.9) Self-model Templates → Template inversion (contrast categories) → Guilt-priming (elevated Template activation) → Projection as Confabulation applied to others

Movement C: Collective Pathway (§11.10–11.18) Individual Confabulations become observable → Propagation through prestige-bias and social proof → Scapegoat Mechanism as highest-likelihood completion → Derivation of the Presumption Against Scapegoating

Movement D: Signatures and Implications (§11.19–11.23) Dual-Role Confabulation signature (diagnostic test) → Non-Malice Corollary (reframing conflict) → Moral Vocabulary Displacement Principle (normative implications) → Anticipating Objections



Empirical Foundations: Confabulation in Psychology and Neuroscience

The phenomena this chapter establishes (Source Opacity, Confabulation, and Projection) are not AIM innovations. They are extensions of well-documented findings in psychology and neuroscience. Humans routinely generate inaccurate explanations for their own behaviour, and this is a feature of normal cognition, not a pathology.

Nisbett & Wilson: Telling More Than We Can Know

In 1977, psychologists Richard Nisbett and Timothy Wilson published landmark research demonstrating that people have limited introspective access to the causes of their own behaviour. In a series of experiments, subjects were manipulated by factors they could not consciously perceive (word priming, positional effects (preferring items on the right side of a display), bystander presence) and then asked to explain their choices.

The consistent finding: subjects provided confident, detailed explanations for their behaviour that were demonstrably false. When told the actual cause (e.g., “You chose the rightmost item because of a position bias”), subjects denied the influence and maintained their original explanation. Introspection did not reveal the true cause; it generated a plausible story using culturally available explanations.

Nisbett and Wilson concluded that people “tell more than they can know”: they report explanations that feel like self-knowledge but are actually inferences constructed after the fact. The brain does not have direct access to the processes that generated the behaviour; it observes the behaviour and constructs a narrative.

This is the foundation for AIM’s Confabulation architecture: when asked “Why did I do that?” the brain generates an answer even when the actual cause is inaccessible. The answer is sincere (the Individual believes it), but it is constructed, not retrieved.

Gazzaniga: The Left-Brain Interpreter

Neuroscientist Michael Gazzaniga’s research with split-brain patients revealed the mechanism underlying Confabulation. In patients whose corpus callosum had been severed (preventing communication between brain hemispheres), the left hemisphere, which controls verbal reporting, would generate explanations for actions caused by the right hemisphere, even though it had no access to the right hemisphere’s inputs.

In one famous experiment, a patient’s right hemisphere (which processes visual information from the left visual field) was shown the word “walk.” The patient stood up and began walking. When asked why, the patient’s left hemisphere (which did not see the word) said “I’m going to get a Coke.” The explanation was immediate, confident, and entirely confabulated.

Gazzaniga called this the “left-brain interpreter”: a system that runs constantly, generating narratives to explain behaviour. The interpreter does not say “I don’t know”; it constructs a plausible story from available information. Critically, this is not pathology. The interpreter operates in healthy brains all the time, generating explanations for actions whose actual causes are outside conscious awareness.

The AIM Framework identifies this interpreter as the site where Confabulation occurs during I-Override. When the Individual asks “Why do I want this?” the interpreter responds, not with retrieved source-tags (which have been destroyed by Common-Currency Integration) but with constructed narrative using available Templates.

Confabulation as Routine Cognition

Early Confabulation research focused on clinical cases (brain damage, Korsakoff’s syndrome, dementia), where Confabulation is florid and obviously inaccurate. But more recent research establishes that Confabulation occurs in healthy populations as a routine feature of cognition.

Kopelman (1987) distinguishes “spontaneous confabulation” (unprompted false narratives, typically pathological) from “provoked confabulation” (generating explanations when asked, which occurs in normal individuals). Provoked Confabulation is “the routine generation of ill-grounded explanations” that serves to maintain a sense of competence and agency (Bortolotti, 2018). Healthy brains “fill in gaps, alter perceptions, and generate false Beliefs for creating meaning from confusing inputs.”

Confabulation is not a sign of brain damage or dishonesty. It is what brains do when asked to explain processes they cannot observe. The Individual is not lying; they are completing an Information Gap with the best-available narrative.

Self-Perception Theory: Inferring Internal States from Behaviour

In 1967, psychologist Daryl Bem proposed self-perception theory: individuals infer their own attitudes and preferences by observing their behaviour, not through direct introspective access. When internal states are weak or ambiguous, people answer “What do I feel?” by asking “What did I do?”

Example: A person who eats brown bread regularly might infer “I must like brown bread” by observing their behaviour, rather than accessing a pre-existing preference. The preference is constructed from behavioural observation, then treated as self-knowledge.

Self-perception theory explains why behaviour shapes subsequent attitudes: the Individual observes themselves acting, infers a motivation consistent with that action, and incorporates that motivation into their Self-Model. The process is identical to AIM’s Confabulation architecture, lacking direct access to motivational source, the Individual constructs an explanation from observable evidence.

The Introspection Illusion

Research by Emily Pronin and colleagues demonstrates the introspection illusion: people believe they have privileged access to their own mental states while treating others’ self-reports as unreliable. This creates systematic bias:


	“I know why I did that” (confidence in own introspection)

	“They don’t really know why they did that” (scepticism about others’ introspection)



The illusion persists even when people are informed about introspective limits. Individuals continue to feel that their own explanations are accurate self-knowledge, not constructions, even after learning that introspection is generally unreliable.

This explains why Confabulation is invisible to the confabulator. The narrative feels like discovery, not invention. The Individual cannot distinguish “I retrieved this information from memory” from “I generated this narrative just now,” because both processes produce the same phenomenology: a plausible explanation that achieves cognitive closure.

Dual-Process Theory: System 2 Explains System 1

Daniel Kahneman’s dual-process theory distinguishes System 1 (fast, automatic, unconscious) from System 2 (slow, deliberate, conscious). Most behaviour is driven by System 1 (pattern-matching, heuristics, emotional responses), but System 2 provides the explanations.

System 2 does not have access to System 1’s actual processes. It observes System 1’s outputs (decisions, behaviours, preferences) and constructs post-hoc rationalisations. System 2 is the narrator, not the originator; it tells a story about what System 1 did, using whatever explanatory frameworks are culturally available.

In AIM terms, Common-Currency Integration operates at System 1 speed (preconscious, automatic), and I-Override is System 2’s interrogation of System 1’s output. But I-Override cannot observe the integration process itself; it can only observe the wanting-signal that emerges. When I-Override asks “Why?” it is asking System 1 to explain itself, and System 1 cannot answer because the source-tags were destroyed during integration. System 2 therefore constructs an answer using available Templates.

This dual-process picture receives a sharper substrate-level and information-theoretic specification in Chapter 8. In AIM terms, the relevant distinction is not simply between fast and slow cognition in the abstract, but between a fast loop that delivers only the Decision Hub’s tag-stripped integrated output to Conscious Cognition and a slow loop in which Intrinsic Motivation performs prior-maintenance and Bayesian ground-attribution over that output. The post-hoc character of explanation is therefore not merely a psychological tendency but a direct consequence of the architecture.

Haidt: The Emotional Dog and Its Rational Tail

Jonathan Haidt’s social intuitionist model extends this architecture to moral judgment. In “The Emotional Dog and Its Rational Tail” (2001), Haidt argued that moral judgments are produced by rapid, automatic intuitions (System 1), and moral reasoning is the post-hoc construction of justifications (System 2). The reasoning does not cause the judgment; it explains and defends a judgment that was already made.

Haidt’s research showed that when moral intuitions conflict with reasoning (e.g., harmless taboo violations that feel wrong despite producing no victim), people maintain their intuition and search for new reasons. When one justification is defeated, they generate another. This pattern, conclusion-first, reasoning-second, matches AIM’s Confabulation architecture precisely.

The AIM Framework extends Haidt’s insight: moral reasoning about others’ motivations operates through the same post-hoc construction as reasoning about one’s own motivations. When the Individual asks “Why did they do that?” the brain generates an answer using available Templates, and the M-Template is absent from virtually everyone’s repertoire.

Mercier and Sperber: The Argumentative Theory of Reasoning

Hugo Mercier and Dan Sperber’s argumentative theory of reasoning (2011) proposes that human reasoning evolved not for truth-seeking but for argumentation, persuading others and evaluating others’ arguments. This explains why reasoning exhibits systematic biases: confirmation bias, motivated reasoning, and the failure to correct one’s own errors are not bugs but features of a system designed to win arguments rather than reach Truth.

On this account, the brain’s narrative-generation capacity evolved primarily as social technology: for coordinating with others, justifying actions to the group, and building coalitions. Truth-tracking is at best a secondary function, and one that operates only under specific social conditions (when one must defend one’s claims against critical interlocutors).

AIM incorporates this insight: the Confabulation system is not malfunctioning when it generates inaccurate explanations. It is functioning exactly as designed, generating persuasive narratives for social coordination. The problem is that social coordination through shared false Beliefs produces the Scapegoat Mechanism when those Beliefs converge on agent-based causation.

How AIM Extends the Literature

The psychological evidence establishes that:


	Humans routinely generate inaccurate explanations for their behaviour

	These explanations feel like accurate self-knowledge

	Introspection does not provide reliable access to causal processes

	Confabulation is sincere, not deceptive

	The mechanism operates in healthy brains as routine cognition



AIM accepts these findings and adds:


	Source-specific opacity: M is architecturally hidden while A and I have some (imperfect) phenomenological markers. This explains why certain desires are systematically confabulated while others are not.


	The Vocabulary Gap: Even if introspection were possible, the M-Template is absent from most Individuals’ conceptual repertoires, ensuring that accurate M-attribution cannot occur.


	Architectural mechanism and localisation: Common-Currency Integration in the Decision Hub destroys source-tags during valuation, leaving I’s Bayesian ground-resolution function (the operation by which I infers source-grounds for the integrated wanting-signal) to infer the source from whatever Hypothesis Space it holds. This is why the source decomposition is unavailable, not merely difficult to access but architecturally absent from the conscious signal, and Confabulation is the named output of that resolution when the M-Hypothesis is missing from or suppressed within I’s available candidates (Chapter 2, Confabulation; Chapter 4, Sections 4.4.0 and 4.4.3). The Bayesian updating itself is rational and content-agnostic; the pathology is the impoverishment of the Hypothesis Space on which it operates.


	Projection as extension: The same Confabulation architecture applies to interpreting others, producing systematic M-blindness at population scale.


	Collective pathway: Individual Confabulations propagate through social networks (prestige-bias, social proof), converge toward shared narratives (Confabulation Cascades), and complete as agent-based attributions (Scapegoat Mechanism) under Information Gap conditions.




AIM does not contradict the psychological literature; it explains why the phenomena occur, identifies which motivations are systematically confabulated (M-driven), and traces the collective consequences when entire populations confabulate the same Source Opacity (Scapegoat Mechanism, Mimetic crisis).



MOVEMENT A: INDIVIDUAL CONFABULATION

11.1 The Information Gap and Vocabulary Deficiency

Every Individual experiences wanting. The phenomenology is unified, I want X, regardless of whether X arose from Appetitive deficit (bodily need), Intrinsic engagement (self-endorsed activity), or Mimetic transmission (preconscious acquisition from Models). Chapter 9 established that Source Opacity is uniform across all three sources: Common-Currency Integration in the Decision Hub collapses unlike inputs into a single Common-Currency Scalar (the Scalar) before that signal reaches conscious awareness. By the time the Individual experiences wanting, the source-tag, the information specifying which motivational system generated the signal, has been destroyed. Under this destruction, I’s Bayesian ground-resolution function, the operation by which I infers source-grounds for the integrated wanting-signal arriving at the Decision Hub, must operate over whatever Hypothesis Space about M it currently holds; this localisation is the canonical site of Confabulation and is developed across the remainder of this Movement, formalised in the Confabulation Rationality Lemma at §11.2, and threaded into the coupled-loop derivations of Projection and the Scapegoat Mechanism in Movements B and C (Chapter 2, Confabulation; Chapter 4, Sections 4.4.0 and 4.4.3).

Note (Appendix A cross-reference). The Confabulation architecture developed in this chapter is treated in Appendix A.6.3 as a load-bearing commitment whose weakening would constitute a failure mode of the fast valuation formalism (“preserved source tags downstream”). The appendix’s formalism is compatible with external instrumented recovery of source information (which is what the framework’s behavioural diagnostics exploit) but not with preservation of source tags within the Individual’s introspective access. The two treatments are consistent: this chapter establishes the Confabulation architecture at the verbal level; the appendix exhibits it as a formal requirement of the fast valuation dynamics.

This creates an Information Gap: the Individual is asked (by social context, deliberate reflection, or decision-making demands) to explain why they want X, but the source decomposition that would answer it is not in the integrated signal. The gap is not a failure of introspection; no amount of introspective effort can read off that signal a decomposition it never encoded. The answer can only be inferred, from the Scalar’s course under contrasts, and only by an Individual who holds the M-Hypothesis. The gap is structural.

The Vocabulary Deficiency

The Vocabulary Deficiency compounds this problem. Consider the available explanatory categories in everyday discourse:

Appetitive vocabulary is rich and inferentially transparent. “I’m hungry,” “I need sleep,” “I’m cold,” “I’m in pain.” These map reliably to bodily states that Individuals can observe: stomach contractions, fatigue, shivering, nociceptor activation. When someone says “I’m hungry,” they are usually correct because hunger announces itself through phenomenology accessible to introspection.

Intrinsic vocabulary is reasonably developed. “I’m curious,” “I enjoy this,” “It’s meaningful to me,” “I find it rewarding.” These map to engagement states that exist in real-time. An Individual knows if they are having fun. The experience itself is what is engaging. Because these types of experience can persist in private and (if they allow mastery) deepen with competence, the audience-removal test (Would I still want this if no one ever saw me do/possess it?) provides a reliable heuristic.

Mimetic vocabulary is effectively absent. The concept “what I am feeling is a reading of what those around me treat as valuable, not a shortfall in me, and it was integrated into my valuation of the Object before I became aware of wanting it” does not exist in vernacular explanatory frameworks. The word “envy” captures a narrow slice (wanting what a rival has), but it carries moral stigma and does not describe the architectural mechanism. “Keeping up with the Joneses” acknowledges the phenomenon colloquially but provides no actionable category for Source-tagging. The term “peer pressure” implies conscious awareness of external influence and volitional resistance: neither of which applies to preconscious Mimetic transmission.

The Vocabulary Gap Is M-Specific

The result: when the Individual attempts to explain a Mimetically-acquired desire, the correct answer is not among the available responses. The concept and vocabulary required to identify the source does not exist in their cognitive repertoire. This is not ignorance in the sense of lacking exposure to a concept they could acquire through ordinary experience; Mimetic transmission is preconscious (operating within the Transmission Window, 60–340ms), and its operation leaves no phenomenological residue accessible to introspection. The Individual cannot discover the Mimetic source through careful introspection, because there is no residue for introspection to find, and the signal that did arrive presents as a lack, which is what a deficit would also present as.

Appetitive and Intrinsic misattributions occur (confusing hunger for interest, or interest for social obligation), but these are inferentially correctable through ordinary experience. If someone misattributes hunger as aesthetic preference (“I’m buying this pastry because it’s artfully made”), eating the pastry will reveal the error through satiation (they may be unable to finish eating it because they are already full). If someone misattributes Intrinsic engagement as social duty (“I’m practising piano because my parents and teacher expect it”), removing the audience will reveal whether the activity remains rewarding. In this case it would mean observing whether the Individual practises or plays the piano at any point of their own volition, as opposed to being told to, or being held to a schedule for practice, lessons, or performance.

Mimetic misattribution, by contrast, is not corrected by ordinary experience: acting on a Mimetically-acquired desire (buying the house, pursuing the credential, adopting the status marker) does not end it, because Mimetic desires do not satiate, and without the M-Hypothesis the persistence is read as further A- or I-evidence. The contrasts that would reveal the lead (acquisition completed, audience removed) inform only an Individual who holds the M-Hypothesis.

Cross-Cultural Evidence for the Vocabulary Gap

The Vocabulary Gap is not a quirk of Western languages. Anthropological research confirms that while cultures develop rich vocabularies for bodily states (A) and for what activities are valued (I, though often conflated with social role), explicit vocabulary for “desires acquired through observation of others” is rare across human societies.

Some traditions approach M-recognition:


	Buddhist tanha (craving, thirst) captures the endless quality of certain desires but does not distinguish Mimetic from Appetitive craving

	Sanskrit spṛhā (longing for what another possesses) approaches envy but carries pejorative moral weight

	Girard’s désir mimétique is the only systematic treatment, and it emerged from literary criticism in the twentieth century, not from vernacular experience



Every human society has developed vocabulary for hunger, thirst, cold, pain, fear, interest, joy, and meaning. Virtually none has developed vernacular vocabulary for “wanting that arises from observing another wanting.” The concept requires explicit theoretical construction; it does not emerge from ordinary introspection.

This cross-cultural absence is itself evidence for Source Opacity. If Mimetic transmission were introspectively accessible, at least some cultures would have developed rich vocabulary for it. The universal Vocabulary Gap suggests that the information required for M-recognition is architecturally unavailable to introspection.

The Critical Implication

Under these conditions (Source Opacity plus Vocabulary Deficiency) Confabulation is the expected outcome for M-driven desires. The Individual faces an Information Gap that cannot be closed through introspection and a Vocabulary Gap that precludes accurate response. What follows is not optional.



11.2 The Confabulation Rationality Lemma

The Confabulation Rationality Lemma follows from the architectural localisation of Confabulation at I’s Bayesian ground-resolution step: Confabulation is not a failure of rationality, it is the correct operation of a content-agnostic updating process on defective input.

Bayesian updating is rational in the technical sense that it assigns posterior probability to Hypotheses in proportion to their prior probability weighted by the likelihood of the observed evidence under each Hypothesis. The operation is content-agnostic, it works identically regardless of whether the Hypothesis that best explains the evidence is present in or absent from the Hypothesis Space. When the best-fitting Hypothesis is present, the updating returns it with appropriate confidence. When the best-fitting Hypothesis is absent, the updating returns the most probable available Hypothesis with the same kind of confidence, because the updating operation has no mechanism for detecting its own incompleteness.

In the AIM architecture, I’s Bayesian ground-resolution takes the tag-stripped integrated Scalar from the Decision Hub and returns a ground-attribution from its Hypothesis Space, A-ground, I-ground, or neither. Under Source Opacity, the integrated Scalar carries the three contributions only as their sum and does not encode their decomposition, so I has no access to the source-decomposition that would otherwise resolve the Salience directly. I must infer the ground from the available Hypotheses. If I’s Hypothesis Space about M is well-populated and the M-Hypothesis has not been outweighed by an A-ground or I-ground attribution that the Individual and their reference group repeatedly restate, M-Salience can be recognised as M-Salience, and the resolution returns the correct ground-attribution. If I’s Hypothesis Space about M is impoverished, absent, or suppressed (the Vocabulary Gap, treated in Chapter 10), the M-Hypothesis is simply not on the list of candidates the updating can return. I returns the most probable available candidate, which under almost all conditions is an A-ground or an I-ground, and it returns that candidate with the confidence appropriate to a well-functioning Bayesian update. That A-ground or I-ground completion is Comfortable Confabulation: a confabulated explanation that achieves cognitive closure while avoiding implications that would threaten the Individual’s self-concept, Status, or group membership, and the architecture systematically selects it over an M-attribution.

Input is defective in two ways, and the Confabulation Rationality Lemma holds under either. The first is an incomplete Hypothesis Space, Type I Exclusion (Structural Exclusion): the true Hypothesis is not among the candidates the updating can return, so it cannot receive mass however much Evidence arrives. Where the true Hypothesis is the M-Hypothesis, this is the case set out above, and the exclusion is architectural rather than incidental.

The second requires no absence, and is Type II Exclusion (Prior Dominance). Where the true Hypothesis is among the candidates, the mass it can accumulate is governed by the Belief-state each observation meets, and that state is the accumulated product of everything encountered before it (Chapter 14, Section 14.9.2). Two mechanisms concentrate mass on a competitor. The first is order: an attribution that occupied the explanatory slot early is weighed as background by what arrives after it rather than as a rival.

The second is reaffirmation, and it operates on every cycle rather than once. The incumbent attribution is restated to the Individual from two directions, from the Belief Register’s own prior state recalled from memory and re-entering as Evidence under the Self-Coupling Permanence Principle (Chapter 14, Section 14.5), and from the correlated attributions of other Individuals arriving through interpersonal coupling (Chapter 14, Section 14.6.2). Neither restatement is marked as one. Under Coupling-Induced Opacity the Individual holds no channel distinguishing endogenous Evidence from exogenous Evidence, so a Hypothesis repeated often registers as a Hypothesis widely corroborated, and the mass that Hypothesis accumulates tracks the count of its assertions rather than the weight of what supports them. Each increment of concentration lowers the Interference Term, and a lower Interference Term admits less movement from the next observation, so the concentration extinguishes the capacity that would have reversed it (Chapter 14, Section 14.9.3).

The Individual in this case holds the M-Hypothesis. The M-Hypothesis is formulable, is available to every cycle of ground-resolution, and is still never returned. The failure is not that the candidate list lacks the M-Hypothesis. It is that a competitor reached the explanatory slot first and is restated on every cycle, by the Belief Register itself and by the reference group whose attributions arrive as Evidence. Where that group repeatedly attributes wanting to Appetitive deficit or Intrinsic engagement, the M-Hypothesis can sit in the Hypothesis Space indefinitely without ever accumulating the mass that would let ground-resolution return it.

The Confabulation Rationality Lemma’s phenomenological consequence is direct. Confabulation is confidently held because confidence is what correct Bayesian updating produces under good priors and strong evidence, and I has both. Confabulation is resistant to counter-evidence for a reason that differs by condition. Where the Hypothesis Space is incomplete, counter-evidence re-weights the existing incorrect candidates against each other without introducing the correct one. Where the M-Hypothesis is present but dominated, counter-evidence arrives at a Belief-state whose Interference Term has already fallen, and the movement that counter-evidence can produce falls with it. Confabulation is not detectable by introspection because introspection is itself an I-operation, it draws on the same Hypothesis Space, and it therefore returns the same Confabulated attribution.

The Confabulation Rationality Lemma has a normative consequence as well. Because Confabulation is a rational operation over a Hypothesis Space that does not yield the M-ground, Confabulation cannot be corrected by instructing the Individual to reason better, to reflect more carefully, or to be more honest with themselves. The updating operation is not the problem. The intervention architecturally available is the Knowledge Patch (the Patch), and the Patch operates on both defects. Adding the M-Hypothesis to I’s available candidates answers the first. Holding the Interference Term above zero, so that the added Hypothesis can accumulate mass against an incumbent renewed on every cycle, answers the second. Neither operation substitutes for the other, and no amount of individual effort or introspective discipline substitutes for either (Chapter 2, Confabulation; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3; Chapter 13 for the Confabulation Cascade treatment that iterates this Lemma at the population scale; Chapter 18 for the Knowledge Patch operationalisation; Appendix A, Section A.5.6, for the Confabulation Rationality Lemma in mechanism form and the Restriction-Induced Concentration Factor it defines).

A specific consequence of the Confabulation Rationality Lemma arises once a Referent has decohered. A Belief held in contradiction of an available decohered Referent of traced provenance is a Confabulation, sincere and wrong, whose completion drifts toward A-grounds and I-grounds and systematically away from any acknowledgement of M, and whose maintenance is therefore Mimetically driven by elimination. This result, Referent Abandonment, is derived in Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.1.

11.2.1 The Confabulation Proliferation Corollary

The Confabulation Rationality Lemma establishes what ground-resolution returns on a single pass. A further consequence follows from what happens when the operation is run repeatedly against the same explanandum under Type I Exclusion, where the M-Hypothesis cannot be generated at all.

Two defects operate together. The first is that the correct Hypothesis cannot be generated: the Hypothesis Space does not contain the basis vector corresponding to the M-Hypothesis, so its prior is not small but undefined (Chapter 14, Section 14.3). The second is that the incorrect Hypotheses cannot be eliminated. An A-misattribution is corrected by consumption and an I-misattribution by the removal of an audience, but an M-misattribution is discharged by neither, because the demand does not terminate on acquisition (Section 11.1). Evidence therefore arrives continuously and eliminates nothing.

The Thinker’s activation condition is novelty and prediction-mismatch (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3). M-driven Salience presents a prediction-mismatch that resolution cannot remove: the Object is obtained and the demand persists, because the Salience was never a deficit and no consumption or repair closes it (the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Chapter 4, Section 4.4.0). The Thinker is thus recruited by a mismatch it cannot discharge, and generation of candidates continues for as long as the recruitment does. The generation is Imagination, the operation that constructs a candidate Hypothesis from Knowledge held in the Memory Store when Ground-Resolution returns no adequate ground. What the Confabulation Proliferation Corollary describes is therefore that operation running against an explanandum that never supplies the closure which would release it.

The candidate set therefore expands rather than converging, and it expands laterally rather than deepening. Because Mimetic Desire attaches to Objects already carrying Appetitive or Intrinsic function (Axiom 5), a single underlying cause presents on each occasion in a different Object and a different context. What the Individual encounters is not one recurring problem admitting one explanation, but a succession of apparently distinct problems, each recruiting its own candidate. The diffuseness is not a feature of the cause. It is an artefact of the cause being read through the Objects it has attached itself to.

This is the Confabulation Proliferation Corollary: under Type I Exclusion, where the M-Hypothesis is unavailable, ground-resolution over a permanently undischarged explanandum produces an unbounded and non-convergent set of A-grounded and I-grounded attributions, rather than a single stable misattribution. The Confabulation Proliferation Corollary claims non-convergence and lateral branching; it claims no rate of expansion.

Two consequences follow. The first is that the search requires an exogenous terminator, and Axiom 9 supplies it: an agent-attribution delivers the cognitive closure that no Appetitive or Intrinsic candidate can, which is why the search characteristically terminates on a person. The Scapegoat Mechanism of Movement C is that termination at population scale. The second is that installation of the M-Hypothesis does not merely add one candidate. It collapses the proliferated set, because the members of that set were competing attempts at a single explanandum that the added Hypothesis resolves.

The Confabulation Proliferation Corollary carries a falsification condition. It predicts that the count of distinct explanatory candidates an Individual generates for a recurring dissatisfaction declines following AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, and that the decline is specific to dissatisfactions with a Mimetic component rather than general across all explanatory behaviour. Absence of that decline, or its appearance uniformly across Appetitive and Intrinsic explananda, would disconfirm the Confabulation Proliferation Corollary while leaving the Confabulation Rationality Lemma standing.

11.2.2 The Collective Instance

The Confabulation Proliferation Corollary describes an Individual whose ground-resolution runs against an explanandum it cannot discharge. The same structure appears wherever a community reasons about a class of phenomena whose generator lies outside the Hypotheses available to it, and the history of the natural sciences supplies its clearest instances. Kuhn (1962) characterised the period preceding a scientific revolution as one in which anomalies accumulate and are met by successive ad hoc modifications of the existing framework, each addressing a local difficulty and none resolving the class. That is proliferation under a missing basis, described from the outside.

Four instances exhibit it. Ptolemaic astronomy accounted for retrograde planetary motion by adding epicycles, deferents and equants, each addition answering a particular observational discrepancy and the set growing without converging; the collapse came only when the Earth’s own motion was admitted and, in Kepler’s elliptical formulation, the apparent motions resolved into consequences of a single geometry. Pre-Darwinian natural history treated biogeographic distribution, anatomical homology, the fossil succession, vestigial structures and the results of artificial breeding as separate problems with separate explanations. The anomalous precession of Mercury’s perihelion drew a modified inverse-square law, an assumed solar oblateness, and a postulated intra-Mercurial planet that was searched for and never found. Disease before the microbial account was addressed through miasma, humoral imbalance, spontaneous generation and zymosis, with puerperal fever, cholera and surgical sepsis standing as distinct conditions requiring distinct causes.

In each case the addition of a single Hypothesis reduced the count of explanations rather than increasing it. Descent with modification did not supplement the separate explanations of homology and biogeography; it retired them, and the facts they had been assembled to cover became evidence for one proposition. This is the pattern Whewell (1840) named the consilience of inductions, and it is the signature of a basis vector having been supplied rather than a parameter having been fitted: the space acquires a dimension and the candidate set contracts.

The parallel is structural and its force is limited to that. Proliferation of independent explanations for a class of phenomena is evidence that a Hypothesis is missing; it is not evidence of which Hypothesis is missing, and no historical precedent can establish the content of a candidate. What the precedent establishes is that the Confabulation Proliferation Corollary describes a documented epistemic condition rather than a contrived one, and that the diffuseness of an explanandum is a poor guide to the multiplicity of its causes. Where a cause attaches parasitically to Objects that already carry Appetitive and Intrinsic function, the appearance of many separate problems is what a single cause looks like from inside a Hypothesis Space that cannot name it.

11.2.3 The Exception-Handling Analogy

A program raises an exception when execution reaches a state the program cannot handle, and a handler catches the exception so that execution continues. Where the fault is an untraced change elsewhere in the code that accumulates over time, the handler answers the symptom and leaves the change in place. The exception is raised again, another handler is written, and each handler makes the next diagnosis harder, which is technical debt. The Exception-Handling Analogy reads Confabulation through that structure.

In the architecture the untraced change is a cause that keeps running where no default completion reaches it. The cost of the A-Floor rises as the Mimetic Premium spreads into the goods that correct Appetitive deficits, which is the A-Floor Erosion Principle (Chapter 7, Section 7.5.6), and valuations pass between Individuals by Preconscious Transmission, before any Individual can evaluate what was passed (Axiom 7), and compound across a reference group as the Confabulation Cascade (Section 11.12). Neither cause has a location an Individual could point to, and both continue whatever any Individual believes about them. The exception is the open question the untraced change produces: a felt lack or felt threat whose cause the Hypothesis Space does not hold, which recruits the Thinker and, under Type I Exclusion, goes on recruiting the Thinker, as the Confabulation Proliferation Corollary establishes. The handler is the ground-attribution that Ground-Resolution returns. Where the Agent-Based Causal Default supplies the completion, the handler names an agent (Chapter 4, Section 4.3.9); in the Intractability Confabulation the handler names no agent at all (Section 11.6). In either shape the completion runs away from the Mimetic ground, the direction Comfortable Confabulation takes. Execution continues because the handler satisfies the demand for closure, and the search ends before a systemic candidate has been built (Chapter 4, Section 4.3.10).

The exception recurs because the handler resets the loop without touching the untraced change. Where the handler names an agent, discharge onto the target reconfigures the Object field the Observer reads, the distributed cause stays where it was, and the Confabulation Cascade accumulates again toward a new target (Section 11.12). Where the handler names no agent, each new failure to explain is absorbed as further Evidence that no explanation exists (Section 11.6). The technical debt is Type II Exclusion accumulating on the handler’s attribution. The attribution is restated on every cycle, by the Belief Register’s own prior state and by the reference group, each restatement lowers the Interference Term, and the attribution becomes harder to revise with every run of the handler.

The Exception-Handling Analogy licenses recognition of the pattern, not inference about its causes, and fails at three points. No one writes the handler: the target is the coincident output of parallel resolutions, and the selection has no author at either scale (Section 11.12). No stack trace exists: a program can log where a fault arose, but integration keeps no record of which source produced a valuation (Axiom 3), so I-Override infers the source-attribution that a debugger would read off the log (Section 11.3). And the Exception-Handling Analogy supplies no rate and no threshold: how fast the debt accumulates, and whether the accumulation turns terminal, are set by the cascade dynamics of Chapter 13 and the crisis dynamics of Chapter 17.



11.3 I-Override as Confabulation Site

Chapter 9 introduced I-Override as the cognitive operation by which a motivational signal is redirected from automatic Decision Hub processing to deliberative Intrinsically Motivated scrutiny. I-Override engages when the Decision Hub encounters novelty, ambiguity, or cognitive dissonance: situations where cached retrieval cannot complete action selection and deliberative evaluation is required. Through I-Override, the signal is interrogated against Intrinsic values and Appetitive needs before action proceeds. This is the architectural mechanism through which Source-Tagging, the inference of the source-attribution, can in principle be performed, routing around Source Opacity rather than restoring the destroyed tags. This redirection is Ground-Resolution run deliberately on the source-attribution special case, within Conscious Cognition, the always-on inference process operative during waking experience; I-Override is Conscious Cognition running on an expanded Hypothesis Space with the interference term deliberately held above zero, while Confabulation is the same engine running on a restricted subspace with the interference term collapsed. Subsection 11.3.1 develops this formally.

I-Override is the intervention point for escaping Mimetic capture, where deliberative scrutiny can, under the right conditions, identify M-driven desires and refuse to act on them. It is also where Confabulation occurs.

The Process of Confabulation

The process unfolds as follows:

Step 1: Signal Interruption. The wanting signal arrives at the Decision Hub. Instead of passing directly to action selection, the Individual deploys I-Override. This interruption is deliberate and effortful; it requires cognitive resources, attentional capacity, and Intrinsic Motivation to scrutinise rather than act.

Step 2: Interrogation. The Individual asks Why do I want this? This is not rhetorical. The question demands an answer because downstream processes (action planning, resource allocation, social justification) require a causal model. The brain cannot proceed efficiently without some explanation for the wanting.

Step 3: Confabulation Generation. Facing the Information Gap (true source unknown due to Source Opacity) and Vocabulary Deficiency (Mimetic category unavailable), Ground-Resolution, closing on a subspace that excludes H_M, returns a plausible narrative built from the available categories. These narratives are not fabrications in the sense of conscious deception; they are the engine’s best-effort completion over a Hypothesis Space that excludes H_M.

Examples:


	“I want this expensive house in a prestigious suburb because shelter is a basic need and this location provides security for my family.” (M→A misattribution: Mimetic desire reframed as Appetitive necessity)

	“I want this prestigious credential because I’m genuinely interested in the field and the knowledge will enable valuable work.” (M→I misattribution: Mimetic desire reframed as Intrinsic engagement)

	“I want this car because it’s a sound investment and reliable transportation is essential.” (M→A via instrumental reasoning)



NB: The value placed on an Object may have varying subjective AIM Weights contributed to by each Source.

Step 4: Incorporation. The Confabulation is incorporated into the Self-Model. The Individual now believes the narrative they have generated. This Belief is sincere; there is no inner Truth hidden beneath a false surface. The Confabulation becomes the Individual’s understanding of their motivation.

Step 5: Action. The Individual proceeds to act on the desire, now confident that their action serves Appetitive necessity or Intrinsic value. The wanting is executed as though it were A- or I-driven, even though its actual source was M.

The Paradox of Deliberation

The very operation designed to escape automatic processing and perform accurate Source-Tagging instead produces systematically inaccurate narratives when applied to Mimetic desires. Deliberation does not correct the error; it elaborates it. I-Override applied to an M-driven desire produces not “this desire is Mimetic” but rather “here is a sophisticated A- or I-consistent explanation for this desire that I have carefully considered and now endorse.”

Individuals with high cognitive capacity, strong introspective habits, and explicit commitment to self-knowledge are not protected. In fact, they may be more vulnerable, because their I-Override generates more elaborate and internally coherent Confabulations. A sophisticated thinker can construct a philosophically rich narrative about authentic selfhood, meaningful work, and considered values: all of which rationalises a Mimetically-acquired desire for a prestigious position. The sophistication of the reasoning masks the absence of the M-Hypothesis that would let the reasoning return the Mimetic origin.

Why I-Override Fails Without AIM Vocabulary

The failure is not in the operation itself but in the inputs available to the operation. I-Override functions by interrogating the motivational signal using conceptual categories and heuristic tests. Without the AIM taxonomy (A, I, M as distinct sources), the Individual cannot ask the diagnostic questions:


	Do I want this because my body needs it? (Appetitive test)

	Would I still want this if no one could ever observe me having/doing it? (Intrinsic test)

	Am I wanting this because I have observed a Model wanting it? (Mimetic test, but unavailable without the concept of M)



Lacking the third category, I-Override reduces to a two-option test: A or I? And because many Mimetic desires carry urgency (status threats activate alarm systems) and appear in domains relevant to identity and values (career, housing, relationships), they fail to map cleanly onto Appetitive need yet feel too important to dismiss. Conscious Cognition, operating on the restricted subspace {H_A, H_I}, resolves this ambiguity by generating an I-consistent narrative that incorporates the urgency: “This matters to me because it aligns with my core values.”

I-Override without AIM vocabulary is therefore structurally insufficient. It can successfully identify clear A-signals (hunger, pain, fatigue) and clear I-signals (activities that remain rewarding in private). But for M-signals (which constitute the majority of desires in High-Observability, positionally-scarce modern environments) I-Override becomes the production site of Confabulation rather than its corrective.

Chapter 18 establishes a further consequence of this finding. When AIM vocabulary is available (expanding the representable Hypothesis Space from {H_A, H_I} to {H_A, H_I, H_M}), even the default, non-deliberative Confabulation output is less wrong, because the Confabulation Rationality Lemma’s projection onto a larger subspace is necessarily at least as close to Truth as the projection onto the smaller one (the Reduced Confabulation Error Corollary, Section 18.4.3). Deliberative deployment of the Two-Question Diagnostic reduces the error further. The passive benefit operates even in the absence of trained diagnostic capacity, which is why AIM Vocabulary Acquisition is architecturally prior to all other Knowledge Patch operations.

Confabulation Is Definitionally Inaccurate

If a causal inference about motivational source reaches an accurate result, it is not Confabulation. The term Confabulation applies exclusively to inaccurate outputs: sincere but false narratives. The I-Override process may sometimes produce accurate results (correctly identifying A-driven or I-driven desires), and it sometimes produces inaccurate results (misattributing M-driven desires). Only the inaccurate outputs are Confabulations.

The distinction prevents conceptual slippage. Confabulation is not any post-hoc explanation or any narrative generated during I-Override. It is specifically and only inaccurate post-hoc explanation. The process may be routine and architecturally constrained, but the label applies to outputs, not to the process itself.

11.3.1 I-Override Within Conscious Cognition

I-Override is Ground-Resolution run deliberately on the source-attribution special case. Conscious Cognition, the always-on inference process operative during the Individual’s waking phenomenological experience, comprises two coupled operations: a generative operation, Imagination, which constructs candidate Hypotheses and delivers them into the representable Hypothesis Space ℋ\mathcal{H} without scoring them, and an evaluative operation, Ground-Resolution, which redistributes probability mass across Hypotheses in ℋ\mathcal{H} according to evidence and the interference term. The outputs of Conscious Cognition are distinguished by two features: whether ℋ\mathcal{H} contains the true generative Hypothesis, and the magnitude of the interference term sustained at the moment of output.

Under this architecture, Confabulation and I-Override are not separate faculties. They are two configurations of the single engine.


	In the Confabulation configuration, probability mass has collapsed to near-unity on a Hypothesis either orthogonal to the true generative Hypothesis (Type I Exclusion) or dominant by prior over a true Hypothesis received as evidence (Type II Exclusion); the interference term has decohered to zero; the output is assigned to the Belief register; and action is taken within the timescale imposed by closure-demand before further Hypothesis search completes.

	In the I-Override configuration, the interference term is deliberately held above zero (Epistemic Suspension); S has been expanded (most importantly through AIM Vocabulary Acquisition) to admit H_M and other structural alternatives; and the output is held provisionally in the under-evaluation register pending further evidence.



The same wanting-signal, arriving at the Decision Hub with its source-tag destroyed, can produce either configuration depending on whether the engine is permitted to close rapidly on its most-available Hypothesis or held open long enough for structural alternatives to compete. This is why the same operation is both the intervention point for escaping Mimetic capture, held open long enough for accurate source-attribution to complete, which is I-Override, and the site at which Confabulation is produced (the engine, if allowed to close rapidly on a subspace that excludes H_M, generates sophisticated A- or I-consistent narratives at full confidence). The difference between correction and elaboration is not a difference of faculty but a difference of configuration, determined by whether the interference term is held open and whether S has been expanded to contain the true Hypothesis direction.

This formulation carries through to the Sincerity Guarantee. The engine sincerely produces whatever Hypothesis probability mass has collapsed upon, because sincerity tracks the probability profile and the Interference Term at the moment of output, not the pathway by which the engine arrived at them. A Confabulated narrative produced during deliberative I-Override on a restricted subspace is sincerely believed for the same architectural reason a Confabulated narrative produced without deliberation is sincerely believed: the engine has done its updating work correctly given the inputs available to it, and probability mass has collapsed onto the output, so it is held as Belief.



11.4 Epistemic Suspension as Alternative

The architectural necessity of Confabulation is not absolute. An alternative exists: the Individual can respond to “Why do I want this?” with “I don’t know” and sustain that state of uncertainty without generating a closure narrative. This capacity, Epistemic Suspension, is the foundational skill required for I-Override to function correctly under Source Opacity conditions. The teachable, domain-general ability to sustain Epistemic Suspension is Epistemic Suspension Capacity.

Why “I Don’t Know” Was Once Impossible

Evolutionary pressures once demanded immediate causal explanations because action could not be deferred. If the rustling in the bushes might be a predator, the organism must decide (fight, flee, freeze) now, and that decision requires a causal model (predator vs. wind?). Indecision in ancestral environments carried survival costs.

Natural selection therefore favoured cognitive systems that generate closure rapidly, even if that closure is sometimes inaccurate. A false positive (mistaking wind for predator) was metabolically cheaper than a false negative (mistaking predator for wind).

This selection pressure produced a disposition toward rapid closure that persists in contemporary populations. Psychological research identifies this disposition as Need for Closure (NFC): the tendency to seek definite answers and experience discomfort with ambiguity. Individuals vary substantially in NFC, and this variation appears largely stable across situations with heritable components. NFC is, to a significant degree, a trait rather than a choice.

Why “I Don’t Know” Is Now Possible

Modern environments have largely removed the pressures that made rapid closure mandatory. An Individual deliberating whether to purchase a house, pursue a credential, or adopt a status marker faces no immediate survival threat. The decision can be deferred. Information can be gathered. Uncertainty can be tolerated for days, weeks, or indefinitely. The phrase “I don’t know why I want this” satisfies the architectural demand for a response (it is a complete sentence, it closes the interrogation, it provides an answer), while leaving the actual causal question open for investigation.

This environmental shift creates the opportunity for Epistemic Suspension that ancestral conditions precluded. The disposition toward rapid closure remains; it was selected for and is heritable. But the environmental pressure that made rapid closure necessary has relaxed, creating space for a compensatory capacity to develop. The Individual can now train tolerance for a discomfort that evolution built in but that modern conditions no longer require acting upon.

How “I Don’t Know” Functions as Closure

Conscious Cognition’s demand for causal explanation is not inherently a demand for accurate explanation; it is a demand for any explanation that allows downstream processes (threat response, resource allocation, social coordination) to proceed. In ancestral contexts, “I don’t know” was unstable because it left the organism in an alarm state without actionable direction. But in modern contexts, “I don’t know” can function as stable closure if the Individual:


	Accepts uncertainty as tolerable, recognising that not knowing the source of a desire does not prevent functional decision-making. The Individual can still evaluate whether acting on the desire serves their long-term interests, even without knowing why the desire arose.


	Treats “I don’t know” as informative; uncertainty itself is data. If the Individual cannot identify an Appetitive need or Intrinsic value that explains the wanting, that absence suggests the desire may be Mimetically transmitted, even if the Individual lacks the formal M-concept.


	Defers action pending investigation: instead of acting immediately to resolve discomfort, the Individual treats uncertainty as a signal to gather more information: observing whether the desire persists when Models are removed, testing whether the Object satisfies after acquisition, consulting others who have pursued similar Objects.




Epistemic Suspension as Interference-Term Maintenance

Epistemic Suspension is the operation of holding the interference term of Conscious Cognition above zero. The interference term is the quantity that sustains residual probability mass on competing Hypotheses within S; when it decoheres to zero, probability collapses onto a single Hypothesis and the output is assigned to the Belief register. Confabulation is the name for that output when the collapse occurs on a Hypothesis that is either orthogonal to the true generative Hypothesis or dominant by prior over it. Epistemic Suspension prevents this collapse by maintaining the conditions under which multiple Hypotheses, including the true one once it has entered S, can continue to compete.

Three consequences follow directly.

First, Epistemic Suspension is the operation that makes the generative capacity of Conscious Cognition available for truth-discovery. The generative operation (Imagination) continuously constructs candidate Hypotheses, but under rapid closure those candidates are absorbed by the dominant Hypothesis before they can accumulate amplitude. When the interference term is held above zero, candidate Hypotheses can accumulate amplitude long enough to be tested. Epistemic Suspension therefore does not suppress generation; it preserves the conditions under which generation is consequential.

Second, Epistemic Suspension is compositional with AIM Vocabulary Acquisition. Vocabulary Acquisition expands S to admit H_M; Epistemic Suspension maintains the interference term long enough for mass to flow from the dominant prior toward H_M as diagnostic evidence accumulates. Vocabulary Acquisition without Epistemic Suspension delivers a Hypothesis direction that the engine collapses past before it can accumulate mass. Epistemic Suspension without Vocabulary Acquisition maintains doubt across a subspace that still does not contain H_M, so the sustained doubt distributes mass only across A and I directions and never reaches the true source.

Third, the “I don’t know” output is stable as closure because it is an honest report of the state of the Hypothesis Space. The engine returns an output (“I do not yet have a Hypothesis at near-unity probability on this source-question”) rather than collapsing onto the best available candidate. This satisfies the architectural closure-demand while leaving the substantive probability distribution open. The AIM taxonomy transforms “I don’t know” into “I don’t know yet, but I have a method for finding out” by supplying the Hypothesis directions against which diagnostic evidence can be weighed.

The Dispositional Challenge

The NFC research poses a challenge for Epistemic Suspension. If NFC is dispositional, high-NFC Individuals will experience “I don’t know” as architecturally uncomfortable: the state generates urgency, discomfort, and pressure toward resolution that does not arise from cultural training alone but from stable features of their cognitive architecture. Can such Individuals develop Epistemic Suspension, or is the capacity limited to those who start with low NFC?

The answer lies in distinguishing trait change from compensatory capacity. Epistemic Suspension does not require eliminating NFC, reducing the dispositional pressure toward closure. It requires developing the functional equivalent: the ability to sustain uncertainty despite the discomfort, achieving the same behavioural outcome (deferred closure, sustained inquiry) through a trained pathway rather than dispositional ease.

The Functional Equivalent Through Trained Tolerance

The mechanism operates as follows:


	The discomfort remains. High-NFC Individuals will feel urgency for closure when facing “I don’t know.” This feeling is dispositional and may not diminish substantially.


	Tolerance is trained. Through deliberate practice, the Individual learns to tolerate that discomfort rather than immediately act to eliminate it. The discomfort is acknowledged as real but not action-compelling: a signal that can be observed without being obeyed.


	Reframing transforms the state. The intolerable version of uncertainty is “I don’t have an answer and cannot proceed.” The tolerable version is “I don’t have an answer yet, and I can hold this question open until sufficient information arrives.” The state is identical; the framing determines whether it compels immediate closure or permits sustained inquiry.


	Neuroplasticity enables pathway formation. Repeated practice (deliberately tolerating uncertainty, observing the discomfort without acting on it, successfully sustaining open questions until resolution becomes possible) creates neural pathways that make the tolerance less effortful over time. The trait pressure persists, but the compensatory capacity strengthens.




Mindfulness training creates space between stimulus and response: the automatic reaction still fires, but a trained pause intervenes. Cognitive-behavioural approaches restructure automatic thoughts; the initial thought still arises, but an alternative pathway becomes available. Exposure therapy reduces phobic responses; the fear signal still generates, but habituation reduces its behavioural impact. Epistemic Suspension operates through the same mechanism: the NFC signal still generates, but trained tolerance reduces its closure-compelling force.

A Training Protocol Sketch

While Chapter 18 provides the full operationalisation of the Knowledge Patch, the basic elements of Epistemic Suspension training can be sketched here:

Stage 1: Recognition. The Individual learns to notice when they have generated a causal explanation for a desire. The question is not whether the explanation is correct but whether the Individual generated it rapidly, without investigation, to achieve cognitive closure.

Stage 2: Labelling. When a rapid explanation is noticed, the Individual labels it: “That was a closure move.” This labelling creates psychological distance; the explanation is no longer experienced as discovered Truth but as cognitive operation.

Stage 3: Holding. The Individual practises holding the question open after noticing the closure move. “I generated that explanation quickly. What if I don’t know the actual answer?” The discomfort is observed without immediate action.

Stage 4: Investigation. With the question held open, the Individual can now apply diagnostic tests: Does this desire pass the audience-removal test? Does it persist when Models are absent? Would satiation occur if the Object were acquired?

Stage 5: Iteration. The process becomes habitual through repetition. Each successful holding-and-investigation strengthens the neural pathway, making subsequent Epistemic Suspension less effortful.

The Difficulty Gradient

This framing implies a difficulty gradient. Low-NFC Individuals will find Epistemic Suspension relatively natural; the dispositional pressure toward closure is weak, and sustaining uncertainty requires little effort. High-NFC Individuals will find it harder; the dispositional pressure is strong, and sustaining uncertainty requires conscious deployment of trained capacity, especially under stress, fatigue, or time pressure when compensatory mechanisms are resource-depleted.

The gradient has implications for Knowledge Patch dissemination:


	Training is necessary for most. Because NFC varies and skews toward closure-seeking in many populations, Epistemic Suspension will not emerge spontaneously for most Individuals. Deliberate practice is required.

	Difficulty varies but capacity is achievable. High-NFC Individuals can develop functional Epistemic Suspension, but they will experience Epistemic Suspension as effortful skill deployment rather than natural state. This is acceptable; the behavioural outcome (sustained inquiry, deferred closure) is what matters, not the phenomenological ease of achieving it.

	Stress degrades performance. Under conditions that elevate NFC (time pressure, threat, cognitive load), even trained Individuals may revert to premature closure. Institutional design should account for this; high-stakes decisions should not be made under conditions that maximally elevate NFC.



AIM Vocabulary as Compensatory Tool

Even if an Individual possesses Epistemic Suspension capacity, “I don’t know” is an unstable endpoint without conceptual vocabulary that makes the uncertainty actionable. Saying “I don’t know why I want this house” leaves the question open, but it provides no path forward. The Individual remains in an uncomfortable liminal state that closure pressure will eventually overwhelm.

The AIM taxonomy resolves this by providing the categories that transform “I don’t know” into “I don’t know whether this is A, I, or M, but I can test each Hypothesis”:


	Appetitive test: If my survival were secure (housing, food, safety guaranteed), would I still feel urgency about acquiring this specific house? If no → A-driven.

	Intrinsic test: If no one could ever observe me living here, would I still want this house? If yes → I-driven.

	Mimetic test (by elimination): If neither Appetitive nor Intrinsic explanations hold, the desire is likely M-driven, acquired through observation of Models and amplified by status competition.



With AIM vocabulary, “I don’t know” becomes “I don’t know yet, but I have a method for finding out.” Uncertainty is no longer a dead end; it is the entry point for diagnostic investigation.

For high-NFC Individuals, this reframing may be essential. The open question (“Why do I want this?”) is closed not by generating a Confabulation but by generating an investigation plan. The closure achieved is methodological rather than substantive: “I don’t know the answer, but I know how to find out.” This satisfies closure demands sufficiently to tolerate the substantive uncertainty while the investigation proceeds.

The Knowledge Patch therefore serves dual functions: it provides the vocabulary required for accurate Source-tagging (its primary purpose), and it provides the structured inquiry that makes uncertainty tolerable for high-NFC Individuals (its secondary but practically essential function). Without the taxonomy, “I don’t know” is a dead end that closure pressure will not permit. With the taxonomy, “I don’t know yet” becomes an entry point for diagnostic investigation that closure pressure can accept.

Three Barriers to Widespread Adoption

Three barriers prevent widespread adoption of “I don’t know” as viable closure:


	Dispositional variation: High-NFC Individuals experience uncertainty as aversive at a trait level. Training can develop compensatory capacity, but the training is effortful and the capacity degrades under stress. Many Individuals will find Confabulation (rapid closure through narrative generation) less costly than Epistemic Suspension (sustained discomfort requiring trained tolerance).


	Vocabulary absence: Without the AIM taxonomy, “I don’t know” provides no actionable path forward, making it an uncomfortable and seemingly unproductive state. The Individual lacks the diagnostic tools that would transform uncertainty into structured investigation.


	Social costs: Expressing uncertainty about one’s own motivations invites social sanctions: others interpret it as indecisiveness, lack of self-knowledge, or evasion. These costs make Confabulation (confident but inaccurate narrative) socially cheaper than honesty (uncertain acknowledgment of Information Gap).




The Knowledge Patch intervention (Chapter 18) addresses all three barriers: training Epistemic Suspension through deliberate practice to develop compensatory capacity even for high-NFC Individuals, disseminating AIM vocabulary to make uncertainty actionable, and creating social contexts where “I don’t know, let me investigate” is treated as epistemically virtuous rather than socially deficient.



11.5 Confabulation in Social Interaction

The preceding analysis focused on Confabulation as it applies to desires for Objects: “why do I want this house?” generates a Confabulated narrative because Source Opacity prevents access to the M-component of the desire. But Confabulation operates with equal force on a domain that the desire-focused analysis does not cover: social interactions with other Individuals.

When Individual A defers to Individual B (granting B greater credibility, directing disproportionate attention toward B, yielding positional priority to B), A’s cognitive system requires a causal explanation for the deference, just as it requires a causal explanation for any motivated behaviour. The true cause may include a substantial PM-component: A defers partly because A has observed others deferring to B, and that social proof was integrated into A’s valuation of B preconsciously, before A could evaluate whether B’s expertise or character warranted the deference independently. But Source Opacity has destroyed the record of this PM-contribution in A’s integrated valuation. The Information Gap is identical in structure to the desire case: the true source-composition of A’s valuation of B is unavailable to introspection.

Confabulation fills the gap. A generates a narrative: “I defer because they clearly have deep expertise in this area” (I-sounding attribution), or “I defer because they’ve earned their position through years of hard work” (mixed A-I attribution), or “I defer because their track record speaks for itself” (evidence-sounding attribution that is actually social-proof-constituted). These narratives are sincere. A genuinely believes them. They are Confabulations in exactly the sense defined earlier in this chapter: sincere but inaccurate post-hoc explanations generated to fill an Information Gap created by Source Opacity.

The interaction-level domain matters because it is the site where PM-transfer occurs. The four channels through which Mimetic Premium flows between Individuals (attention, deference, narrative authority, positional concession) are all social-interaction behaviours. If Confabulation renders these transfers invisible to the transferring party, then PM extraction operates without constraint from the Individual’s deliberative system. The Individual cannot deploy I-Override against a transfer they do not recognise as occurring. This is why PM flow is described as architecturally invisible (Chapter 8): the invisibility is not metaphorical but architectural, produced by Source Opacity operating at the interaction level and Confabulation providing the covering narrative that makes the transfer feel like “appropriate respect” or “earned recognition” rather than PM extraction.

The Projection analysis that follows (Movement B) inherits this extension. When Individuals project motivational Templates onto others, they project not only Templates for others’ desires but Templates for others’ social interactions. “They defer to him because he’s brilliant” is Projected Confabulation: the observer attributes I-driven deference to the observed interaction because the I-Template is available and the M-Template (they defer because everyone defers, and the social proof was integrated preconsciously) is not.



11.6 The Intractability Confabulation

Movement A has so far developed Confabulation forms that complete as agent-based causation. There is a further Confabulation form that terminates causal inquiry without identifying any agent at all. The Individual, or more commonly the discipline, confronts a phenomenon whose true causes exceed the computational tractability of available causal-inference systems, and the Confabulation architecture produces the closure humans are too complex to be properly modelled. The narrative is sincere, it is phenomenologically indistinguishable from epistemic humility, and it achieves cognitive closure without generating a visible victim. These properties make it the Confabulation of choice in educated and professional contexts where agent-based attribution carries reputational risk.

The Intractability Confabulation is structurally identical to the agent-based completions already derived in this chapter. The Intractability Confabulation is exception handling in the sense of the Exception-Handling Analogy (Section 11.2.3), a handler that permits cognitive closure where no default completion reaches the root cause. The difference is only in the content of the handler. Where scapegoating discharges the explanatory demand by identifying an agent, the Intractability Confabulation discharges it by declaring that no explanation is available in principle. Both are generated by the same narrative-closure mechanism operating on the same Information Gap, and both produce the same architectural consequence, the root cause remains unaddressed while the Individual experiences the matter as settled.

The Intractability Confabulation is diagnostically distinguishable from genuine epistemic humility by a single structural feature. Genuine epistemic humility treats current explanatory failure as provisional, it leaves the prior on solvability undisturbed, and it leaves the investigative effort active. The Intractability Confabulation collapses the prior on solvability to zero. Once this collapse occurs, Content-Agnostic Processing (Axiom 8) ensures that every subsequent failure to explain is processed as further evidence for intractability, because the framework through which the failure is evaluated is now the prior that intractability holds. The Confabulation is therefore self-sustaining in the same manner as the Individual Confabulation Cascade developed in Chapter 13, with the additional property that the self-sustainment is invisible, because the Individual experiences the accumulating failures as confirmation of a claim they already accepted rather than as evidence they installed the claim too early.

The Intractability Confabulation is, in the end, falsifiable in the ordinary sense. Its empirical content is the prediction that no unifying general theory of human motivation can be constructed. The preceding chapters set out to construct one, from the nine axioms of Chapter 4, whose interaction across scales is derived to yield the behavioural, institutional, and civilisational phenomena. If that framework and the system it describes correctly map onto the human subject, then the prediction that humans are too complex to model is false, and the Intractability Confabulation is not merely structurally suspect but, on its central subject, empirically false.



MOVEMENT B: PROJECTION

11.7 Projection Through Template Availability

Confabulation operates at the individual level, explaining one’s own desires. Projection extends this operation outward, locating the cause of an internally generated Salience in an external Object, Individual, or agent-category. Projection is not a separate mechanism. It is Confabulated I-resolution running on the same architecture as the desire case (§11.2), with the Confabulated ground attributing the Salience to a property of the perceived Object rather than to M’s continuous comparative-position tracking.

The Coupled-Loop Mechanism

Projection is the outward attribution of a Confabulated I-ground (an A-deficit or I-opportunity) onto an external Object, because the actual source of the Salience (M’s continuous tracking of the Object’s comparative position within the Individual’s Reference Set) is not available to I’s Hypothesis Space. The mechanism is a single iteration of the AIM Operational Loop (Chapter 2; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.9) operating with the perceived Object, often another Individual, as the salience-bearing target:


	M flags the Object. M, the continuous conditional Object-assessment channel (Chapter 2, Mimetic Desire; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7), assigns Salience to the perceived Object on the basis of its current conditional priors. Where the Object is another Individual, the Salience tracks the Object’s position in the comparative-position field that M is continuously assessing (Individual-as-Object Principle, §8.10). The flag need not originate in any such comparative-position content at all: another Individual’s directional valence toward the Object installs the flag directly, under the gate clause of the Minimum Installation Condition (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7.1), whatever position the Object holds in the comparative-position field. Steps 2 through 4 of this loop run identically regardless of which route produced the flag, which is why the two are indistinguishable to the Individual once Confabulated.


	The Decision Hub integrates and tag-strips. The Salience flag enters the Decision Hub’s Common-Currency Integration alongside A-signals and I-signals, is summed into a single Scalar, and the source-tags are destroyed during integration (Chapter 2, Decision Hub and Source Opacity; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.0).


	I performs Bayesian ground-resolution over its Hypothesis Space. The tag-stripped integrated Scalar arrives at I, and I infers the ground-attribution from the candidates in its Hypothesis Space (Chapter 2, Confabulation; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3). Where I’s Hypothesis Space about M is well-populated and the M-Hypothesis has not been outweighed by an A-ground or I-ground attribution that the Individual and their reference group repeatedly restate, the M-tracking ground is recognised and the resolution returns the correct attribution. Where I’s Hypothesis Space about M is impoverished, absent, or suppressed, or where the M-Hypothesis is present but outweighed by that repeatedly restated attribution, the Confabulation Rationality Lemma (§11.2) applies and the resolution returns an A-ground or I-ground instead.


	I returns a Confabulated I- or A-ground located in the external Object. The most probable available candidate locates the cause of the Salience in a property of the Object itself, the Object is threatening, the Object is contaminating, the Object is admirable, the Object is good. The Confabulation is returned with the confidence appropriate to a well-functioning Bayesian update and is incorporated into the Self-Model and into action selection.




The mechanism is content-agnostic. The Confabulated ground may be valenced positively (idealisation, admiration, deference) or negatively (vilification, contempt, blame) depending on the polarity of the Salience M assigns and on the local availability of valenced Templates. Across the chapter’s catalogue of Projection instances, the same four-clause loop is operating with different Object classes and different valences:


	Scapegoat attribution. M tracks rivalry-Salience on a vulnerable out-group Individual or sub-group, the Decision Hub integrates and tag-strips, I returns a Confabulated I-ground locating the cause of collective deficit in that Individual or group, and the attribution is returned with the confidence that makes targeting feel like defensive necessity (developed at the collective scale in §11.12).

	Out-group vilification. M tracks comparative-position Salience on members of a contrast category, I returns a Confabulated I-ground locating the cause of the Salience in a stable trait of the out-group (“they are dishonest,” “they are dangerous”), and the attribution is generalised across the category: a claim of a stable kind-trait carved across a whole category, which the Diversity Referent (Chapter 14, §14.8.3.1.2) marks as held against an available decohered Referent, since the trait’s distribution across that category is non-modal and admits no such kind.

	Idealisation. M tracks positive comparative-position Salience on a high-prestige Model, I returns a Confabulated I-ground locating the cause of the admiration in objective excellence of the Model rather than in M’s prestige-biased tracking. The “objective excellence” attribution is doubly confabulated: Status is aggregated, tag-stripped Salience (the Salience-Status Identity, Chapter 2), and Valence-Neutral Status entails that the integrated Scalar carries no preserved merit or valence dimension (only comparative Salience), so I is reconstructing an evaluative axis the Decision Hub destroyed, not reading a merit property the signal still contains.

	Moral panic. M tracks alarm-Salience on a behaviour or population at the population scale through the Confabulation Cascade (Chapter 13), each Individual’s I returns a Confabulated I-ground locating the alarm in objective threat, and convergent Confabulations across the population produce shared moral mobilisation against the perceived source.



The AIM Definition of Projection

Projection is Confabulated I-resolution applied outward, the generation of sincere but inaccurate explanations for other Individuals’ (or other Objects’) states, located in properties of the external Object rather than in the M-tracking that supplied the Salience. Projection deploys cognitively available Templates drawn from the projecting Individual’s Self-Model, cultural repertoire, and activated categories, with the critical constraint that Templates the Individual lacks cannot be projected regardless of their accuracy, ensuring that M-driven behaviour in others is systematically misattributed to A or I sources because the M-Template (“they want this because their M-channel tracked it from Models”) is absent from nearly every Individual’s conceptual vocabulary, exactly as Type I Exclusion operates on I’s Hypothesis Space at the individual level.

Rejecting the Freudian Account

The classical psychoanalytic account frames Projection as a defence mechanism: the Individual represses uncomfortable Truths about themselves (unacceptable desires, moral failings, forbidden impulses), and these repressed contents are then “projected” onto others, allowing the Individual to condemn in others what they cannot acknowledge in themselves. This account requires:


	Repression: the Individual must actively (though unconsciously) hide Truth from themselves.

	Displacement: the repressed content must somehow “move” from self to other.

	Motivated distortion: the Individual must be protecting themselves from uncomfortable self-knowledge.



AIM rejects this account because it invokes mechanisms that Source Opacity renders unnecessary. The Individual does not need to repress Mimetic desires; they are already unavailable to introspection due to preconscious transmission and Source Opacity. There is no hidden Truth being defended against; there is only an Information Gap that makes the Truth architecturally inaccessible to introspection.

The Template-Availability Account

Projection occurs not through repression-and-displacement but through Template deployment.

A Template is a cognitively available category for social inference: a schema that answers “Why did they do that?” When the Individual observes another’s behaviour and seeks to explain it, available Templates are retrieved and applied:


	“They bought that car because they need reliable transportation” (A-Template)

	“They chose that career because they find the work meaningful” (I-Template)

	“They pursued that credential because they want to appear successful to others” (M-Template, but typically unavailable)



Only available Templates can be deployed. If the M-Template is absent from the Individual’s conceptual repertoire, it cannot be applied to others regardless of its accuracy. The Individual cannot attribute Mimetic motivation to others when they lack the concept of Mimetic motivation entirely.

This explains why Projection is systematic rather than idiosyncratic. Across populations, the M-Template is absent, so M-driven behaviour in others is systematically attributed to A or I sources, not because of motivated distortion but because of vocabulary constraint. The error is architectural, not defensive.

The Neural Basis of Template Deployment

The same neural systems that generate Self-Models generate other-models. Theory of mind, the capacity to attribute mental states to others, operates through simulation: the brain models others by running its own cognitive architecture with modified inputs. “What would I be thinking if I were in their situation?”

Neuroimaging research confirms substantial overlap between brain regions active during self-reflection and those active during mentalising about others. The medial prefrontal cortex, temporoparietal junction, and precuneus are engaged in both tasks. This overlap is not coincidental; it reflects the computational efficiency of using one’s own cognitive architecture as the default model for understanding others.

The implication for Projection: the Templates available for self-explanation are automatically available for other-explanation. If an Individual explains their own desires using only A and I categories, they will explain others’ desires using only A and I categories. The Vocabulary Gap that produces Confabulation at the individual level produces Projection at the social level through the same architectural pathway.

Mirror neuron research provides additional grounding. Mirror neurons fire both when an Individual performs an action and when they observe another performing the same action. This system enables rapid inference about others’ intentions, but the inference is constrained by what the observing brain can represent. If the observing brain cannot represent M-driven motivation, mirror neuron activity cannot produce M-attribution for observed behaviour.

Why the M-Template Is Specifically Absent

The Vocabulary Gap established in §11.1 explained why M-vocabulary is absent at the individual level. The same factors ensure its absence as a Template for social inference:


	No phenomenological basis: The Individual has never introspectively observed Mimetic acquisition in themselves, so they have no experiential template to project onto others.


	No cultural transmission: Vernacular explanatory frameworks lack M-vocabulary, so the Individual has not acquired the category through social learning.


	Evolutionary recency: The conditions that make M-recognition useful (complex modern environments, positional goods, Mimetic Premium extraction) are evolutionarily recent. Ancestral environments did not select for M-Templates because M-recognition provided no survival advantage.


	Inferential opacity: Even when the Individual observes another pursuing a visible status marker (luxury car, prestigious address), they cannot infer M-motivation because the behaviour is equally consistent with A-explanation (“they need reliable transportation”) or I-explanation (“they appreciate engineering excellence”). Without the M-Template, the M-consistent interpretation is not among the available completions.




The Systematicity of Projection

The Template-availability account predicts that Projection will be:


	Universal: Occurring in all Individuals, not only those with specific psychological profiles

	Automatic: Generated without deliberate effort or awareness

	Systematic: Producing the same misattributions across populations due to shared Template constraints

	Resistant to correction: Persisting even when the Individual is informed about their own Mimetic motivation, because the habit of deploying A-I Templates is deeply ingrained



These predictions match the empirical evidence. Social psychology research consistently finds that people attribute their own and others’ behaviour to stable dispositions (the fundamental attribution error) rather than situational factors, and that they do so automatically, universally, and with high resistance to correction. AIM extends this finding: the “dispositions” attributed are systematically biased toward A and I sources because the M-Template is unavailable.



11.8 Template Inversion: Explaining Different Others

Projection through Template availability explains why the Individual attributes M-driven behaviour to A or I sources in similar others: people whose Self-Models share Templates with the Individual’s own. But what about different others: people the Individual perceives as unlike themselves?

Contrast Categories

The Individual’s Self-Model generates not only positive Templates (“I am someone who values X”) but also contrast categories (“I am someone who does not value Y”). These contrast categories function as inverse Templates for explaining different others.

Example: An Individual whose Self-Model emphasises intellectual achievement may construct a contrast category for those they perceive as status-driven (“I pursue knowledge for its own sake; they pursue credentials for social climbing”). This contrast category attributes M-motivation to the other, but in a distorted form. The attribution is:


	Stigmatised: M-motivation is framed as moral failing, not architectural necessity

	Externalised: Located in the other, not recognised in oneself

	Essentialised: Treated as stable character trait rather than situational response



The contrast category appears to recognise Mimetic motivation. But it is not the M-Template of AIM: a neutral, architectural category applicable to oneself and others equally. It is a stigmatised other-category that maintains the Individual’s Self-Model as non-Mimetic while attributing Mimetic (or quasi-Mimetic) motivation to those perceived as different.

The Double Standard

This creates a double standard in social inference:


	Similar others: Behaviour attributed to A or I sources (positive Templates projected)

	Different others: Behaviour attributed to stigmatised quasi-M sources (contrast categories projected)



The double standard is invisible to the Individual because both attributions use available Templates. The Individual is not consciously applying different standards; they are deploying whatever Template is cognitively available for the person in question.

The implication: even when an Individual appears to recognise M-motivation in others, they typically do so only for out-group members, in stigmatised form, without applying the same category to themselves or their in-group. This is not M-recognition in the AIM sense; it is prejudice using M-adjacent vocabulary.

True M-recognition requires:


	Self-application: Recognising that one’s own desires may be Mimetically acquired

	Universality: Applying the M-Template to all Individuals, not only stigmatised others

	Architectural framing: Understanding M as cognitive architecture, not moral failing

	Diagnostic use: Using M-recognition to guide investigation, not to condemn



The contrast-category version of “they are status-driven” satisfies none of these criteria. It is Projection in moralistic disguise, not Source-recognition.

11.8.1 The Self-Model Moral Boundary Principle

The preceding analysis established three results: Self-Model Inversion generates contrast categories for every positive self-attribution; these contrast categories are stigmatised, externalised, and essentialised; and moral vocabulary attaches to them, transforming descriptive labels into permission infrastructure for targeting.

The Self-Model is not self-generated. It is substantially constituted through M-contaminated comparison. In any relationship of internal mediation, the rival is architecturally embedded in the Subject’s Self-Model as the defining reference point against which self-valuation is computed. The Individual is what the rival is not, even as (and precisely because) the rivalry produces convergence that makes the two increasingly similar. The insistence on difference is itself Confabulation, generated because “I am identical to my rival” does not achieve cognitive closure.

The chain from these results:


	The Self-Model includes M-grounded elements constitutively dependent on comparison with rivals.

	Self-Model Inversion generates contrast categories for every positive self-attribution.

	These contrast categories are stigmatised, externalised, and essentialised, treating the inverse trait as stable character rather than situational response.

	Moral vocabulary attaches to these contrast categories, transforming them from descriptive labels into permission infrastructure for targeting.

	Therefore, “evil” is not an independent ethical discovery but an architecturally predictable output of Self-Model maintenance under rivalry conditions.



This is the Self-Model Moral Boundary Principle: moral labelling of others is architecturally a function of Self-Model Inversion operating on rival-constituted identity, making the content of “evil” definitionally relative to the labelling Individual’s Self-Model.

Why evil is Individual-relative. Because the Self-Model is path-dependent (each Individual’s Belief Register is the unique product of non-commutative information encounter), and because the rival constituting the Self-Model differs across Individuals, the contrast categories generated by Self-Model Inversion differ across Individuals. The scholar whose Self-Model centres on “I pursue knowledge for its own sake” generates the contrast category “status-seeking careerist” as evil. The entrepreneur whose Self-Model centres on “I build things that matter” generates “parasitic bureaucrat” as evil. The ascetic whose Self-Model centres on “I reject material excess” generates “greedy consumer” as evil. Each is deploying the same architectural operation on a different Self-Model substrate, producing a different moral taxonomy.

The double standard (similar others have behaviour attributed to A or I sources, while different others have behaviour attributed to stigmatised quasi-M sources) is therefore not a bias layered on top of moral reasoning. It is moral reasoning, at least as typically practised.

Why “evil” changes across epochs. The principle’s Individual-level relativity scales to populations through Entanglement. Because Entanglement produces convergent Self-Models within reference groups (shared M-weighted valuations stabilised through prestige-biased transmission), populations converge not only on shared Self-Models but on shared contrast categories. When a population shares the Self-Model “we are hardworking, self-reliant, and honest,” it generates a shared contrast category “they are lazy, dependent, and dishonest.” This shared contrast category is then available as a ready-made Scapegoat Template. The Confabulation Cascade does not need to construct the accusation from scratch. The Self-Model has already generated it.

This explains a pattern that conventional moral philosophy has never accounted for: the content of “evil” undergoes wholesale revision across historical epochs, while the structural operation producing the label remains invariant.

Medieval Christendom’s Self-Model (pious, faithful, obedient to divine order) generated the contrast category “heretic, blasphemer, poisoner of wells,” and applied it to Jews, who satisfied Prey-detection criteria (a minority, visible, reciprocity-exempt) while being framed through Predator-attribution (agents of cosmic evil, poisoners, ritual murderers). When plague struck fourteenth-century Europe, populations required causal explanation for incomprehensible mass death. The true causes (bacterial infection, trade-route transmission, urban sanitation failures) exceeded computational tractability. The Agent-Based Causal Default completed the causal chain with the Scapegoat Template already in place: Jews had poisoned the wells. The Belief was sincere. Participants were not cynically deploying a convenient narrative while privately acknowledging bacterial aetiology (which was unknown). They genuinely believed the causal account. The violence was experienced as a defensive public health measure, eliminating the source of contamination.

Hutu Power’s Self-Model (hardworking cultivators, the true people of Rwanda, democratic majority) generated the contrast category “cunning, parasitic, secretly dominant,” and applied it to Tutsis. The radio propaganda of RTLM did not invent the accusation. It activated a contrast category the reference group’s Self-Model had already produced. The speed of the genocide (approximately 200,000 perpetrators mobilised in 100 days) is intelligible only if the Scapegoat Template pre-existed the crisis, requiring activation rather than construction. Documented testimony from perpetrators shows genuine conviction that Tutsis posed existential threat, that the killings were defensive necessity, that failure to participate endangered Hutu survival (Des Forges, 1999; Straus, 2006). The phenomenology was not “I know this is wrong but I must comply.” The phenomenology was “We must defend ourselves against those who would destroy us.”

Post-WWI Germany’s Self-Model (a great nation, undefeated in the field, betrayed from within) generated the contrast category “treacherous internal enemies, war profiteers, those who stabbed us in the back.” The Dolchstosslegende was not merely propaganda deployed by cynical nationalists (though it was that too). It was the architecturally predictable output of a Self-Model that could not accommodate systemic defeat without Confabulating agent-based causation, using contrast categories the Self-Model had already generated. The true causes of defeat (strategic overextension, resource exhaustion, American entry, civilian deprivation) were systemic, diffuse, and resistant to agent-based framing. They did not satisfy the cognitive demand for explanation. The Confabulation provided closure: Germany had been stabbed in the back by identifiable agents who could bear causal responsibility for incomprehensible national catastrophe.

In every case, the population experienced its moral taxonomy as discovery (“we have identified the evil among us”) rather than as production (“our Self-Model generated this label to maintain its own boundaries”). Source Opacity blocks introspective recognition that the moral label is M-generated, and Confabulation generates the narrative that the label tracks an objective property of the target rather than a structural property of the labeller.

Connection to the Scapegoat Mechanism. The Prey-selection criteria (vulnerability, visibility, reciprocity-exemption) identify who to target. The Self-Model’s contrast category supplies the Predator-framing (they embody the evil we define ourselves against). The incoherence between selection and framing is guaranteed because the framing was never derived from observation of the target. It was derived from the Self-Model’s need to maintain its own boundaries.

This is why the scapegoat is structurally helpless. Salience is computed entirely by the observing population under its own beliefs, over ambient configuration variables (appearance, group membership, bearing) the target did not choose and cannot alter; the target has no way to control the axes on which their Salience is received and calculated. What is Salient is the observer’s own, not the observed’s (the Salience-Emission Asymmetry and its refinement, Chapter 2), which is precisely why no conduct by the target can reliably dislodge a convergent hostile attribution once the population’s beliefs have fixed the axes of judgment.

The Content-independence of the Scapegoat Mechanism is therefore not merely an empirical observation that different populations target different groups. It is an architectural entailment: the content of moral labelling is generated by Self-Model Inversion operating on path-dependent Self-Models, which means the content must vary across populations whose Self-Models are constituted against different rivals and different reference groups. The mechanism (Self-Model Inversion producing contrast categories, moral vocabulary attaching to those categories, Confabulation Cascade amplifying them to population scale, Scapegoat selection following Prey-detection criteria, Predator-framing drawing on the ready-made contrast category) is invariant. The content (who is “evil”) tracks the labelling population’s Self-Model, not the target’s behaviour.



11.9 Guilt-Priming and Elevated Template Activation

The Freudian account of Projection may be empirically wrong about mechanism (repression-and-displacement), but it captures a real phenomenon: people sometimes attribute to others precisely those characteristics they are most defensive about in themselves. AIM explains this phenomenon through guilt-priming and Template activation.

Guilt-Priming Mechanism

When an Individual experiences guilt, shame, or anxiety about a particular motivation or behaviour, the relevant Templates become chronically activated; readily available in working memory and more likely to be retrieved during social inference.

Example: An Individual who suspects (at some level) that their career ambition is Mimetically driven may experience guilt when this suspicion arises. This guilt activates the career-ambition Template, making it highly accessible. When this Individual then observes another’s career behaviour, the activated Template is retrieved rapidly: “They’re doing that for status reasons.”

The mechanism is not repression-and-displacement. The Individual is not hiding uncomfortable self-knowledge and projecting it onto others. Rather:


	Guilt or anxiety activates a Template

	The activated Template is more accessible in memory

	The accessible Template is more likely to be deployed in social inference

	The Individual attributes to others whatever Template is most accessible



This explains the Freudian observation (people attribute to others what they are defensive about in themselves) without requiring the Freudian mechanism (motivated repression).

Why Guilt-Priming Is Partial Rather Than Complete

Guilt-priming activates Templates, but it does not create them. The Individual can only project Templates they possess. If they lack the M-Template entirely, guilt about M-driven desires cannot produce M-projection; it produces projection of the available Template that best approximates the anxiety.

Example: An Individual feels uncomfortable urgency about acquiring a prestigious house but lacks the M-concept. Their guilt is diffuse; they cannot name what they are anxious about because they lack the category. When they observe a neighbour purchasing a similar house, they project an available Template: “They’re trying to keep up with the Joneses” (colloquial quasi-M) or “They must have come into money and are being irresponsible” (A-adjacent moral judgment).

The projection reflects the guilt without accurately naming its source. This is why guilt-priming produces Projection that feels meaningful to the projector but remains systematically inaccurate. The Individual is projecting their anxiety, not their insight.

The Emotional Fingerprint

Guilt-priming produces a characteristic emotional signature in Projection: the Individual’s attributions about others carry affective charge that exceeds what the observed behaviour warrants. If the Individual attributes career ambition to a colleague with unusual vehemence (“They’re obviously just climbing the ladder”), the intensity of the attribution may reveal more about the projector’s own anxiety than about the colleague’s actual motivation.

This emotional fingerprint provides a diagnostic opportunity. When an Individual notices that their attributions about others carry disproportionate emotional charge, this is evidence of guilt-priming, which in turn suggests that the attributed motivation may be present in the Individual themselves, even if they cannot consciously recognise it.

The diagnostic question: Why do I care so much about their motivation? If the answer involves moral indignation, contempt, or anxiety that exceeds what the situation warrants, guilt-priming is likely operative. The Individual’s strong reaction is not about the other; it is about themselves.

Projection as Social Contagion Vector

Projection does not remain private. When an Individual attributes M-motivation to others (whether through contrast categories or guilt-priming), they typically express these attributions socially: in conversation, gossip, and public commentary. These expressed attributions become evidence for other Individuals, who incorporate them into their own social inferences.

The pathway:


	Individual A projects M-motivation onto Individual B (using stigmatised contrast category)

	Individual A expresses this attribution to Individual C

	Individual C, lacking independent evidence about B, treats A’s attribution as informative

	Individual C updates their model of B to include the attributed M-motivation

	Individual C expresses this updated model to others, propagating the attribution further



This is Confabulation contagion: inaccurate attributions propagate through social networks via the same prestige-bias and social-proof mechanisms that propagate accurate information. The attribution’s inaccuracy provides no barrier to transmission: in fact, emotionally charged attributions (which guilt-priming produces) may transmit more readily than neutral ones because they are more memorable and more socially engaging.

The collective consequence: populations converge on shared attributions about which groups are “really” M-driven, which are “authentically” I-driven, and which are “merely” A-driven. These shared attributions bear no necessary relationship to actual motivational profiles; they reflect the Templates available to the attributing population, the contrast categories that population has constructed, and the guilt-priming dynamics operative in influential members.

Movement C traces how this convergence produces the Scapegoat Mechanism.



MOVEMENT C: COLLECTIVE PATHWAY

11.10 From Individual Confabulation to Observable Expression

Movements A and B established individual-level dynamics: Confabulation as the output Ground-Resolution returns on closing an Information Gap, Projection as the same operation closing on others through Template deployment. Movement C traces the collective pathway; how individual Confabulations aggregate and propagate to produce population-scale convergence on shared (and systematically inaccurate) causal narratives.

The Observability Threshold

Individual Confabulations remain private until they cross the observability threshold: the point at which the Individual expresses their Confabulation in a form accessible to others. This expression can be:


	Verbal: Stating the Confabulation in conversation, public speech, or writing

	Behavioural: Acting on the Confabulation in ways that others can observe and interpret

	Artefactual: Creating objects, institutions, or systems that embed the Confabulation



Once expressed, the Confabulation enters the social environment as evidence that other Individuals can observe. These observers do not know that the expression is Confabulation: it appears as confident testimony about motivation, which carries evidential weight in social inference.

Why Expression Is the Default

Confabulations are not typically held privately. Several factors push toward expression:


	Social coordination demands: Others ask “Why did you do that?” and expect an answer. Failing to provide one invites negative inference (evasion, incompetence, untrustworthiness). The Confabulation provides a socially acceptable response.


	Self-Model maintenance: Expressing the Confabulation reinforces its incorporation into the Self-Model. Each time the Individual tells the story of their motivation, the story becomes more deeply embedded in their self-understanding.


	Coalition-building: Shared narratives create social bonds. When the Individual expresses a Confabulation that others recognise (“I want the best for my family” as explanation for status-seeking), they establish common ground that facilitates cooperation.


	Status-signalling: Certain Confabulations carry prestige. Expressing I-consistent motivation (“I’m passionate about my work”) signals virtue; expressing A-consistent motivation (“I need security for my children”) signals responsible parenthood. The Confabulation serves social functions beyond self-explanation.




The result: Confabulations are routinely expressed, not held privately. The social environment is saturated with confident testimony about motivation: virtually all of which is Confabulated for M-driven desires because the M-Template is absent.

Debate as Institutional Confabulation-Laundering

The debate format illustrates a specific form of institutional Confabulation-laundering. When an M-led Individual expresses a provocative position within a debate, the audience confabulates I-motivation for the speaker because the debate format is culturally coded as I-activity (truth-seeking). The format itself functions as a Confabulation-generation device at the audience level; it supplies the I-consistent Template (“they are arguing this because they believe it to be true”) that prevents M-recognition. This is the Camouflage Architecture operating through institutional design: the debate format is Layer 4 (Disciplinary Prior: “adversarial testing finds Truth”) providing camouflage for the speaker’s Source Opacity (Layer 1): the speaker cannot read the motivation from the inside, and the audience, lacking the M-Template, does not infer it from the outside. See Debate Exploitation Principle, Chapter 2.

11.11 Propagation Through Prestige-Bias and Social Proof

Once Confabulations are observable, they propagate through the same transmission mechanisms that propagate any socially available information: prestige-bias and social proof. Those transmission mechanisms are the Propagation Pathways: prestige-biased learning, social proof, and mimetic template transmission, through which individually generated Confabulations achieve collective uptake.

Prestige-Biased Transmission

Humans preferentially attend to, remember, and transmit information from high-prestige sources. This bias is adaptive: in ancestral environments, high-prestige individuals typically possessed useful knowledge or skills, so attending to them was informationally efficient.

In the context of Confabulation propagation:


	High-prestige Individuals express their Confabulations

	These Confabulations receive disproportionate attention due to prestige-bias

	Observers incorporate the Confabulations into their own understanding (both of the prestigious Individual’s motivation and of motivation generally)

	The Confabulations propagate to others who defer to the observers



Example: A successful entrepreneur explains their motivation as “building something meaningful” (I-consistent Confabulation for what may include substantial M-components). This explanation receives wide attention because the entrepreneur is prestigious. Observers incorporate the explanation into their understanding of entrepreneurial motivation. When asked about their own entrepreneurial ambitions, they deploy the same Template: “I want to build something meaningful.”

The prestige-biased transmission does not track accuracy: it tracks prestige. A Confabulation from a prestigious source propagates regardless of whether it accurately describes the prestigious Individual’s motivation. The transmission mechanism is indifferent to Truth.

Social Proof

Beyond prestige-bias, humans use social proof, the frequency of a Belief or behaviour in the population, as evidence of its validity. If many people express a particular Confabulation, observers infer that the Confabulation is likely accurate. This inference is often valid: widespread Beliefs frequently (though not always) reflect reality.

But in the context of Confabulation, social proof creates a pathological feedback loop:


	Many Individuals express the same Confabulation (because they share the same Template constraints)

	Observers note the frequency and infer validity

	Observers adopt the Confabulation for themselves

	The Confabulation becomes more frequent, providing stronger social proof

	The cycle accelerates



This is the Confabulation Cascade: shared Template constraints produce shared Confabulations, which achieve social proof, which reinforces the Confabulations, which further constrains available Templates. The cascade converges toward population-wide consensus on narratives that were never accurate but that now appear obviously true because everyone believes them.

The Cascade Does Not Self-Correct

Standard epistemology assumes that false Beliefs eventually collide with reality and are corrected. This assumption fails for Confabulation Cascades because:


	No phenomenological disconfirmation: Acting on M-driven desires does not reveal their Mimetic source. The house is purchased; the credential is obtained; the status marker is acquired. The behaviour “succeeds” in the sense of achieving its object, so the Confabulated motivation is not disconfirmed.


	Social reinforcement: Others affirm the Confabulation. When the Individual says “I bought this house for my family’s security,” others nod approvingly. There is no social pressure to revise.


	Absence of alternative Templates: Even if the Individual experienced vague dissatisfaction after acquisition (the house does not provide expected fulfilment), they lack the conceptual vocabulary to interpret this dissatisfaction as evidence of Mimetic origin. The dissatisfaction is attributed to other factors (“I’m stressed at work,” “the neighbourhood isn’t quite right”) rather than to Source misattribution.


	Sunk-cost reinforcement: Having acted on the Confabulation, the Individual is motivated to maintain it. Revising the narrative requires acknowledging that the decision was not what it appeared: a psychologically costly admission. Confabulation persistence is the path of least resistance.




The Confabulation Cascade is therefore stable in the absence of external intervention. It will not self-correct through ordinary social epistemology. This is why the Knowledge Patch requires deliberate dissemination; accurate Source-recognition will not emerge spontaneously from social dynamics that actively reinforce Confabulation.

11.12 The Scapegoat Mechanism as Collective Completion

The Confabulation Cascade explains how populations converge on shared narratives about individual motivation. When populations experience shared felt deficit, the Confabulation Cascade completes as a Grievance Belief, the convergent identification of a Scapegoat as responsible for the collective condition. The remainder of §11.12 derives this completion as the coupled-loop’s behaviour at the collective scale, then threads the chapter’s existing empirical illustrations and historical examples into the four substeps the derivation specifies.

The Scapegoat Mechanism, A Coupled-Loop Derivation

The Scapegoat Mechanism is the collective-scale expression of the AIM Operational Loop (Chapter 2; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.9) operating under conditions of extreme M-Hypothesis Space impoverishment across a population of Individuals in internal mediation. It is the point at which the mechanism that produces individual Object Parasitism (Chapter 2, Object Parasitism; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.11), iterated across a reference group under rivalry-escalating conditions, generates a collective output that neither any single Individual nor any institutional structure has consciously designed. The derivation proceeds through four steps, each of which is an application of the coupled loop specified at Chapter 4, Section 4.4.9.

Step one, continuous M-assessment of Individuals as Objects

M operates continuously whenever the Individual is conscious, assessing the perceived Object field along the dimensions its conditional priors supply. Among the Objects M assesses are other Individuals, because by the Individual-as-Object Principle (Chapter 8, §8.10) every Individual is an Object in every other Individual’s Decision Hub. Under internal mediation, the other Individuals in a reference group are assessed as Models whose valuations, pursuits, and comparative positions are continuously tracked. M does not decide which Objects matter, it assesses all Objects continuously, and it does so with greater Salience for Objects on which M’s distinctive social-world input stream converges.

In a reference group of Individuals in internal mediation, each Individual is therefore a Model whose behaviour, pursuits, and valuations the others are continuously tracking. This is not a pathological state, it is the ordinary operation of M under conditions of sustained social proximity. The Individuals’ mutual Model-tracking is what produces the coordination, cultural learning, and social cohesion the chapter has treated in its Positive Mimesis material, and it is what makes collective action possible.

Step two, iterated fast-path Confabulation Cascades

Within the reference group, each Individual’s Decision Hub integrates their A-signals, M’s Salience assessments, and I’s ongoing resolutions into Common-Currency Scalars and tag-strips during integration (Chapter 2, Decision Hub and Source Opacity; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.0). Each Individual’s I performs Bayesian ground-resolution on the integrated scalars under whatever Hypothesis Space it holds. Where I’s Hypothesis Space about M is well-populated and the M-Hypothesis has not been outweighed by an A-ground or I-ground attribution the group repeatedly restates, M-Salience tracking the mutual comparative position of group members is recognised as such, and the ground-resolution proceeds accurately. Where I’s Hypothesis Space about M is impoverished, the Confabulation Rationality Lemma (§11.2) applies, and I returns a Confabulated A-ground or I-ground. The Confabulated ground attributes the Salience to a property of the Object, typically another Individual, and the Decision Hub initiates acquisition, defensive, or approach behaviour on that ground.

The other Individuals in the reference group observe this behaviour. M’s continuous conditional assessment integrates the observed behaviour into the social-world input stream for the next cycle. If the observed behaviour appears to value an Object, the Object carries higher Salience for the observers. If the observed behaviour appears to treat another Individual as threatening, the observers’ M-assessment updates that Individual’s Model-tracking data in the direction of threat-Salience. I’s prior-maintenance function, running on the slow path, updates the observers’ priors about M accordingly, and the next fast-path cycle runs with those updated priors.

This is the Confabulation Cascade at the interpersonal scale, treated formally in Chapter 13, Section 13.4. Each Individual’s Confabulated ground re-enters the reference group as observed evidence, which updates the other Individuals’ priors, which condition the next round of M-assessment and I-resolution. Under well-populated M-Hypothesis Spaces, the Confabulation Cascade is dampened by I’s recognition that observed behaviour partially reflects the other Individual’s M-tracking rather than genuine A-deficit or I-opportunity, and the loop stabilises on accurate ground-attributions. Under impoverished M-Hypothesis Spaces, the Confabulation Cascade is self-amplifying, because each Individual’s Confabulated ground is observed by the others as genuine, and the others’ Bayesian updating updates their priors accordingly.

Step three, convergent Confabulated attribution under collapsing differentiation

As the Confabulation Cascade iterates, each Individual’s M-assessment detects increasing Salience on the comparative-position dimension, rivalry phenomenology intensifies (Rival-Constitution Principle, Chapter 8 §8.10.3), and differentiation between the Individuals’ positions begins to collapse. The collapse is not a loss of actual differences, it is a compression of the differences that M’s comparative-position templates can distinguish under the Confabulation Cascade’s conditions. As differentiation collapses, the set of candidate Confabulated grounds available to each Individual’s I narrows, because I’s Bayesian updating operates over Hypotheses about why the Salience is as intense as it is, and the Hypothesis Space about M is by supposition impoverished.

Under these conditions, I’s Bayesian updating in each Individual converges on the Confabulated attribution that locates the cause of the rivalry-Salience in an external agent. This is Projection (§11.7) operating at the collective scale. The attribution is Confabulated because the actual cause is the Confabulation Cascade itself, the iterated operation of M-assessment and I-resolution under impoverished priors, and the Confabulation Cascade is distributed across the reference group rather than locatable in any single Individual or external agent. But I has no Hypothesis for distributed Cascade-causation in an impoverished Hypothesis Space, so it returns the most probable available Hypothesis, which is agent-based causation located in a specific Individual or sub-group.

The convergence is convergent across Individuals. Each Individual’s I runs the same Bayesian updating over a similar Hypothesis Space against similar observed evidence, and therefore each Individual’s I returns a similar Confabulated attribution. The reference group’s Individuals converge on the same external agent as the Confabulated cause. The convergence is not coordinated, it is the coincident output of similar Bayesian resolutions under similar conditions, which is why it operates without conscious collusion and why it is experienced by each Individual as the self-evident Truth of the situation rather than as a shared misattribution.

The convergent selection of the scapegoat therefore does not require any Individual to originate the selection. The selection is generated by the coupled loop operating at the collective scale, and it completes when the proportion of the reference group whose I-resolutions have converged on the same Confabulated target reaches a threshold sufficient for collective action. Girard’s observation that scapegoat selection is convergent rather than arbitrary is, on this derivation, architecturally necessary rather than empirically contingent.

Step four, collective discharge and loop reset

The collective discharge of aggression against the scapegoat is a system-wide event at the level of the reference group. The discharge produces an immediate and substantial change in the comparative-position data M is tracking, because one Model has been removed from the Reference Set, the configuration of valuations across the remaining Individuals has shifted, and the observed behaviour of the group has undergone a phase transition from rivalrous to coordinated. M’s continuous conditional assessment registers this phase transition as a reduction in comparative-position Salience, because the reference-group configuration that was generating the Salience has been disrupted.

I’s prior-maintenance, running on the slow path, updates accordingly. The scapegoat, having been expelled or destroyed, is re-categorised in each Individual’s priors about M as a Model for what-not-to-be, an anti-Model whose Salience is now negative rather than positive. The rivalry subsides because the M-assessment conditions that generated it have been substantively altered, not because the Confabulation Cascade has been corrected. I’s Hypothesis Space about M has not been enriched, no new M-Hypothesis has been added, no Knowledge Patch has been applied. What has changed is the configuration of the Object field over which M’s continuous assessment operates.

This accounts for the temporary character of the catharsis Girard observed, and it accounts for the centrality of ritual sacrifice in archaic religion, treated below in the historical-pattern subsections. The Confabulation Cascade’s underlying conditions (the reference group’s internal mediation, the population’s impoverished M-Hypothesis Spaces, the continuous operation of M-assessment and I-resolution) remain in place. The loop has been reset by the disruption of the Object field, not by the correction of the ground-resolution failure that produced the Confabulation Cascade. M resumes its continuous assessment, I resumes its Bayesian resolution over the same impoverished priors, and the Confabulation Cascade begins accumulating again over time. The scapegoat is replaced, eventually, as the Confabulation Cascade’s next iteration converges on a new target under the same architectural conditions.

The discharge is therefore not the destruction of the Salience the Confabulation Cascade had accumulated but its conversion: into collective action against the scapegoat, and into a reconfigured Reference Set whose new comparative-position data is what M registers as reduced Salience. This is the same conservation that holds at every other stage of the M-channel’s operation (the Salience-Status Identity and the Status-Premium Duality, Chapter 2; Chapter 8 §8.12); the accumulated quantity is never annihilated, only transformed, here into discharge and a re-armed loop, which is why the Confabulation Cascade resumes rather than terminates.

The derivation’s structural consequences

Three consequences follow. First, the Scapegoat Mechanism is not a failure of any single component in the AIM architecture. Each component is operating within its specification, A signals deficits, M assesses the Object field continuously, the Decision Hub integrates and tag-strips, I performs Bayesian resolution over its Hypothesis Space, and the slow path updates priors from observed behaviour. The mechanism is the architectural output of the coupled loop operating at the collective scale under the specific condition of population-wide M-Hypothesis Space impoverishment.

Second, the Mechanism is unconscious at both scales. No single Individual’s I-resolution represents the Confabulation Cascade’s distributed causation as a Hypothesis, because the Hypothesis is not in the impoverished Hypothesis Space. No collective deliberation occurs, because the convergence on the scapegoat is the coincident output of parallel Bayesian resolutions, not a coordinated decision. The Individuals experience the scapegoat’s guilt as self-evident and the collective action as righteous, because that is what their I-resolutions return.

Third, the Mechanism is recurrent rather than eliminable in the absence of intervention. The loop’s reset does not modify the conditions that produced the Confabulation Cascade, and the subsequent iterations regenerate it. The architecturally available intervention is the Knowledge Patch (Chapter 18), which enriches I’s Hypothesis Space about M so that Bayesian updating can return the distributed-Cascade Hypothesis rather than converging on agent-based Confabulated attribution. Subcriticality Maintenance, treated in Chapter 18, is the ongoing practice of keeping I’s M-Hypothesis Space populated at the population scale, so that Cascades are dampened before they accumulate to scapegoat-generating intensity.

The remainder of §11.12 elaborates this derivation. The Collective Information Gap subsection redescribes Step two’s conditions in terms of the cognitive demand for explanation that drives the Confabulation Cascade’s iteration. The Highest-Likelihood Completion subsection redescribes Step three’s convergent attribution in selection-and-framing terms (the prey-selection criteria and predator-attribution that the Dual-Role Confabulation signature in §11.19 will diagnose). Historical Pattern Recognition and the Dreyfus case study illustrate Step three across periods. The PM Production Cost Asymmetry subsection identifies an additional gradient that compounds the loop’s attractiveness for the Confabulation Cascade’s most active participants.

The Collective Information Gap

Chapter 10 established that human causal inference is optimised for detecting agents, not systems. When an Individual asks “Why am I experiencing this deficit?” the brain searches for an agent who is blocking, taking, or threatening. Systemic causes (diffuse institutional processes, emergent market dynamics, preconscious Mimetic transmission) exceed the computational capacity of the causal-inference system and are therefore structurally unavailable as default explanatory completions (Chapter 4, Section 4.3.9).

This Agent-Based Causal Default operates at collective as well as individual scale. When a population experiences shared felt deficit (economic strain, status anxiety, resource scarcity), the collective question “Why are we experiencing this?” demands an answer. But the collective question faces the same Information Gap as the individual question:


	True causes may be systemically diffuse (distributed across thousands of institutional nodes)

	True causes may be temporally distributed (accumulated over decades, not immediate)

	True causes may involve M-dynamics that exceed computational tractability (Entanglement, Mimetic transmission, Object Parasitism)



The population’s causal-inference systems do not spontaneously generate these causes as default explanatory completions. But the demand for explanation persists; downstream processes (threat response, collective action, political mobilisation) require a causal model to proceed.

The Scapegoat as Highest-Likelihood Completion

Given the Agent-Based Causal Default and the Information Gap, the Scapegoat emerges as the highest-likelihood completion:


	Agent-attribution is required: The cognitive architecture demands an agent-based answer

	Accurate attribution is not the default: True systemic causes are structurally unavailable as default explanatory completions, so their formation is rare rather than impossible (Chapter 4, Sections 4.3.9 and 4.3.10)

	Confabulation fills the gap: I’s Bayesian ground-resolution function returns an agent-based narrative using available Templates, the M-Hypothesis being absent from the candidate list

	Social proof selects the target: The agent-attribution that achieves widest social proof becomes the consensus explanation



This completion is the acute, crisis-mode form of the Agentic Precedence Principle (Chapter 10). The Agentic Precedence Principle establishes that agent-attribution is the standing default for any opaque causal domain; the Scapegoat Mechanism is what the default produces when the opacity is sudden, the suffering is mass, and the Information Gap is therefore at its widest and most urgent.

The paradigm case is epidemic disease before its systemic account existed. A plague presented exactly the conditions the Agentic Precedence Principle specifies (a large, fast, lethal harm of unseen cause) and the architecture returned an agent: the wrath of a god (the propitiation limb) or the malice of a poisoner (the scapegoating limb). The medieval blaming of Jews as well-poisoners during the Black Death is the completion run to its violent conclusion: agent-attribution under a maximal Information Gap selecting a prey-criterion target and framing it through predator-attribution. Germ theory is the systemic account that, once available and trusted, closed that gap and removed the completion’s occasion; where the gap is reopened, by a novel pathogen, or by the refusal of an available account, the completion returns, which is why epidemic scapegoating recurs. The disease case is not one illustration among many but the cleanest, because it is the domain in which the systemic account arrived decisively enough to show the Mechanism switching off as the Information Gap closed.

The Scapegoat is therefore not selected randomly. Selection follows predictable criteria established by the Four-Type Agent Taxonomy (Chapter 10):


	Predators: Agents perceived as threatening, dangerous, taking

	Collaborators: Agents perceived as helpful, reciprocating, giving

	Rivals: Agents perceived as competing for the same resources

	Prey: Agents perceived as vulnerable, extractable, reciprocity-exempt



The Scapegoat is selected through prey-detection criteria: vulnerability, visibility, and reciprocity-exemption. Vulnerable populations can be targeted without triggering overwhelming retaliation. Visible populations are cognitively available as attribution targets. Reciprocity-exempt populations (those outside the in-group’s exchange networks) can be targeted without disrupting valuable cooperative relationships.

But the Scapegoat is framed through predator-attribution: the target is described as threatening, taking, blocking, causing the deficit. This framing is required because targeting a vulnerable population as vulnerable would be experienced as aggression. The predator-frame transforms aggression into defence.

This is the Dual-Role Confabulation: the Scapegoat is selected as prey but framed as predator. The selection and framing operate through different cognitive systems and point in opposite directions: a structural incoherence that is diagnostic of Confabulation.

Historical Pattern Recognition

The Scapegoat Mechanism is historical pattern. Across cultures and centuries, populations under stress have converged on Grievance Beliefs that exhibit the prey-selection/predator-framing structure:

Medieval Europe: Jewish communities were selected as Scapegoats during plague, famine, and economic strain. Selection followed prey-criteria: Jews were a numerical minority, legally vulnerable, and outside Christian reciprocity networks. Framing followed predator-attribution: Jews were accused of poisoning wells, spreading plague, controlling finance, and conspiring against Christendom.

Early 20th Century Germany: Jewish populations were again selected following military defeat, economic collapse, and national humiliation. Selection criteria were identical: numerical minority, legally targetable, outside dominant ethnic networks. Framing was predator-attribution: international conspiracy, financial manipulation, cultural corruption, existential threat to the German nation.

Contemporary Patterns: Immigration debates in multiple countries exhibit the same structure. Immigrant populations are selected through prey-criteria: legal precarity, linguistic isolation, outside established reciprocity networks. Framing is predator-attribution: “taking our jobs,” “threatening our culture,” “draining our resources.”

In each case, the diagnostic question reveals the Dual-Role Confabulation: If they are as powerful and threatening as described, why can we target them without expecting overwhelming retaliation? Genuine predators cannot be safely persecuted by populations lacking overwhelming military advantage. The fact that persecution proceeds reveals that the target was selected as prey regardless of predator-framing.

The Dreyfus Affair: A Worked Case Study

The Dreyfus Affair (1894–1906) provides a detailed case study of the Scapegoat Mechanism in operation.

Context: France in the 1890s experienced collective felt deficit: military humiliation from the Franco-Prussian War (1870–71), political instability, economic anxiety, and nationalist fervour seeking outlet. The question “Why is France diminished?” demanded an agent-based answer.

Selection (Prey-Criteria): Captain Alfred Dreyfus was a Jewish officer in the French Army: a member of a religious minority with historical vulnerability, visible due to his military position, and perceived as outside the Catholic-nationalist reciprocity network that defined “true” French identity.

Framing (Predator-Attribution): Dreyfus was accused of espionage, selling military secrets to Germany. The accusation framed him as an active threat to national security, a traitor whose actions explained French vulnerability. The predator-frame transformed what was actually targeting of a vulnerable minority into defence of the nation against internal enemies.

Evidence of Confabulation: The evidence against Dreyfus was fabricated and contradictory. When evidence of his innocence emerged, the military establishment doubled down rather than revising the attribution. This is the Bayesian compounding predicted by AIM: each Confabulation becomes a prior for subsequent interpretation, and disconfirming evidence is assigned low likelihood because it conflicts with the entrenched narrative.

Dual-Role Signature: Dreyfus was simultaneously described as a powerful agent of international conspiracy (predator-framing) and targeted precisely because he was a politically vulnerable Jewish officer who could be convicted without the resources to effectively resist (prey-selection). The incoherence is diagnostic.

Resolution: The Affair was eventually resolved not through spontaneous self-correction but through deliberate intervention; the work of Émile Zola, Georges Clemenceau, and others who applied external pressure to force re-examination of evidence. This confirms AIM’s prediction: Confabulation Cascades do not self-correct; they require intervention that disrupts the social proof dynamics maintaining the false attribution.

The PM Production Cost Asymmetry Compounds Scapegoating’s Attractiveness

The PM Production Cost Asymmetry compounds the Scapegoat Mechanism’s attractiveness. Scapegoating is not merely a cognitive error produced by the Information Gap; it is also an M-rational strategy for the scapegoater. Identifying and targeting a scapegoat generates PM through hatred at near-zero cost: the accuser need demonstrate no competence, produce no achievement, and sustain no I-led engagement. They need only point and condemn. The PM yield is immediate: the audience’s hostile engagement with the accusation registers as social Salience for the accuser, and Valence-Neutral Status ensures this Salience is neurologically equivalent to admiration-derived Status. This is why demagogues gravitate toward scapegoat narratives: the narratives generate PM more cheaply than any alternative Status-pathway, while Confabulation ensures the demagogue sincerely believes they are performing moral duty rather than extracting PM.

11.13 The Humanisation Null Hypothesis and the Architectural Cost of Dehumanisation

The scapegoat derivation raises a question the literature on dehumanisation has not successfully answered. If ordinary moral consideration of other persons rests on recognising their humanity, why is the revocation of that recognition so cheap, so fast, and so reliably producible under propaganda conditions? The standard answers (moral disengagement mechanisms, dispositional factors, propaganda effects) describe the phenomenon without explaining its architectural cost, and they leave the rapid transition from moral consideration to moral exclusion as a puzzle that must be filled in by contingent psychological or social variables.

The Humanisation Null Hypothesis (HNH) resolves the puzzle by reversing its polarity. The transition is cheap because nothing substantive is being removed. There is no humanisation layer in the Decision Hub that propaganda must deconstruct, because the Decision Hub does not perform a humanisation operation in the first place. Other Individuals appear in the Decision Hub as Objects, valued through A-I-M decomposition (Individual-as-Object Principle), and Source Opacity (Axiom 3) ensures that even if some upstream circuit did flag an Object as human, that flag would not survive common-currency integration into the scalar subjective-value signal. What produces the phenomenology we retrospectively call moral consideration is the Agent-Type classification (Axiom 9), which assigns that Individual-Object a position in a four-dimensional vector whose basis vectors are Collaborator-weight (C), Rival-weight (R), Predator-weight (X), and Prey-weight (Y), each of which carries its own distinct reciprocity structure (C generates reciprocity-of-cooperation, R generates reciprocity-of-contest, X generates reciprocity-of-threat-response, and Y generates reciprocity-of-extraction), with the moral consideration applied to the Object being the weighted combination of the four basis profiles under the current vector coordinates. The vector formalism and its three properties are specified in the subsection immediately following.

Moral consideration is not a binary output of the classifier and not a discrete four-state output. It is the continuous weighted sum of four basis-profile contents under the classifier’s current vector coordinates for the Individual-Object in question. Collaborator-weighted content carries cooperation, shared undertaking, solidarity, and fairness. Rival-weighted content carries recognition as a worthy opponent, honour-in-contest, and the conventions governing fair combat, violations of which (such as betrayal or striking from concealment) are experienced as moral violations in their own right. Predator-weighted content licences defensive force under specific constraints (proportionality, the prohibition on gratuitous cruelty even toward attackers, restraint once the threat is neutralised) and activates the community’s protective obligations toward those the Object threatens. Prey-weighted content carries the extraction-ethics profile visible in hunting and pastoral traditions (the prohibition on wastefulness, the requirement of clean kills, stewardship obligations, ritual acknowledgements offered to the animal taken, and the distinction between legitimate extraction and gratuitous cruelty).

The actual moral consideration applied to an Individual-Object is the vector-weighted blend of these four contents, and because most real Objects carry non-zero weight on more than one axis, the phenomenology typically reflects a blend rather than the pure content of any single basis profile. Prey-dominant vectors carry moral content, as do the other three. What varies across the vector’s coordinate space is the weighted structure of the moral consideration produced, not its presence or absence.

Dehumanisation, on this account, is a redistribution of weight across the Agent-Type vector, not a reclassification between discrete categories and not a stripping of moral consideration. The out-group Individual-Object’s vector coordinates are updated under the incoming observable evidence (propaganda, conflict behaviour, institutional signalling, prior-group dynamics, and the physical and contextual cues the classifier reads directly from the Object’s presentation), and weight flows from C (or R) toward X or Y. The A-I-M decomposition updates continuously with the vector, because the moral profile applied to the Object at any moment is the weighted sum of the four basis-profile contents under the current vector coordinates. As X-weight rises, PA is increasingly dominated by threat-response content, PI inverts toward the Object as a source of danger rather than engagement, and PM inverts as the Object accrues negative status signal as a threat to the community. As Y-weight rises, PA is increasingly dominated by extraction, PI collapses, and PM collapses or inverts as the Object moves below or outside the status-comparison space. The phenomenology changes because the weighted sum changes, not because a discrete switch has been thrown.

The humanisation-first view’s puzzle was why moral consideration could be suspended so easily. The vector reformulation’s answer is that moral consideration is never suspended, it is continuously recomputed, and the weights along the four axes move under evidence at rates that threat-detection and resource-detection circuits were selected to make fast in the X- and Y-directions and slow in the C- and R-directions. The moral content produced by an X- or Y-dominant vector is incompatible with the moral content produced by a C- or R-dominant vector, but incompatibility between weighted sums at different coordinates is not the same thing as the absence of moral consideration at any of them.

The asymmetry between dehumanisation and rehumanisation follows directly from the vector formalism. Weight flows toward X and Y fast because threat-detection and resource-detection circuits were selected to err on the side of false positives, which is why propaganda can redistribute substantial weight along those axes in weeks. Weight flows toward C and R slowly because accumulating reciprocity-evidence and contest-evidence under Source Opacity requires sustained behavioural exposure, which non-behavioural observable cues cannot substitute for, with Confabulation actively generating alternative explanations for the observed reciprocity throughout the accumulation process. This is why reconciliation takes generations and why the architectural cost of post-conflict recovery is systematically underestimated by frameworks that presuppose a humanisation baseline could be restored. What must be rebuilt is not a humanisation layer but the observable-evidence environment that drives the vector’s weight back toward C- and R-dominance along the specific axis the post-conflict relationship requires, and the rebuilding must proceed at the architecturally slow rate the C- and R-axes impose.

11.13.1 The Four-Way Agent-Type Vector

The preceding paragraph lists Collaborator, Rival, Predator, and Prey as four categories, and the remainder of the HNH section is written in language that at times treats these as discrete assignments, an Individual-Object “is” a Collaborator, “is reclassified as” Prey, and so on. That language is a presentational convenience and should not be read as the architectural claim. The architectural claim is that the Agent-Type classifier does not output a single category label. It outputs a position in a four-dimensional vector space whose basis vectors are Collaborator-weight (C), Rival-weight (R), Predator-weight (X), and Prey-weight (Y), and whose coordinates are the instantaneous weights the classifier assigns to each basis vector for a given Individual-Object given the observable evidence currently available. Observable evidence in this sense includes both behavioural evidence (what the Object has been observed to do, cooperate, contest, threaten, yield) and non-behavioural observable evidence (physical attributes such as size, speed, armament, visible group affiliation, proximity, apparent reproductive or resource value, and other perceptible properties that the classifier’s ancestral circuitry was selected to read directly from the Object’s presentation). Behavioural and non-behavioural evidence contribute jointly to the vector’s coordinates, with their relative weights governed by the classifier’s conditional priors under the current context.

The vector formalism is required because any real Individual-Object carries qualities that situate it differently along each of the four dimensions simultaneously. A trading partner from another community may carry substantial C-weight through sustained exchange, non-trivial R-weight through competition over shared markets, residual X-weight through the history of prior conflict and any physical indicators of coercive capacity, and a small but non-zero Y-weight through asymmetric bargaining position. A colleague may be largely C-weighted with an R-component that tracks competition for the same promotion. A pet dog carries the Collaborator-with-parent-child subtype (the Collaborator subtypes are derived at Chapter 9, Section 9.16) at high weight with negligible weights on the other three dimensions. An enemy combatant may carry high X-weight with a non-trivial R-component inherited from the pre-conflict relationship and residual C-weight from shared institutions or alliances that have not yet fully decohered. Discrete-category language approximates these positions by reporting the dominant dimension, and for many expository purposes the approximation is adequate, but the underlying architectural quantity is the full four-vector.

Five properties of the vector follow from the coupled-loop architecture already developed in this chapter.

First, the weights are continuous and real-valued, not Boolean. An Individual-Object’s C-weight can be 0.8, its R-weight 0.15, its X-weight 0.04, and its Y-weight 0.01, and the moral profile applied to that Object is the profile-weighted sum of the four reciprocity contents rather than the content of any single profile in isolation. The reciprocity-of-cooperation, reciprocity-of-contest, reciprocity-of-threat-response, and reciprocity-of-extraction profiles are the four basis-profile contents, and the actual moral consideration applied to any given Individual-Object is their weighted combination under the current vector coordinates.

Second, the weights are dynamic and evidence-responsive. Observable evidence accumulating through encounter and interaction (behavioural evidence from what the Object does, together with non-behavioural evidence from the Object’s physical and contextual presentation) redistributes probability mass across the four dimensions, with the redistribution rates governed by the same Bayesian updating operation M and I perform over all other Object-properties. The asymmetric rates noted later in this section (redistribution toward X and Y is fast because threat-detection and resource-detection err on the side of false positives, redistribution toward C and R is slow because it requires sustained evidence accumulated under Source Opacity conditions) apply to the rates at which weight flows along the four axes of the vector, not to transitions between discrete states. Non-behavioural observable evidence is particularly consequential for the speed of X- and Y-axis movement, because physical threat cues and vulnerability cues can drive rapid weight redistribution on the basis of a single exposure, whereas C- and R-axis movement requires the slower accumulation of behavioural evidence through repeated interaction.

Third, the vector is computed Individual-Object by Individual-Object, and its coordinates reflect the Individual’s local evidence history for that specific Object rather than any population-level stereotype. This is why selective reclassification within slave-holding societies is architecturally predicted rather than anomalous (the master’s vector for a specific household servant can carry high C-weight while the population-level stereotype-driven vector for the enslaved population remains Y-dominant), why first-contact classifications vary across specific encounters within the same contact event, and why rehumanisation proceeds Individual-by-Individual rather than at the population level. The population-level “stereotype” is a time-averaged and evidence-averaged vector inherited from cultural transmission, which conditions the priors under which each specific-Object vector is computed but does not override the specific-Object evidence that accumulates through direct encounter.

Fourth, when the vector is used to decide how much can be taken from an Individual-Object, a misreading of the weights produces an error whose direction is predictable in advance (Appendix A, Section A.11.5). The calculation is simple. The Individual estimates what the counterpart is worth to extract from, and then subtracts the expected cost of extracting it, chiefly the risk that the counterpart will resist or retaliate (Appendix A, Section A.11.1). That resistance cost is carried by the counterpart’s standing as an agent: a counterpart read as a genuine agent, one that can flee, refuse, retaliate, or coordinate with others, carries a real cost in the estimate, and a counterpart read as a mere Object, an inert resource that cannot answer back, carries almost none. The estimate is only as good as the reading it rests on.

Because it is the Object reading that discounts the cost of resistance, the sign of any misreading follows from how much agenthood the reading assigns. Reading a counterpart as less capable of resistance than it truly is, sliding it toward the Object pole, drops a cost that belongs in the estimate and makes the estimate too high. The Individual believes more can be safely taken than the situation allows, and acts on that belief until the resistance the estimate had discounted actually arrives. Reading a counterpart as more adversarial than it truly is makes the opposite error: the estimate comes out too low, and the Individual holds back from an engagement that was in fact safe. The mistake is not random noise. It has a sign, set by which way the reading is wrong, and its size grows with the size of the misreading.

The upward error is the more consequential, and it is a familiar one. A bully treats a victim as someone who will not resist, presses further and further, and is eventually surprised when the victim fights back, finds allies, or reports the conduct. A ruler treats the peasantry as an endless resource rather than as people who can organise, extracts more and more on the assumption that they will not resist, and provokes the revolt the assumption had ruled out. A child treats the family cat as a toy that cannot object, pulls its tail once too often, and is scratched. In each case the capacity to resist was real all along; the error was in reading the counterpart as though it were not there.

Fifth, the vector is computed in two limbs of the architecture’s loop rather than at a single locus, and the second property’s asymmetric rates and the third’s conditioning both follow from where each limb sits. The Observer’s limb assigns the Individual-Object a salience weight on what its presentation supplies, upstream of the fast loop (Appendix A, Section A.2.1), and operates inside the Preconscious Transmission window rather than at deliberative speed (Section 4.4.8). The Thinker’s limb carries the same vector as an Agent-Type hypothesis in the Hypothesis Space over which the Bayesian update operates, entering as a prior rather than as a change to the update’s mechanics (Appendix A, Section A.5.6). The limbs communicate through the Decision Hub in one direction and the Belief Register in the other.

The loop runs in both directions, and which direction is running distinguishes a first encounter from a later one. Where the Individual holds no hypothesis for the Individual-Object, the Observer’s read is conditioned by the inherited population-level template alone, and the Thinker’s resolution of the resulting Scalar commits the first specific-Object vector. Where a hypothesis is already held, it conditions the read before the read is made.

A coordinate that presentation can move is moved in the Observer’s limb, at the shortest time constant in the architecture; a coordinate requiring behavioural evidence accumulated across encounters is moved in the Thinker’s, at the longest (Appendix A, Section A.5.6). X and Y are the coordinates presentation supplies; C and R are not. The rate asymmetry is therefore an implementation property of the loop as well as a selection result.

Judgments of aggressiveness and related traits formed on a hundred-millisecond exposure to an unfamiliar face correlate with the judgments the same perceivers make with no time limit, and further exposure raises confidence without altering the judgment (Willis & Todorov, 2006). Dominance judgments from facial glimpses are above chance from forty milliseconds and gain no accuracy from longer viewing (Rule, Adams, & Ambady, 2012). A threat judgment is recoverable from parametrically varied facial cues alone, decomposing onto dimensions of valence and dominance (Oosterhof & Todorov, 2008).

The remainder of the HNH section should be read with this vector architecture in mind. Phrases such as “classified as Prey” should be understood as “Y-dominant in the vector for this Individual-Object under the evidence available to this classifier at this time”, and phrases such as “reclassification from Prey to Predator” should be understood as “redistribution of weight from Y toward X along the vector’s axes, driven by updated observable evidence”. Where the discrete-category language is retained in what follows, it is retained for readability and should be interpreted against the vector formalism specified here.

11.14 First-Contact Cases as Diagnostic Evidence for HNH

Empirical evidence for the Humanisation Null Hypothesis comes from first-contact encounters between human populations whose Agent-Type classifiers have no prior Collaborator or Rival assignment to apply. The first-contact scenario is diagnostically powerful because it strips away every candidate humanisation mechanism the standard dehumanisation literature relies on. There is no propaganda campaign, no sustained out-group vilification, no generations of cultural conditioning, no prior conflict history. There are simply two populations whose classifiers must assign a category on limited observational evidence.

If humanisation were a positive cognitive operation, first contact should produce provisional humanisation followed by either its maintenance or its revocation. The empirical record shows nothing of the sort. It shows immediate Agent-Type assignment on the basis of behavioural cues, technological capacity, and resource-competition signals, with the profile-appropriate moral consideration flowing downstream from the category assignment rather than from any species-recognition event. That is precisely the architectural sequence HNH predicts.

The Australian case is the paradigm example. The British colonists arriving in 1788 did not perform a humanisation operation on Aboriginal peoples and then strip it away. Their Agent-Type classifier processed the encountered population through the same circuits that processed the continent’s fauna, and the assignment it produced (Prey, in the resource-extraction sense, with occasional reclassification as Predator when resistance was mounted) was a direct output of the species-general machinery running on the available evidence. The terra nullius doctrine was not a legal fiction imposed over a prior moral recognition. It was the legal ratification of the Y-dominant vector the colonists’ architecture had already performed, and the paternalistic colonial frameworks that emerged over the 19th century (protectionism, missionary-led welfare, stewardship-adjacent administration) were the extraction-ethics moral profile applied to a human population Y-dominant in the Agent-Type vector (Section 11.13.1 for the formalism). They were not humanisation-lite. They were the profile-appropriate moral content being confabulated onto the classification the architecture had produced.

When Aboriginal people defended their territory, they were reclassified from Prey to Predator (visible in the frontier wars rhetoric about savages and raids), and the reclassification switched the moral profile from extraction-ethics to threat-response, producing the characteristic Predator-targeting response: elimination campaigns, punitive expeditions, and the Black War in Tasmania. The redistribution of vector weight from Y toward X is cheap because both profiles lie outside the Collaborator-Rival reciprocity structures where the cooperation and contest profiles architecturally reside. No humanisation layer was ever established and therefore none had to be removed between the two reclassifications. What changed was which of the four moral profiles was being applied, and the reciprocity content of each profile was always present in the architectural output.

Anthropology has long puzzled over the dramatic variation in the content of first-contact explanations. Ghosts, returning ancestors, gods, demons, punishment-sending spirits, beings from across the sea, the souls of the dead: the content varies so much across cultures that the literature has often treated cultural symbolic systems as the independent variable driving the explanatory diversity. This framing mislocates the explanandum. What varies across first-contact cases is not the architectural process but the self-model materials on which the architectural process draws. The process itself is invariant and species-general. Under causal ambiguity, the Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9) classifies the encountered entity as an Agent of some kind. Source Opacity (Axiom 3) prevents the Individual from observing this classification directly. Confabulation (Axiom 4) generates a sincere post-hoc narrative explaining the encounter, and that narrative must be drawn from the categories the self-model already contains. When no prior Collaborator or Rival classification is available (which is the definitional condition of first contact), the only categories the self-model can supply are the ones culture has previously installed for interpreting encountered Agents in general. The content of the confabulation therefore varies with the cultural stock of Agent-Type categories, while the structural position of the confabulation within the encounter remains architecturally constant.

The categories selected are not random. They are the categories that come with behavioural affordances already specified (offer gifts, flee, fight, worship, avoid), because the classifier’s output must tell the Individual what to do next. Ghosts, ancestors, and gods are selected so often across first-contact cases not because cultures happen to share those categories but because those categories come pre-equipped with reciprocity rules the Individual can act on immediately. The anthropological red herring has been treating the cultural content as the causal driver when it is in fact the substrate on which a species-general architectural process runs.

The pattern is not culturally specific. Spanish contact with the peoples of the Americas from 1492 onwards followed the same architectural sequence, and the Valladolid controversy of 1550 is best read not as a debate over humanisation but as a debate over whether the encountered populations should be C-dominant in the Agent-Type vector or Rivals (with consequent obligations of reciprocity) or as Prey (legitimate targets of resource extraction and enslavement). The theological language of whether the Indians had souls was the culturally available vocabulary for resolving the classifier’s ambiguity, not a description of a humanisation operation being performed or withheld. Roman jurisprudence distinguished populus (a people with whom treaties and obligations could exist, meaning Collaborators or Rivals in AIM terms) from the barbarian category (outside the reciprocity space, processed as Predator or Prey depending on behaviour), and the mapping onto the Agent-Type taxonomy is direct. Japanese encounters with the Ainu, Chinese encounters with steppe peoples, Bantu expansions into southern Africa, and Polynesian settlement displacing earlier island populations all exhibit the same structural pattern because the architecture generating the pattern is species-general.

The reciprocal symmetry of first-contact encounters tells against the humanisation-first view. Aboriginal peoples encountering the British did not perform a humanisation operation on the colonists either. The initial assignments varied (ghosts of the dead, returning ancestors, Predators, occasional Collaborators through trade) and reclassification proceeded on the same architectural timetable. Both populations were running the same species-general classifier, and both produced their moral consideration or its absence as a downstream consequence of Agent-Type assignment. If humanisation were a cognitive operation, one would expect cultural asymmetries in its performance. The empirical record shows architectural symmetry instead, which is what HNH and SNPP jointly predict.

11.15 Cross-Species Reclassification and the Positive Polarity: Pets as Family Members

The first-contact case demonstrates HNH in the negative polarity, with reclassification from initial ambiguity toward Predator or Prey categories. The phenomenon of companion animals being treated as family members, and in some cases as children, demonstrates HNH in the positive polarity and provides a second diagnostic test for the species-general character of the Agent-Type classifier. The owner who describes a dog as a fur baby is not engaging in sentimental exaggeration. They are producing an accurate phenomenological report of where the Agent-Type classifier has landed for that Individual-Object under sustained behavioural evidence of reciprocity, dependency, and shared environment.

If moral consideration were contingent on humanisation, the fur baby phenomenon should be architecturally difficult, requiring some cognitive override that grants honorary human status to a non-human animal. The empirical record shows nothing of the sort. It shows effortless and spontaneous classification of companion animals as Collaborators with the parent-child subtype (Chapter 9, Section 9.16) that produces parental care phenomenology, with the A-I-M decomposition updating accordingly: PI becomes high (the pet is a genuine source of intrinsic engagement and care), PM attaches (pets carry status signal in human social networks), and PA becomes reciprocal (the pet is processed as a dependent whose bodily needs the owner is responsible for meeting). The architecture performs the classification because the architecture cannot tell that the Object it is processing is not human. It never performed a humanness check in the first place, which is exactly what SNPP predicts.

This also explains cross-cultural variation in pet bonding that has otherwise been difficult to account for. The same species can be food in one context and family in another, not because the species has changed but because the behavioural evidence available to the classifier has changed. Dogs in rural contexts where they function as working animals or food sources, dogs in suburban households where they function as companion animals, and dogs on commercial farms where they function as commodities are the same species processed through the same species-general classifier, but each context supplies different behavioural evidence and produces different Agent-Type classifications with different moral profiles. The Collaborator-with-parent-child-subtype classification applied to a suburban companion animal generates a protective-care-reciprocity profile that differs architecturally from the Collaborator-among-equals profile applied to adult human Collaborators, which is why the moral duties owed to pets feel phenomenologically similar to the duties owed to children and different from the duties owed to adult friends or colleagues. The Y-dominant vector applied to farmed dogs or working dogs generates the extraction-ethics profile with its stewardship-adjacent moral content (Section 11.13.1 for the formalism). The classification is not a judgement about the species. It is a judgement about the Individual-Object’s observed relational position within the Individual’s social field, and the moral content attaches to the classification.

The positive-polarity case reinforces the negative-polarity case because both proceed through the same architecture in opposite directions. Humans are reY-dominant in the Agent-Type vector in first-contact cases; non-human animals are reC-dominant in the Agent-Type vector with parent-child phenomenology in pet cases. Neither transition requires a humanisation operation, because neither transition encounters one. The symmetry is exactly what HNH and SNPP jointly predict, and the two principles accommodate cases from genocide to fur babies, structurally.

11.16 Cross-Species Sexual Behaviour and Object-Level Affordances

A further consequence of the species-general character of the Agent-Type classifier, and of the more general Object-valuation circuitry of the Decision Hub, is that the sexual-behaviour affordance is architecturally available under more than one Agent-Type classification and under Object-level conditions that do not involve Agent-Type classification at all. The affordance is triggered by A-I-M profile match, not by the Agent-Type label as such. Agent-Type classification matters because it reliably produces the right profiles in Objects that meet its conditions, but it is one route to the affordance rather than its sole architectural source. This observation accommodates three phenomena that conventional framings have treated as disconnected or anomalous: the archaeological record of human interbreeding with closely related hominin populations, the recurrent appearance of cross-species sexual behaviour across human societies, and the use of artefacts deliberately engineered to trigger the sexual-response system without any Agent-Type classification being involved.

Under Collaborator classification, cross-species sexual behaviour arises where sustained contact produces sufficient behavioural evidence to place the non-human Individual-Object into the Collaborator profile with the mating-pair subtype (Chapter 9, Section 9.16) activated. The behaviour carries the cooperation-reciprocity profile. Under Y-dominant vector, cross-species sexual behaviour arises where the non-human Individual-Object is processed as a resource and the affordance expressed is the reproductive or bodily-use extractive affordance that the Prey profile makes available (Section 11.13.1 for the formalism). The behaviour carries the extraction-ethics profile. Neither path requires any humanisation operation, because no such operation is architecturally available. Both paths are expected outputs of the classifier running its normal operation on the available behavioural evidence and under the prevailing power asymmetries between the populations involved.

Sex toys demonstrate the Object-level architecture at its cleanest. These are Objects that have never been classified as Agents and that are nonetheless processed by the Decision Hub as sexual-engagement Objects because they have been engineered to present the PA-component bodily cues that the sexual-response system is tuned to. The A-I-M profile is high-PA and high-PI with minimal or absent PM. PI is high because the activity is paradigmatically intrinsic: typically private, enjoyed in the doing, sustained for its own sake rather than instrumentally. Activities that remain stably valued when no external observer is present cannot be mimetically driven, because mimetic dynamics require at minimum an internalised model-observer in the reference set. PM is minimal because the privacy condition screens status-signalling out and the artefact typically carries no mimetic-desirability signal of its own. Individual-Objects are one subclass of Objects that present the configuration the response system is tuned to, but not the architecturally privileged subclass. What conventional framings treat as properly directed sexual behaviour is one pattern among several that the architecture can produce, and the others (cross-species Collaborator-path, cross-species Prey-path, and Object-level artefact-driven) are predicted rather than anomalous.

The archaeological record of human interbreeding with closely related hominin populations is compatible with multiple generative paths, and the archaeogenetic evidence constrains their plausible distribution. Modern non-African humans carry between one and four percent Neanderthal DNA, with additional Denisovan contributions documented across parts of Asia and Oceania. The reconstructed parental patterns are strongly asymmetric: Neanderthal males were the dominant paternal parent of the interspecies offspring that contributed to the modern genetic legacy, with Homo sapiens females as the maternal parent. This is inferred from mitochondrial and Y-chromosome inheritance patterns and from X-chromosome-linked introgression signals. The asymmetry is not compatible with symmetric Collaborator-path pair-bonding within mixed groups, which would produce interbreeding in both directions at comparable rates. It is compatible with, and most naturally explained by, generative paths in which Homo sapiens females were processed by Neanderthal males either through Prey-path extractive classifications in raiding or conflict contexts, or through asymmetric Collaborator-path dynamics in which sapiens females were integrated into Neanderthal groups following capture or exchange. Both sub-patterns are architecturally coherent, both are visible in analogous historical records of inter-group contact, and both track the power asymmetry that favoured Neanderthal-initiated extraction during the earliest phases of Eurasian contact. The framework predicts the asymmetric pattern rather than treating it as anomalous.

The contemporary rarity of cross-species sexual behaviour relative to the architectural availability of the affordance is produced by layered downstream mechanisms rather than by any species-gate in the classifier. Reproductive-waste selection disfavoured cross-species mating because such matings produce no offspring, sterile offspring, or offspring with reduced fitness. Pathogen-exposure selection disfavoured it because such contact is a vector for zoonotic transmission. These selection pressures produced the substrate on which aversive disgust responses were installed, and Confabulation generates sincere post-hoc narratives explaining the disgust in moral, religious, and cultural terms whose content varies across cultures but whose existence is architecturally predictable. The Object-level artefact case attracts a structurally similar but content-different confabulation architecture, typically framed around purity, self-restraint, or the proper direction of desire rather than around reproductive waste or pathogen exposure, because the selection pressures that shaped the cross-species aversion do not apply to artefacts.

The variability of the prohibitions across cultures is itself diagnostic. A universal human moral intuition would not require the elaborate legal, religious, and ritual architectures that actually appear in the historical record, and would not vary so systematically with the frequency of the relevant classifications and artefacts in the surrounding culture. The recurrence of the behaviour across every society with sufficient documentation, regardless of prohibition strength, confirms that it occurs at non-trivial rates wherever the architectural affordances are available. The prohibitions are confabulated elaborations of evolved aversions and cultural-purity frameworks operating against architectural affordances that the species-general Object-valuation circuitry continues to produce at their baseline rates. The argument here is confined to showing that the explanatory reach of the architecture extends to these cases as cleanly as it extends to the first-contact, pets, and slavery cases; the moral and legal status of any of these behaviours under contemporary human institutions is a separate question that the architecture does not attempt to settle.

11.17 Stable Prey Classification and the Architecture of Slavery

Slavery is the case where the Humanisation Null Hypothesis does its hardest explanatory work, because it is the phenomenon that humanisation-first accounts have most struggled to address without invoking either moral aberration or ideological false consciousness as causal drivers. HNH dissolves both moves. Slavery is not the suspension of a prior humanisation of the enslaved population. It is the stable classification of enslaved Individuals as Prey within the species-general Agent-Type taxonomy, with the institutional architecture that classification requires to remain stable under conditions of sustained contact.

The Y-dominant vector generated in slavery is architecturally distinct from the Y-dominant vectors that appear in genocide or first-contact cases (Section 11.13.1 for the formalism). It is resource-bearing Prey whose value lies in sustained extraction rather than in consumption or elimination. This is the most economically sophisticated form of Y-dominant vector the architecture can produce, because it requires the slaveholder to maintain behavioural conditions under which the enslaved Individual remains productive while the classification remains stable. The slaveholder must feed, shelter, and preserve the Prey, but must never permit behavioural evidence to accumulate that would trigger weight redistribution toward C or R. The institutional infrastructure that slave-holding societies develop is the behavioural-evidence management system the architecture requires. Slave codes, anti-literacy laws, assembly prohibitions, family-separation practices, obedience-focused religious instruction, and punitive responses to insubordination are not expressions of ideology. They are evidence-management mechanisms whose architectural function is to prevent accumulation of the reciprocity, intrinsic-engagement, and linguistic-capacity evidence that would otherwise push the classifier toward weight redistribution toward C.

The A-I-M decomposition of the enslaved Individual-Object under Y-dominant vector is diagnostic. PA is the extractive component: bodily labour and reproductive capacity as resources. PI is suppressed institutionally, which is why slave-holding societies so consistently prohibit literacy, craft specialisation, religious innovation, and self-directed activity. PM is inverted: the enslaved Individual carries negative status signal in the slaveholder’s social network, because the slaveholder gains status through ownership of Prey rather than through reciprocity with the enslaved Individual as Collaborator or Rival. The decomposition is stable precisely because the institutional architecture keeps it stable, and the institutional architecture persists because the decomposition it produces is economically productive.

This explains the persistence puzzle. Slavery endured for millennia across vastly different cultures not because humanisation was repeatedly suppressed but because no humanisation barrier was architecturally present and the Y-dominant vector was therefore cheap to maintain once the institutional infrastructure was in place. Abolition correspondingly required institutional reconstruction on the scale of the institutions that had maintained the original classification. What had to be built was not the restoration of a prior humanisation but the conditions under which redistribution of vector weight from Y toward C or R became architecturally possible: legal personhood, literacy, property rights, political participation, and the behavioural-evidence environments these conditions generate. The slow pace of post-abolition reclassification, and the persistence of residual Prey-classification artefacts in post-slavery societies, reflects the architectural cost of building new evidence environments against a prior stable classification.

The selective-reclassification phenomenon within slave-holding societies provides additional diagnostic support. Masters who developed sustained daily reciprocity with specific enslaved Individuals (household servants, skilled artisans, wet nurses) often reclassified those Individuals as Collaborators or quasi-family while maintaining Y-dominant vector for the rest of the enslaved population. The Agent-Type classifier operates Individual-by-Individual, not population-by-population, and behavioural evidence accumulated through sustained reciprocity with a specific Individual can drive reclassification for that Individual while the population-level classification remains stable. Humanisation-first accounts must invoke cognitive inconsistency or selective moral perception to explain this. HNH predicts it directly as a consequence of how the classifier operates.

The ideological architectures that slave-holding societies generate (biblical curses, natural slavery theories, civilisational hierarchies, scientific racism, paternalistic duty-of-care doctrines) are not the causal drivers of the practice but the confabulated elaboration of the extraction-ethics moral profile appropriate to Y-dominant vector. Source Opacity (Axiom 3) prevents the slaveholder from observing the Y-dominant vector directly. Confabulation (Axiom 4) produces a sincere post-hoc narrative that fills in the profile-appropriate moral content using culturally available categories. The paternalistic duty-of-care doctrines that appear so consistently across slave-holding societies (the master’s obligations to feed, shelter, and preserve the enslaved, the prohibitions on gratuitous cruelty, the ritual acknowledgements embedded in slave codes, the religious-instruction regimes framed as care for the enslaved soul) are not ideological bad faith or moral hypocrisy. They are the extraction-ethics moral profile operating at full architectural strength, generating the stewardship-adjacent moral content the profile requires. The moral consideration was present throughout the institution of slavery. It was simply the Prey-profile moral consideration rather than the Collaborator-profile moral consideration, and the two profiles are incompatible in ways that make the Prey-profile content look like the absence of moral consideration from within a Collaborator-profile perspective. The content of the confabulation varies dramatically across slave-holding societies because the self-model materials vary, but the existence of some profile-appropriate moral elaboration is architecturally necessary.

The same self-model-variation pattern identified in the first-contact case reappears in the slavery case in more elaborate form. The anthropological red herring of treating ideological content as causal driver reappears here as the historiographical red herring of treating racial ideology as the cause of slavery rather than as the extraction-ethics profile’s confabulated elaboration. Both are instances of the same architectural relationship between classification and confabulation: the content of the justification is substrate-dependent, but the existence of some profile-appropriate moral elaboration is architecturally necessary because Confabulation operates on any classification the self-model cannot directly observe.

The Diversity Referent (Chapter 14, §14.8.3.1.2) makes one clarification available, and it is needed because the substrate-dependence of the confabulated ideology can be misread as Referent-freedom. It is not: that the racial kind is elaborated differently across societies does not mean no Referent governs the kind-claim it posits. Human variation, in genes and in Self-Models alike, is non-modal, continuous, and Individual-specific, so it admits no such natural kind; the kind-claim scientific racism encodes is therefore held against an available decohered Referent and is Referent-abandoned, not Referent-free, and it is defeated by two independent channels: the genetic-empirical and the architecturally-entailed trajectory channel of Self-Model path-dependence. What the Y-dominant vector responds to is behavioural evidence read within an already-drawn boundary; the drawing of that boundary into a ranked natural kind is precisely what the Referent defeats, and the maintenance of the ranked kind, once the Referent is available, is Mimetically driven by elimination (Referent Abandonment).

The inversion HNH produces has a further consequence that the historiographical literature has typically treated as counter-intuitive but that the empirical record consistently supports. Slave-holding cultures do not precede slave-holding institutions. They follow them. The architectural sequence runs from classification to institution to culture, not from culture to institution to classification. The Agent-Type classifier performs a Y-dominant vector on available behavioural evidence, the institution of slavery emerges as the evidence-management infrastructure required to keep the classification stable, and the culture of slavery develops downstream as the confabulated justification layer that explains the institutional practice to the slave-holding population itself.

This predicts a specific pattern in the historical record. The elaborate racial ideologies, theological justifications, and civilisational hierarchies characteristic of slave-holding societies should appear as responses to institutional practice rather than as its preconditions, and they should develop their full sophistication only after the institution is already established. The pattern holds across cases. Roman legal theories of natural slavery elaborated an institution Rome had inherited rather than preceding and causing it. The racial ideologies of Atlantic slavery developed in the 17th and 18th centuries after the institutional infrastructure of Atlantic slavery was already established in the 16th. Islamic juridical frameworks for servile status developed within the legal tradition over subsequent centuries as confabulated elaboration of inherited practice. In no case does the historical record show a society developing an elaborate ideology of hereditary servile status and then implementing slavery to match. The institution always precedes the ideology, because the classification always precedes the institution.

This has a significant diagnostic consequence for abolition. If the humanisation-first view were correct, abolition would proceed primarily through moral persuasion, because changing cultural attitudes would cause the institutional practice to follow. The empirical record shows the opposite. Successful abolition movements proceeded primarily through institutional reconstruction (legal prohibition, economic disruption of slave-holding industries, political and military reconfiguration of the societies involved), and the cultural reclassification of the formerly enslaved population as Collaborators or Rivals followed the institutional changes by generations and in many respects remains incomplete. British abolition did not follow from prior cultural humanisation; racist ideologies remained entrenched in British culture long after 1833. American emancipation did not follow from prior cultural humanisation; the subsequent century of Jim Crow demonstrates that the classification persisted after the institution was legally dismantled. Abolition-as-cultural-change is architecturally backwards, because the culture is the confabulated justification layer and dismantling it without dismantling the institution leaves the classification intact and simply generates new confabulations. Abolition-as-institutional-reconstruction is what the architecture actually requires, because the institution is what stabilises the classification and the reclassification environment must be rebuilt through sustained behavioural-evidence infrastructure rather than through moral appeal.

11.18 Derivation of the Presumption Against Scapegoating

The Dual-Role Confabulation signature provides a diagnostic test for identifying confabulated scapegoating. But a diagnostic test presupposes a prior question: when should the test be applied? The answer requires establishing the Presumption Against Scapegoating: the epistemic default that a Grievance Belief, a Belief attributing a felt deficit to the conduct of an identifiable agent or agent-class (derived at Appendix A, Section A.11.8; prose derivation at Chapter 16, Section 16.3), should be presumed Confabulated until specific evidential tests are satisfied.

The Derivation

The Presumption follows from four premises established in this chapter and its dependencies:

Premise 1 (Source Opacity, Chapter 9): The destruction of source-tags during Common-Currency Integration makes accurate introspection of motivational source architecturally impossible. Individuals cannot reliably distinguish M-driven urgency from A-driven necessity through introspection alone.

Premise 2 (Agent-Based Causal Default, Axiom 9): Human causal cognition is architecturally optimised for detecting and modelling agents, defaulting to agent-based explanations when causal demands arise. When confronted with effects requiring explanation, the cognitive system searches for predators, rivals, collaborators, and prey, not for emergent systemic dynamics.

Premise 3 (Information Gap, derived from Axiom 9 and Axiom 4): True causes in modern environments (preconscious Mimetic transmission, diffuse institutional processes, complex feedback loops, Entanglement) exceed the computational tractability of available causal-inference systems.

Premise 4 (Confabulation Architecture, this chapter, §11.2 Confabulation Rationality Lemma): Given Premises 1–3, Confabulation is the expected output when Individuals attempt to explain felt deficits. I’s Bayesian ground-resolution function returns agent-based explanations because the M-Hypothesis is absent from its candidate list, or is present but outweighed by an incumbent attribution the Belief Register re-emits as Evidence, and because systemic causes exceed the tractability of the available Hypothesis Space; these explanations achieve high subjective confidence because the Bayesian updating itself is content-agnostic and rational. The pathology is in the input to the updating, not in the updating.

Derivation: If agent-based causal attribution is the cognitive default (Premise 2), and true causes exceed tractability (Premise 3), and I’s Bayesian ground-resolution function returns confident attributions over whatever Hypothesis Space it holds (Premise 4), then the base-rate probability that any given Grievance Belief is Confabulated is very high, not because humans are irrational, but because the conditions for accurate attribution (an M-Hypothesis on the candidate list and tractable systemic content) are rarely met.

This base-rate analysis establishes the Presumption:

The Presumption Stated

Presumption Against Scapegoating: Any Grievance Belief, any assessment that identifies an agent or agent-class as the primary causal factor for a felt deficit, must be presumed Confabulated until satisfaction of the Grievance Gateway (the Gateway; Origin Check, A-Check, I-Check) and, for grievances passing the Gateway, the Three-Test Battery (Immediacy, Mechanism, Authorship), because human causal-inference systems are architecturally constrained to produce agent-based explanations regardless of whether agents are actually responsible, and these confabulated explanations achieve high subjective confidence precisely because they are generated by well-functioning cognitive machinery operating outside its domain of competence.

Distinguishing the Presumption from Legal Innocence

The legal presumption of innocence operates as follows: the accused is presumed innocent until proven guilty beyond reasonable doubt. The prosecution bears the burden of proof. The justification is normative; it reflects a moral judgment that convicting the innocent is worse than acquitting the guilty.

The Presumption Against Scapegoating differs in three critical respects:









	Feature
	Legal Presumption of Innocence
	Presumption Against Scapegoating





	Justification
	Normative: moral values about error distribution
	Architectural: facts about cognitive malfunction



	Status
	A choice among alternatives
	A necessity given the architecture



	What it presumes
	The accused did not do the act
	The attribution is confabulated, not merely unproven





The architectural grounding transforms the Presumption from should to must. The legal presumption says: we choose to require proof before conviction. The Presumption Against Scapegoating says: absent proof satisfying specific tests, the attribution is almost certainly wrong because of how human causal cognition malfunctions under Information Gap conditions.

The two presumptions also differ in how they end. The legal presumption is discharged when the trier of fact is sure, and a verdict of guilt then licenses every member of the community to be certain of the Grievance Belief it settles (Chapter 16, Sections 16.6 and 16.8). The Presumption Against Scapegoating is discharged only by the tests that follow, never by conviction.

The Inverse Confidence Principle

The Presumption includes a counter-intuitive element absent from the legal presumption: confidence is inversely correlated with accuracy in confabulated contexts.

The legal presumption treats confident testimony as stronger evidence. The Presumption Against Scapegoating recognises that, where the Information Gap is operative, confident testimony is evidence of Bayesian compounding on corrupted data. The more people are certain about the agent-attribution, the more likely the Confabulation Cascade has achieved Collective Fixed Point (Chapter 13).

This inverts standard evidential intuitions:


	“Everyone knows they’re responsible” → elevated probability of collective Confabulation

	“The pattern is so obvious” → elevated probability that visibility rather than causation is driving the attribution

	“I’ve thought about this carefully” → elevated probability of elaborated Confabulation



The Grievance Gateway: Pre-Screening Filter

Before the Three-Test Battery is applied, the Individual must first pass the Grievance Gateway, a pre-screening filter that tests whether the Grievance Belief is grounded in a traced deficit rather than socially copied.

Step 1: Origin Check. “Whose deficit is this, and how did it reach me?” The Origin Check passes where the Individual has traced access to an Appetitive or Intrinsic deficit: they sustained it themselves, or they can identify a specific sufferer and a specific harm to that sufferer’s A or I provision, reaching them by a traceable route rather than as circulating account. It fails where the deficit is known only as expressed Belief, absorbed from a social group, a news cycle, a feed, or a community narrative, with no route back to a sufferer and a harm. The Origin Check screens provenance rather than proximity, which is what separates the witness from the audience: a Grievance Belief held on another’s behalf passes where its route is traceable and fails where it is not.

Step 2: A-Check. “Does my body need the thing being denied?” This tests whether the grievance has an Appetitive foundation.

Step 3: I-Check. “Would I still care about this if nobody knew?” This tests whether the grievance has Intrinsic grounding.

Only grievances passing the Origin Check (Step 1) and at least one of the A-Check or I-Check (Steps 2/3) proceed to the Three-Test Battery. A grievance that passes the Origin Check but fails both the A-Check and the I-Check is likely M-driven and should be redirected to the Two-Question Diagnostic rather than the scapegoat pathway.

What the Grievance Gateway settles is not whether the holder may target the agent, because targeting is not what a passing grievance licenses. It settles whether the holder has a traced deficit whose correction the field-correction obligation places on them. Where the Gateway passes, what follows is Cascading Support and Cascading Consequences (Chapter 16, Sections 16.15 and 16.16) and nothing further: restoration of the sufferer’s Appetitive and Intrinsic provision, and correction across the whole generating field, which includes provision to the aggressor, or to the aggressor’s population, where a genuine deficit of theirs loaded the loop, since the Appetitive branch closes by supply and no node is excluded from the obligation, the perpetrator included. The purpose is to lower the loop rather than to settle the account. Nothing available undoes the harm already done; what provision reaches is the harm not yet done. Where the Gateway fails, the holder has no traced deficit to correct, and Epistemic Suspension governs.

The Three-Test Battery: Rebuttal Standard

The Presumption is rebuttable, but only through satisfaction of the Grievance Gateway (above) and the following specific evidential tests that establish the Grievance Belief is tractable rather than confabulated. The Three-Test Battery provides this standard:

Test 1: Immediacy Are these people literally and immediately blocking me from accessing what I need for my body right now?

This tests whether the grievance represents acute A-threat or diffuse felt deficit. The key terms (literally, immediately, right now) block temporal displacement (“they will eventually cause harm”), metaphorical extension (“they’re blocking me symbolically”), and speculative projection (“if this continues…”).

If NO → The grievance is not an acute A-threat requiring emergency defensive action. Proceed to systemic analysis.

Test 2: Mechanism What is the clear and obvious mechanism that they are using, and can only be used by them, to stop me from getting what I need?

This tests tractability (can the mechanism be specified concretely?) and exclusivity (is the mechanism uniquely attributable to the accused?). “Armed guards at the entrance” is tractable; “they somehow make resources scarce” is not. “Only they control the guards” is exclusive; “they participate in the same market as everyone else” is not.

If cannot specify → The mechanism gap reveals the Information Gap. The causal-inference system has exceeded its computational capacity and is completing a Confabulation to achieve closure.

Test 3: Authorship Did they personally design and build the system to block access to what I need?

This tests whether the accused occupy the origin point of causal chains or merely visible nodes within emergent systems. Most M-captured systems (housing markets, credential hierarchies, prestige economies) are emergent properties of distributed Mimetic dynamics. No individual or identifiable group designed them to exclude.

If NO → Targeting the accused addresses a symptom (visible beneficiary) rather than a cause (system architecture or emergent dynamics).

The Anti-Conflation Safeguard

When Test 3 yields NO, a predictable evasion occurs: “Well, they didn’t design it, but they’re benefiting from it, so they’re still responsible.” This is the Beneficiary-Cause Conflation, substituting outcome description for causal explanation. The brain achieves cognitive closure by identifying visible beneficiaries as responsible-as-if-architects.

The safeguard question blocks this move:

Is benefiting from a system the same thing as designing it? Could someone benefit from a system they didn’t create, didn’t choose, and would change if they could?

Once the Individual acknowledges that benefit ≠ authorship, the beneficiary-as-cause move is blocked, and causal inquiry must either continue backward (who did design this?) or acknowledge emergence (no one designed it: it’s an emergent property of distributed dynamics).

When the Presumption Is Rebutted

The Presumption Against Scapegoating does not deny that attributions are sometimes accurate. When all three tests are satisfied, the attribution may be accurate:

Example: An employee’s final paycheck is withheld and security physically prevents building access to collect personal belongings.


	Grievance Gateway Origin Check: YES, this is my personal experience, not a copied narrative

	Grievance Gateway A-Check: YES, the paycheck is needed for rent and food

	Grievance Gateway I-Check: YES, I would still care if nobody knew

	Gateway: PASSED. Proceed to Three-Test Battery.

	Q1 Immediacy: YES; security guards physically prevent entry; paycheck and items are inside

	Q2 Mechanism: YES, armed security, badge deactivation, locks changed; only they control these access points

	Q3 Authorship: YES: management specifically implemented this policy after termination; HR documented the decision



Outcome: The Grievance Belief is tractable and accurate. The tractable action is recovery of the pay and the belongings through legal action or a labour board complaint.

The Three-Test Battery distinguishes tractable from confabulated attributions. When the tests pass, the Presumption is rebutted: the attribution is accurate, and the agent is established as the gate on the Object. When the tests fail (as they do for the vast majority of felt deficits in complex modern societies), the Presumption holds, and cognitive resources should be redirected toward systemic analysis. The Practical Redirect follows the Three-Test Battery in either case, the question after any diagnostic being what would actually solve this. Where the tests fail the answer is systemic, and attention moves from who to punish toward which structural levers would reduce A-harm, restore Intrinsic Motivation, or damp Mimetic Desire in the system. Where the tests pass the same question returns the tractable action: in the case above, recovery of the withheld pay and the belongings, and not punishment of the managers who withheld them, which answers nothing the question asked.

The answer the question returns is a structural lever in either case, never a person, and which lever is fixed by the substrate. Chapter 16, Section 16.13 partitions it: the Appetitive branch closes by supply, the Intrinsic branch by reinstatement in kind, and the Mimetic branch by neither, a comparative position being an Object that cannot be furnished twice. What a cleared Battery adds is the forward limb. Provision to the aggrieved, and to the field around the author, is live either way, each field deformed around its node requiring correction whether or not an agent gated the Object, which is Cascading Support (Chapter 16, Section 16.15). Where an agent is tractable, the question also asks what would prevent recurrence, and that runs through provision again wherever the agent’s own Appetitive or Intrinsic deficits loaded the loop, since closing those branches at source removes the drive. The Mimetic residue is what remains, addressed by Cascading Consequences (Chapter 16, Section 16.16) on the levers and channels that loaded the stake, floor-preserving throughout, so provision is not suspended for the party the Three-Test Battery cleared against. Containment is the limiting case and narrower than that residue, reserved for a node the Eliminative Structure cannot dissolve at any branch.

Connection to Dual-Role Confabulation

The Presumption Against Scapegoating and the Dual-Role Confabulation signature operate as complementary diagnostics:


	The Presumption establishes the epistemic default: presume confabulated until tests are satisfied

	The Grievance Gateway provides the upstream filter: Origin Check, A-Check, I-Check, screening whether the grievance is grounded in a traced deficit before heavier diagnostic machinery is applied

	The Three-Test Battery provides the rebuttal standard: Immediacy, Mechanism, Authorship

	The Dual-Role Signature provides independent confirmation: if the target is selected as prey but framed as predator, Confabulation is near-certain regardless of how the Three-Test Battery is answered



An attribution that fails the Three-Test Battery and exhibits the Dual-Role Signature is confabulated with extremely high probability. The diagnostics reinforce each other: either alone provides strong evidence of Confabulation; together they are decisive.

Every element of the apparatus tests a structural property of the causal chain a Grievance Belief asserts, traceability, mechanism-specificity, temporal immediacy, personal authorship, selection-framing coincidence, and none tests whether the felt deficit is real, whether the grievance is sympathetic, or what the attribution says. That is the form the Belief Multipolarity Principle requires of any intervention in the Subcriticality Maintenance set: specifiable on a rate, a threshold, or a structural property of the arrangement, and never on Belief content, because a body converging on which attributions to credit would have to obtain the agreement that only coupling supplies in a domain where no Referent is available to settle it (Chapter 2; Chapter 13, Section 13.8.5).



MOVEMENT D: SIGNATURES AND IMPLICATIONS

11.19 The Diagnostic Signature of Dual-Role Confabulation

The analysis of the Scapegoat Mechanism yields a diagnostic criterion that can be applied at both individual and population scales:

Dual-Role Confabulation: When a Grievance Belief exhibits prey-selection criteria (vulnerability, visibility, reciprocity-exemption) combined with predator-framing (threatening, taking, blocking), the attribution is confabulated with near-certainty.

The architecture beneath it is stated at Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7: prey-selection and predator-framing are the two aspects under which the Observer’s signed channel reads one Individual-Object, and the Decision Hub receives one signed scalar carrying neither the aspect nor the coordinate that produced it.

Why the Signature Is Diagnostic

Genuine predator-identification exhibits predator-selection coinciding with predator-framing; the agent is targeted because they are threatening, not despite being vulnerable. The signature is diagnostic because it tracks an architectural impossibility:

In genuine threat scenarios: - The agent exhibits predator-characteristics (capability, hostile intent) - These characteristics trigger predator-detection systems - Selection occurs because of the predator-characteristics - Framing matches selection; the threat is real

In confabulated scapegoating: - The agent exhibits prey-characteristics (vulnerability, reciprocity-exemption) - These characteristics trigger prey-detection systems for target selection - But the Confabulation requires predator-framing for justification - Framing contradicts selection; the threat is constructed

A single diagnostic question can reveal the Dual-Role Signature:

If they are as powerful and threatening as described, why can we target them without expecting overwhelming retaliation?

Genuine predators cannot be safely targeted without superior force. If a target can be persecuted, expelled, or eliminated by a group lacking overwhelming military advantage, then the target was selected through prey-detection, not predator-detection; regardless of how the targeting is framed.

Application at Individual Scale

The Dual-Role Signature can be self-applied when an Individual notices a strong Grievance Belief about their own felt deficit:

Step 1: Identify the attribution. “I believe X is responsible for my deficit.”

Step 2: Check prey-selection criteria. Is X vulnerable relative to me? Is X outside my reciprocity network? Is X visible and identifiable?

Step 3: Check predator-framing. Am I describing X as threatening, taking, blocking, powerful?

Step 4: Test coherence. If Steps 2 and 3 both yield YES, the Dual-Role Signature is present. The attribution is likely confabulated.

Step 5: Redirect. Apply the Three-Test Battery. If the Three-Test Battery fails, redirect cognitive resources from agent-targeting to systemic analysis.

Application at Population Scale

The Dual-Role Signature is especially valuable at population scale, where Confabulation Cascades can achieve overwhelming social proof. When a society converges on a designated enemy, the signature provides a check:

Step 1: Identify the collective attribution. “Our society believes Group X is responsible for our collective problems.”

Step 2: Check prey-selection criteria. Is Group X a numerical minority? Does Group X have reduced political power, legal vulnerability, or limited capacity for retaliation? Is Group X outside the dominant reciprocity network?

Step 3: Check predator-framing. Is Group X described as powerful, threatening, conspiratorial, responsible for large-scale harms?

Step 4: Test coherence. If Steps 2 and 3 both yield YES, the Dual-Role Signature is present at population scale. The collective attribution is almost certainly confabulated.

The signature’s power is that it operates independently of the specific content of the accusation. It does not require evaluating whether the accused actually did what they are accused of doing. The structural incoherence between selection and framing is diagnostic regardless of content, which makes it applicable across cultures, periods, and specific grievances.

11.20 Pseudo-Empathy and the Empathy-Mimesis Antagonism Principle

Empathy is Intrinsic. It is process-rewarding, it persists without an audience, and it arises from the relatedness need Chapter 7 classifies under I. Its characteristic function is the registration of another Individual’s state and the restoration of their access. Nothing in the architecture makes care mimetic, and the Confabulation pathway developed in this chapter does not begin by doubting it.

The vulnerability is downstream of the care, not inside it. When empathy activates, the Individual asks why the other is suffering, and that question opens the Information Gap of Section 11.6: the true causes of distress in a complex social system exceed what the causal-inference systems can compute. The agent-based causal default resolves the gap as it resolves every other, by supplying an agent. Systemic answers require abstract reasoning the threat-detection circuits cannot perform; agent-based answers activate machinery built for exactly this. So the answer that arrives is that someone is responsible.

Empathy and that attribution then fuse. The Individual does not experience feeling for the sufferer and separately identifying a perpetrator; the two arrive as one state, in which caring about the victim and knowing who did it are the same thought. The fusion converts the care into targeting permission. Compassion supplies the moral licence, because action against the named party is experienced as protection rather than aggression. It supplies the coalition signal, because expressed concern demonstrates membership among those who share the attribution. And it supplies intensity, because the more compassion is felt for the sufferer, the more legitimate action against the accused becomes. This is Pseudo-Empathy, and the conversion is the Empathy-Mimesis Antagonism Principle: unmanaged Mimetic Desire structurally prevents empathy from discharging its Intrinsic function by converting it into targeting permission for scapegoat operations.

Pseudo-Empathy has a signature, and it separates cleanly from care by what each tracks. Pseudo-Empathy intensifies with the vividness of the perpetrator-narrative rather than with proximity to the sufferer. It requires the attribution to hold: remove the identified agent and the motivational force dissipates or turns on whoever removed it, because questioning the attribution is experienced as attacking the victims. And it produces action directed at the accused rather than restoration for the suffering, which is the diagnostic that matters, since the Intrinsic function was restoration and the output delivers none of it.

None of this is insincere. The Individual believes they are moved by compassion, and by Axiom 4 the belief is the honest output of the architecture. What has happened is that a real Intrinsic signal was routed through an attribution the Individual could not inspect, and the routing completed before deliberation could reach it.

The conversion is conditional, and the conditions are identifiable. It requires the Information Gap to be operating, so suffering with a visible and proximate cause is far less vulnerable than diffuse suffering that must be inferred. It requires M-salience to be elevated, so the mechanism weakens where status concerns are quiet and the A-Floor is secured. And it requires a categorical boundary, so it dissolves where the Individual recognises the accused as subject to the same Source-Opaque processes they are. The principle therefore does not hold that empathy is compromised, but that under these three conditions its capture is architecturally expected, which is why I-Override is a necessary condition for empathy to do what it is for.

11.21 The Non-Malice Corollary

The Confabulation architecture established in this chapter yields a corollary:

Non-Malice Corollary: Most Grievance Beliefs that generate conflict are confabulated rather than accurate, which means that most conflict arises from cognitive architecture operating under Information Gap conditions rather than from malicious intent, deliberate deception, or accurate perception of genuine threat.

The Reframing

This corollary reframes the default interpretation of conflict. Standard interpretation:


	“They are targeting us because they hate us”

	“They believe lies about us because they want to harm us”

	“Their accusations reveal their malice”



AIM-informed interpretation:


	“They are targeting us because their causal-inference systems generated an agent-based completion for their felt deficit, and we were selected through prey-detection criteria”

	“They believe inaccurate narratives about us because the Information Gap prevents accurate attribution and Confabulation fills the gap”

	“Their accusations reveal their cognitive architecture under Information Gap conditions, not their character”



The Non-Malice Corollary does not claim that malice never exists. Some Grievance Beliefs are accurate. Some targeting is genuinely malicious. The corollary claims that malice is not the default explanation; architectural Confabulation is. The burden of proof shifts: where previously malice was assumed and innocence required proof, now Confabulation is assumed and malice requires proof.

Implications for Response

The Non-Malice Corollary transforms appropriate response to being targeted:

Standard response (malice-assumption): - Counter-targeting (“they are attacking us, so we must attack them”) - Moral condemnation (“they are evil for targeting us”) - Defensive escalation (“we must demonstrate strength to deter further attacks”)

AIM-informed response (Confabulation-assumption): - Systemic analysis (“what Information Gap are they trying to close?”) - Compassionate diagnosis (“they are confused, not evil”) - Intervention design (“how can we disrupt the Confabulation Cascade?”)

The shift from malice-assumption to Confabulation-assumption does not require passivity. Defending against targeting remains appropriate: the Scapegoat’s safety matters regardless of whether the targeting is malicious or confabulated. But the interpretation of the targeting shifts, which changes downstream responses.

Counter-targeting based on malice-assumption is itself a Grievance Belief that faces the same Information Gap. When Group A targets Group B, and Group B responds by targeting Group A (“they are evil aggressors”), Group B has generated its own Confabulation, attributing malice where architectural Confabulation is the more parsimonious explanation. This produces the reciprocal Confabulation spiral: each group’s targeting confirms the other group’s predator-attribution, escalating conflict through feedback dynamics that neither group can perceive because both lack the AIM vocabulary to recognise Confabulation.

The Non-Malice Corollary interrupts this spiral by reframing the initial targeting as cognitive architecture rather than moral failing. The reframe does not excuse the targeting; it explains it in terms that permit de-escalation rather than requiring escalation.

Edge Case: Genuine Malice

The Non-Malice Corollary does not claim that all targeting is confabulated. Some Individuals and groups do target others through accurate perception and deliberate choice. How does one distinguish genuine malice from architectural Confabulation?

The Three-Test Battery provides the distinction:


	If the targeting passes all three tests (Immediacy, Mechanism, Authorship), the attribution may be accurate and the targeting may be genuinely malicious

	If the targeting fails any test, Confabulation is the more likely explanation regardless of how the targeting feels to either party



The Dual-Role Signature provides additional evidence:


	If the targeting exhibits prey-selection with predator-framing, Confabulation is near-certain

	If the targeting exhibits predator-selection with predator-framing (targeting a genuinely threatening agent because they are threatening), the targeting may be defensive rather than scapegoating, though even here, the possibility of Confabulation should be entertained



The practical implication: genuine malice exists but is rarer than it appears. Most conflict that feels like malice, most targeting that seems deliberate and hostile, is actually architectural Confabulation that would not occur if the targeting population had accurate causal models. Interventions that provide accurate models are therefore more promising than interventions that assume malice and attempt deterrence.

“Only a Joke”

A joke told at another Individual’s expense is a downward attribution: the telling lowers the target’s computed position in the field of every Individual present, and by the Extraction-Direction Asymmetry (Chapter 10, Section 10.3.5) a downward attribution extracts more Mimetic Premium per act than an upward one. The teller’s integrated valuation of the telling therefore carries two contributions. The first is the Thinker’s valuation of the resolution, which is Humour (Chapter 7, Section 7.5.7). The second is Mimetic: the Observer’s reading of the teller’s own gain in standing, returned through the teller’s executed action and through the responses of those present (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.9.1). Integration strips the source tags, so the teller feels one amusement and holds no phenomenological property by which the Mimetic contribution could be told from the Thinker’s.

When the targeted Individual objects to being made fun of, the teller’s Thinker is recruited to resolve what the amusement was. By the Confabulation Rationality Lemma (Section 11.2), Ground-Resolution returns the best-supported ground the Hypothesis Space holds, and that ground is an I ground: the amusement is attributed to the joke and the joke to its cleverness. Where the Hypothesis that the amusement was Mimetic is absent from the Hypothesis Space, the attribution follows under Type I Exclusion. Where it is present, probability mass has already concentrated on the joke’s cleverness, because the amusement was felt and resolved before any objection arrived, which is the order-of-encounter mechanism of Type II Exclusion. “It was only a joke” is therefore a sincere report. The teller does not know that the joke was a positional act, because the only evidence the teller holds about the amusement is a Scalar from which the positional contribution has been removed.

The account does more than report the teller’s state. Offered to the target, “it was only a joke” is Evidence that the telling was not a positional act, and the teller’s insistence that the target accept the account carries its own valuation, which is Mimetic. The Mutual-Regard Equilibrium (Chapter 10, Section 10.3.5) establishes that the Mimetic Premium is the differential between mutual deferences. A target who accepts the account defers: the target concedes that the lowering was not a lowering and that the objection was a misreading, and the differential the telling opened is held rather than contested. The Mimetic Premium the joke extracted is thereby secured by the target’s own concession, and the teller experiences the concession as the target coming to see the joke correctly.

A target who declines to defer meets the reciprocal structure of the Non-Malice Corollary. The teller, holding the I ground sincerely, experiences the refusal as a failure to perceive what the joke plainly contained, and the characteristic reply, that the target cannot take a joke, is a second downward attribution: the target’s standing is lowered for the objection as it was lowered by the joke. The target, for the target’s part, reads the insistence as malice, which is the reading the Non-Malice Corollary displaces. The lowering is real, and the intent the target attributes to it is not. The AIM-informed response names what occurred: the joke was a positional act, the target’s standing was lowered, and the teller did not know it. None of this requires the target to defer or the teller to be condemned.

11.22 The Moral Vocabulary Displacement Principle

A sophisticated objection to the Presumption Against Scapegoating arises: even if the agent didn’t design the system, don’t they have a moral obligation to change it? Doesn’t justice require accountability?

The Moral Vocabulary Displacement Principle addresses this:

Moral Vocabulary Displacement Principle: In the context of a Grievance Belief, moral vocabulary (“they are responsible,” “they have obligations,” “justice requires accountability”) functions not as legitimate ethical inquiry but as a justification layer: where the attribution is confabulated, for targeting an agent who did not author the harm; where the attribution is accurate, for the retributive surplus beyond repair. Engagement with moral framing on its own terms strengthens the mechanism it serves in either case; redirection to practical effectiveness is the only response that supplies neither justification.

The Moral Vocabulary Displacement Principle Established

The principle establishes three claims:

Claim 1: Moral vocabulary is not parallel to scapegoating; it is constitutive of scapegoating.

The moral question is not a separate inquiry that happens to accompany Scapegoat narratives; it is the mechanism by which Scapegoat narratives achieve permission. The accusation “they are responsible” transforms aggression into righteousness. Without the moral frame, targeting would be experienced as unprovoked attack. With the moral frame, targeting is experienced as justified response to wrongdoing.

Claim 2: Engaging moral questions on their own terms strengthens the mechanism.

When someone asks “but don’t they have a moral responsibility?” and receives the response “perhaps, but…”, the “perhaps” concedes the frame. The Scapegoat Mechanism has received partial permission. The conversation has been pulled into evaluating whether the target deserves targeting, which is precisely the evaluative frame that permits targeting. Conceding authorship where the Three-Test Battery has established it does not concede that frame: authorship is a causal finding, and desert is a claim about what the author is owed.

Claim 3: AIM’s practical focus is not strategically preferable but theoretically mandatory.

If moral vocabulary is scapegoat infrastructure, then the only non-scapegoating frame is practical: Would targeting them restore your access? This question bypasses the permission-seeking structure of moral vocabulary entirely. It does not ask whether targeting is deserved: it asks whether targeting would work.

The Sacred-Secular Continuity

Historically, religious vocabulary served the justification function. The victim was not merely killed but sacrificed, which sanctified the violence. The Scapegoat carried the community’s sins; expulsion or death restored sacred order. Religious framing transformed collective violence into cosmic duty.

In secular contexts, moral vocabulary has inherited this function entirely:








	Sacred Scapegoating
	Moral Scapegoating





	“The gods demand sacrifice”
	“Justice demands accountability”



	“The victim is polluted/cursed”
	“They are morally responsible”



	“Sacrifice restores cosmic order”
	“Accountability restores justice”



	“We perform sacred duty”
	“We fulfil moral obligation”





The structure is identical. The moral framing sanctifies the targeting. It transforms aggression into righteousness. This is why moral vocabulary cannot rebut the Presumption Against Scapegoating; it is itself part of the Scapegoat Mechanism’s immune system, not an independent check on the Scapegoat Mechanism.

The Practical Frame as the Ethical Frame

The practical frame is the ethical frame, properly understood.

If someone genuinely wants to address injustice (to actually improve conditions for those experiencing deficit) then they must ask: what would work? Persisting with targeting that won’t work is not ethical seriousness; it is Scapegoat Mechanism capture masquerading as ethical seriousness.

The practical redirect is not amoral pragmatism displacing ethics. It is what ethics requires once we understand that moral vocabulary in scapegoat contexts functions as targeting permission. True ethical concern for those experiencing deficit demands the practical question: what would actually restore their access?








	Scapegoat-Based Approach
	Systemic Approach





	Requires moral transformation of targets
	Requires only institutional redesign



	Depends on targets’ voluntary compliance
	Depends on policy implementation



	Triggers defensive counter-escalation
	Bypasses interpersonal confrontation



	Leaves system architecture intact
	Changes the rules of the game



	Produces temporary catharsis at best
	Addresses actual causal dynamics





Systemic solutions work regardless of anyone’s moral stance because they change the structure within which Individuals operate, not the Individuals themselves. The moral framing, by contrast, is pseudo-ethical: it performs righteousness while pursuing action that won’t help anyone except by providing temporary catharsis through targeting.

The Absolute Redirect

The redirect is absolute, and it is absolute whether the Three-Test Battery fails or passes. Where the Three-Test Battery fails, the moral frame is seeking permission to target an agent who did not author the harm. Where the Three-Test Battery passes, the attribution is accurate and the agent did author the harm, and the moral frame of desert then seeks something else: the retributive surplus, the cost imposed beyond what reparation of the harm requires. The Punitive Inversion Principle holds for an accurate attribution exactly as for a confabulated one, because punishment moves the couplings it reaches in the direction that raises the Loop Gain whoever authored the harm (Chapter 16, Section 16.9). Punishment is an input to the loop and not a coupling in it, and only the couplings enter the stability condition (Appendix A, Section A.5.1). The Revenge Cascade holds for it too. A retribution discharged against a true author is a Harm inflicted on an agent who sits in a field of their own, so the avenged wrong, entering the fields anchored to its target through the network Evidence coupling (Appendix A, Section A.5.7), becomes the ignition of the next loaded loop, and the discharge adds a Harm to the field rather than subtracting one (Chapter 16, Section 16.12). The two cases run alike by Truth-Value Orthogonality: the accuracy of a Grievance Belief is an axis the loop does not read. At the mutual-consistency fixed point of the Interactional Confirmation Loop, the distance of either belief from its truth is unconstrained (Appendix A, Section A.11.8).

The redirect therefore concedes authorship where the Three-Test Battery has established it and declines desert in every case. Authorship is a causal finding, and the Three-Test Battery settles it. Desert is the claim that the author is owed a cost beyond repair, and nothing the Three-Test Battery tests bears on that claim.

When moral vocabulary appears: “They have a responsibility,” “They’re benefiting unjustly,” “Justice requires accountability,” “They deserve to pay,” “They owe me an apology.”

Recognise: Where the Three-Test Battery has failed, this is the justification layer of the Scapegoat Mechanism seeking permission to target. Where the Three-Test Battery has passed, it is the demand for the retributive surplus seeking permission to impose it.

Redirect, where the Three-Test Battery has failed: “Notice what’s happening: the moral question is seeking permission to target. The diagnostic has already established that targeting won’t restore your access. The question isn’t who is responsible; it’s what would actually solve the problem. What would?”

Redirect, where the Three-Test Battery has passed: “Yes, they did this, and the diagnostic confirms it. The question now is what repairs the harm. Punishing them will not repair it: punishment raises the gain of the loop you are both in, and it spreads the harm to people around them who did nothing to you. What gets you back what was taken, and what stops it happening again? No one will punish them on your behalf. If you want retribution, you will have to take it yourself, and then you will stand where they stand now.”

Where the Three-Test Battery has passed, the choice the redirect puts belongs to the harmed Individual and to no one else, and the architecture fixes both of its outcomes. The choice is the harmed Individual’s because the design target the architecture fixes for a justice system is a state that declines the role of punisher (Chapter 16, Section 16.9), so a retribution the harmed Individual chooses is a retribution the harmed Individual performs. Pressing the demand for punishment drives the Loop Gain up and produces a net increase in Appetitive and Intrinsic harm across the network, whatever the truth of the attribution. Turning to repair is the other course. The Appetitive and Intrinsic harm is repaired by reparation, which Cascading Support places ahead of any consequence for the author (Chapter 16, Section 16.15). The Trauma is repaired by the harmed Individual’s own Bayesian updating, which no other party can run on the harmed Individual’s behalf, because the Belief Register is written only by the Thinker (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.8) and the recall of an Individual’s own prior state is the one slow-layer coupling that cannot be reduced (Appendix A, Section A.5.6), and which reparation enables by restoring the stability that updating requires (Chapter 16, Section 16.12). Punishment does neither. Harming the author works no Self-Model toward repair, the harmed Individual’s included.

Where the gate is still closed, opening it is the first repair. The legal process that recovers withheld pay, and the defensive act that ends an assault in progress (Chapter 17, Section 17.15), are repair and not punishment.

None of this leaves the author without consequence. The author remains accountable for the consequences of the act, and those consequences are reparation of the harm done and prevention of recurrence, which Cascading Consequences directs at the levers and channels that made the harm possible, floor-preserving throughout (Chapter 16, Sections 16.8 and 16.16). What the redirect removes is the surplus, the one part of the response that repairs nothing. The consequences differ from the ones that feel right, because the retributive impulse is what feels right, and the retributive impulse is a failure mode of the architecture that presents as obligation (Chapter 16, Section 16.12).

This redirect: 1. Names the function: the moral question is seeking permission, to target or to impose the surplus 2. Exposes the mechanism: moral vocabulary → targeting justification, or surplus justification 3. Returns to practical: what repairs the harm, and what prevents recurrence? 4. Concedes authorship where the Three-Test Battery establishes it, and never concedes desert

11.23 Anticipating Objections

This section addresses likely objections to the Confabulation architecture and the Presumption Against Scapegoating.

Objection 1: “The ‘Sometimes Accurate’ Problem”

Grievance Beliefs are sometimes correct. If the Presumption treats all such attributions as confabulated, won’t it produce false negatives, failing to identify genuine threats?

Response: The Presumption is rebuttable, not absolute. The Three-Test Battery provides the rebuttal standard. When an attribution passes all three tests (Immediacy, Mechanism, Authorship), the Presumption is rebutted and the attribution stands. What a rebuttal licenses is action on the gate, not punishment of the agent (Section 11.22).

The Presumption’s function is to shift the default, not to prohibit accurate attribution. Without the Presumption, the default is to assume agent-attribution is accurate (because it feels accurate due to high subjective confidence). This default produces systematic false positives; the Scapegoat Mechanism is historical pattern, not theoretical speculation.

With the Presumption, the default shifts: assume confabulated until tests are satisfied. This may produce some false negatives (failing to identify genuine threats), but the base-rate analysis suggests false negatives will be far less common than the false positives prevented. In modern complex societies, the vast majority of Grievance Beliefs are confabulated because true causes are systemically diffuse.

The question is not “can we achieve perfect accuracy?” but “which error distribution is preferable?” Given the historical catastrophes produced by false positives (genocides, pogroms, mass persecution), and the relative rarity of situations where agent-attribution is both accurate and urgent, the Presumption’s error distribution is preferable.

Objection 2: “The Paralysis Problem”

Doesn’t the Presumption paralyse legitimate accountability? If we must presume all agent-attributions confabulated, we can never hold anyone responsible for anything.

Response: The Presumption does not prohibit accountability; it requires that accountability satisfy evidential standards before proceeding.

When the Three-Test Battery passes, accountability is appropriate. The employee whose paycheck is withheld can pursue legal remedies. The Individual whose property is stolen can seek restitution. The population subjected to military aggression can defend itself.

What the Presumption prohibits is presumptive accountability: holding agents responsible based on felt grievance without evidential support. This prohibition is not paralysis; it is Epistemic Hygiene, the class of practices maintaining the conditions under which a Belief’s Referent condition can be determined and its certainty held accordingly (Chapter 20, Section 20.4.5). The alternative, permitting accountability based on felt grievance alone, is precisely the mechanism that produces scapegoating.

The objection also conflates two different accountability structures:


	Tractable accountability: Agent A performed specific action X that caused specific harm Y through identifiable mechanism Z. This is what the Three-Test Battery tests for.

	Diffuse accountability: Agent A benefits from system S that produces outcome O that I experience as harmful. This is what the Presumption identifies as likely confabulated.



The Presumption does not prohibit tractable accountability. It prohibits treating diffuse accountability as though it were tractable, which is the cognitive operation that produces scapegoating.

Objection 3: “The Elite Protection Problem”

Could the Presumption be weaponised to protect genuinely harmful actors? If powerful groups cause harm through diffuse systems, doesn’t the Presumption let them off the hook?

Response: First, the Presumption does not claim that diffuse systems are harmless.

First, the Presumption does not claim that diffuse systems are harmless. It claims that a Grievance Belief for diffuse systemic harm is likely confabulated. The harm is real; the attribution is inaccurate.

Second, the Presumption redirects attention from agent-targeting to systemic intervention. If housing unaffordability is caused by emergent market dynamics rather than identifiable villains, the Presumption does not say “therefore housing unaffordability is acceptable.” It says “therefore targeting identifiable villains won’t solve the problem; systemic intervention is required.”

Third, the alternative is worse. If we permit Grievance Beliefs without evidential standards, the targets will not be powerful elites (who can defend themselves) but vulnerable populations (who cannot). The Scapegoat Mechanism’s prey-selection criteria ensure that confabulated attribution targets the vulnerable, not the powerful. The Presumption therefore protects the vulnerable more than it protects elites.

Fourth, where elites do satisfy the Three-Test Battery (where they literally and immediately block access through identifiable mechanisms they personally designed) the Presumption is rebutted, and the Practical Redirect returns the tractable action on the gate they built, with Cascading Consequences directed at the levers that built it. The Presumption does not provide blanket immunity; it requires evidential standards.

The concern is legitimate: the Presumption could be misused by powerful actors seeking to deflect accountability. The safeguard is that the Presumption applies equally to all agent-attributions, including attributions that target critics of elites. If an elite claims “protesters are threatening social order,” this attribution faces the same Presumption, and will likely fail the Three-Test Battery.

Objection 4: “The Self-Scapegoating Problem”

The chapter focuses on scapegoating others. But people also scapegoat themselves; “I am the problem,” “I deserve what’s happening to me.” Does the framework address this?

Response: Self-scapegoating operates through the same architecture with the same diagnostic tools.

When an Individual attributes their felt deficit to their own failings (“I’m experiencing career difficulty because I’m fundamentally inadequate”), this attribution faces the Three-Test Battery:


	Immediacy: Am I literally and immediately blocking myself from accessing what I need right now? (Usually no; the blocking is diffuse and temporal)

	Mechanism: What clear, exclusive mechanism am I using to block my own access? (Usually cannot specify beyond vague character traits)

	Authorship: Did I personally design the system that produces my deficit? (Usually no; career systems, credential hierarchies, and labour markets are emergent)



Self-scapegoating typically fails all three tests, revealing it as confabulated attribution. The Information Gap that prevents accurate attribution to others also prevents accurate self-attribution. The brain’s demand for agent-based causation can be satisfied by targeting oneself as readily as by targeting others.

The Dual-Role Signature also applies: self-scapegoating often exhibits prey-selection (I am vulnerable, I am accessible, I am unable to escape myself) combined with predator-framing (I am sabotaging myself, I am responsible for my failures, I am the author of my suffering). This incoherence is diagnostic of Confabulation.

The practical redirect applies equally: Would targeting myself solve the problem? Would self-condemnation restore my access? If no, the self-attribution is non-functional regardless of its accuracy, and cognitive resources should redirect to systemic analysis (what structural factors actually produce my deficit?) and practical intervention (what would actually improve my situation?). After a fall in standing, the conditions under which the demand is met by the self are derived at Chapter 16, Section 16.12.

Objection 5: “The Institutional Scapegoating Problem”

The chapter discusses individual and population-scale scapegoating. But institutions also scapegoat; organisations blame individuals for systemic failures, bureaucracies target visible cases to demonstrate action. Does the framework address this?

Response: Institutional scapegoating operates through the same mechanisms at organisational scale.

When an institution faces collective felt deficit (declining performance, public criticism, resource constraint), the institution’s decision-makers face the same Information Gap. True causes may be systemically diffuse (accumulated organisational dysfunction, emergent market conditions, distributed policy failures). But the institution’s stakeholders demand agent-based explanation; “Who is responsible?”

The institution’s response typically follows Scapegoat Mechanism dynamics:


	Selection through prey-criteria: Low-status employees, temporary workers, or recent hires who cannot effectively resist

	Framing through predator-attribution: “Their poor performance/misconduct/negligence caused the problem”

	Dual-Role Signature: The same Individual is too powerless to resist termination yet somehow powerful enough to have caused organisational-scale deficit



Institutional scapegoating serves organisational functions parallel to individual scapegoating:


	Cognitive closure: The question “why did this happen?” is answered

	Stakeholder satisfaction: External critics receive an agent to blame

	System preservation: The institutional structure remains intact; only the Individual is removed

	Catharsis: Collective anxiety is discharged through the targeting



The Three-Test Battery applies to institutional attributions:


	Did this Individual literally and immediately cause the deficit through actions occurring right now?

	What clear, exclusive mechanism did this Individual use: a mechanism only they controlled?

	Did this Individual personally design the system that produced the deficit?



When institutions fail these tests (as they typically do), the attribution is revealed as confabulated, and attention should redirect to systemic factors: What organisational structures enabled the problem? What policies would prevent recurrence? What institutional redesign is required?

Objection 6: “The Partial Causation Problem”

Scapegoats need not be entirely innocent. What if the target actually contributed to the problem, just not to the extent attributed? The Dual-Role Signature might still be present even when the target bears some genuine responsibility.

Response: The Presumption Against Scapegoating does not require that targets be entirely innocent.

The Presumption Against Scapegoating does not require that targets be entirely innocent. It addresses proportionality and causation: the Scapegoat bears blame vastly exceeding their actual causal contribution to the deficit, and often bears blame for systemic dynamics they did not create and cannot control.

An Individual may be a node in a causal network while still being scapegoated. Consider:


	A bank teller who followed standard procedures may be blamed for a fraud they did not design

	A low-level soldier who followed orders may be blamed for atrocities planned by high command

	An immigrant worker who accepts available employment may be blamed for wage depression caused by labour market structure



In each case, the target is not entirely disconnected from the causal chain. But the attribution assigns them primary causal responsibility when their actual contribution is minor, conditional on larger structural factors, and not unique to them.

The Three-Test Battery accommodates this:


	Immediacy: Their contribution may not be immediate even if it exists

	Mechanism: The mechanism may not be exclusive to them: others participate in the same causal network

	Authorship: They did not design the system; they merely participate in it



The Dual-Role Signature remains diagnostic: if they are selected through prey-criteria while being framed as primary cause, the attribution is disproportionate regardless of partial contribution.

The practical redirect addresses partial contribution: “Suppose they do bear some responsibility. Would removing them solve the problem? If others would immediately fill the same role in the same system, targeting this Individual is addressing a symptom, not a cause.”



Chapter Closing

Establishment Summary

This chapter has established:


	Confabulation as the routine, architecturally-necessitated generation of inaccurate causal narratives when Individuals attempt to explain M-driven desires under Source Opacity and Vocabulary Deficiency conditions


	Projection as Confabulation applied to others: systematic misattribution of M-driven behaviour to A or I sources due to Template constraints


	The Scapegoat Mechanism as the collective pathway through which individual Confabulations propagate via prestige-bias and social proof, converging on Grievance Beliefs that identify targets selected through prey-criteria while framed through predator-attribution


	The Presumption Against Scapegoating with its Three-Test Battery (Immediacy, Mechanism, Authorship) as the epistemic default required by the architecture


	Dual-Role Confabulation as the diagnostic criterion that reveals confabulated scapegoating regardless of specific content


	The Non-Malice Corollary reframing conflict as typically arising from architectural Confabulation rather than deliberate malice


	The Moral Vocabulary Displacement Principle establishing that moral framing functions as permission infrastructure for targeting rather than independent ethical inquiry




Axiomatic Recap

This chapter’s conclusions are grounded in:


	Axioms 2+3 (Source Opacity): The destruction of source-tags during Common-Currency Integration

	Chapter 9 (Timing Architecture): Preconscious Transmission preceding conscious awareness

	Axiom 9 (Agent-Based Causal Default): Human causal cognition architecturally optimised for agent-based explanations

	Axiom 9 + Axiom 4 (Information Gap): True systemic causes exceeding computational tractability



Forward Connection

Chapter 13 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics) will formalise how Confabulations compound through iterative updating, producing the Confabulation Cascade at population scale and establishing the mathematical symmetry that makes crisis architecture identical to prevention architecture.

Chapter 18 (The Knowledge Patch) will operationalise the interventions sketched here (Epistemic Suspension, the Two-Question Diagnostic, and the Presumption Against Scapegoating) as the vocabulary dissemination that exploits the Bayesian symmetry to maintain subcriticality.

The order-effects-from-Bayes derivation that propagates the Confabulation Cascade at the population level is established in Chapter 14 (Quantum Epistemology), Section 14.8.

What Would Falsify This?

The claims in this chapter would require significant revision if:


	Introspective accuracy for M-attribution: If Individuals could reliably identify Mimetically-acquired desires through ordinary introspection without AIM vocabulary (demonstrated by high correlation between self-reported M-attribution and behavioural signatures of Mimetic origin (audience-sensitivity, Model-dependence, non-satiation)) then the Confabulation architecture would be disconfirmed. The standard for reliability is the attribution-shuffling benchmark used across the intervention chapters: self-reported attributions must exceed the accuracy achievable when attributions are shuffled within the same case set, that is, they must carry information about the true cause rather than matching it at the rate independent generation would produce (Chapter 18, What Would Falsify This?).


	Self-correcting Confabulation Cascades: If populations that converge on Grievance Beliefs spontaneously revise those Beliefs when disconfirming evidence emerges, without external intervention providing alternative explanatory frameworks, then the Confabulation Cascade’s resistance to self-correction would be disconfirmed.


	Scapegoat selection without prey-criteria: If historical analysis of scapegoating episodes reveals targets selected through predator-criteria (capability, threat potential, retaliatory capacity) rather than prey-criteria (vulnerability, visibility, reciprocity-exemption), then the Dual-Role Confabulation signature would be disconfirmed.


	Moral vocabulary independent of targeting permission: If moral vocabulary in scapegoat contexts functions to restrain targeting rather than to permit it (demonstrated by higher rates of de-escalation when moral framing is introduced) then the Moral Vocabulary Displacement Principle would be disconfirmed.




These criteria are not already established by the phenomena this chapter explains; they remain open empirical questions.



[DIAGRAM PLACEHOLDER: The Confabulation-to-Scapegoat Pathway] Illustrates the progression from individual Information Gap through Confabulation, Projection, prestige-biased transmission, social proof, and collective convergence to Scapegoat Mechanism activation.

Diagram should show: - Individual level: Information Gap → Confabulation → Self-Model incorporation - Social level: Expression → Prestige-biased transmission → Social proof - Collective level: Confabulation Cascade → Agent-based completion → Scapegoat selection - Diagnostic overlay: Three-Test Battery and Dual-Role Signature as intervention points



[DIAGRAM PLACEHOLDER: The Three-Test Battery Decision Tree] Illustrates the sequential application of Immediacy, Mechanism, and Authorship tests with outcomes at each node.

Diagram should show: - Entry: Grievance Belief detected - Q1 (Immediacy): YES → proceed to Q2; NO → Presumption holds, redirect to systemic analysis - Q2 (Mechanism): YES → proceed to Q3; NO → Presumption holds, mechanism gap reveals Information Gap - Q3 (Authorship): YES → Presumption rebutted; Practical Redirect returns the tractable action on the gate; NO → apply Anti-Conflation Safeguard - Q3b (Anti-Conflation): Benefit ≠ Authorship acknowledged → redirect to systemic analysis



[DIAGRAM PLACEHOLDER: The Diagnostic Signature of Dual-Role Confabulation] Illustrates the structural incoherence between prey-selection criteria and predator-framing.

Diagram should show: - Left column: Selection criteria (vulnerability, visibility, reciprocity-exemption) → Prey-detection systems - Right column: Framing criteria (threatening, taking, blocking) → Predator-attribution systems - Center: Scapegoat as intersection point with visible incoherence - Diagnostic question: “If powerful enough to cause this harm, why targetable without overwhelming retaliation?”
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Chapter 12: Money, Debt and the Architecture of Mimetic Extraction

Position Statement

This chapter advances a single claim. Money is the external instantiation of the Common-Currency Scalar (the Scalar) that the Decision Hub computes within the Individual, and every structural feature of Money that has puzzled economists, anthropologists, and moral philosophers follows by necessity from that identity once Confabulation and the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle are in hand. Money’s function is fixed by architectural necessity, its substrate is free to vary, and the wild divergence in how cultures explain Money is population-scale Confabulation operating on a tag-stripped Scalar.

From that identity the chapter performs a demolition. The standard justifications for charging Interest, opportunity cost, time preference, risk, and the surrender of liquidity, are not treated as independent defences to be answered one at a time but as a partition of a single justification resting on one concealed premise, that the borrower’s present, time-bound deficit and the lender’s non-urgent position are commensurable inter-temporal quantities. That premise is the aggregation of the three motivational sources, and once disaggregation removes it the four limbs fall together. What survives the demolition is three bounded and terminating residues the framework grants without reservation, and the premium charged above them is identified as the Mimetic Premium (PM, the Premium) levied on access to the common-currency scale itself.

The four Movements that carry this out are descriptive throughout. They derive how Money operates as a means of satisfying Appetitive and Intrinsic deficits, and how that same instrument is captured and inverted by Mimetic Desire. They make no moral charge against any participant, regardless of political position or economic role, whether lender or borrower, elite or poor. The accumulation of wealth at one pole and the deprivation of subsistence at the other are shown to be two faces of one mechanism, and the mechanism, not any person, is the subject of the Movements.

A closing Coda, placed outside the four Movements, marks the one point at which the completed description licenses a normative turn. It states the corrections the disaggregation makes conceivable, inflation managed by component, a guaranteed Appetitive floor, a monetary policy in place of the single interest-rate lever that expands bounded provision at one end, taxes the Mimetic Premium at the other, and settles the accumulated stock of claims in full under the protection of those two, and the suppression of price observability through Blind Pricing, the withholding of transaction prices from public visibility so that no price can serve as a reference point for the next and no sequence of prices can supply the direction from which the next is anticipated, so that the terms of transactions cannot become the focal points through which Mimetic comparison reprices the medium, the descriptive ground for which was laid in the dyadic-locus section of Movement B and and defers their institutional form to the constructive chapters that follow. The argument is entailed by the architecture established in the preceding chapters. It is neither asserted nor motivated, and the conclusions follow whether or not any reader finds them congenial.

The demolition is easily mistaken for a rejection. Nothing in the argument requires doing away with the profit motive, with private property, or with market dynamics, and nothing in it rejects any of the three. The chapter does not dismantle these institutions, it adds fidelity to what each of them is constituted by. Profit, on AIM terms, simply is the Mimetic Premium, the increment a price carries above the Appetitive and Intrinsic return to provision, and recognising this is not an objection to the profit motive but an account of what that motive is and what it is good for. The premium performs a genuine allocative function, because a higher attainable profit marks the part of the market where need, and so willingness to pay, is greatest, and the pursuit of it therefore moves goods and services toward where they are most needed. That is of net benefit, and the chapter does not propose to remove the premium but to see clearly how it operates, so that the M-component can be managed and deliberately engineered to perform this allocative role rather than left to inflate without bound.

The Mimetic Premium performs a second bounded function beside the allocative one. Because the future Appetitive and Intrinsic costs a price would have to cover cannot be priced at the moment of any single exchange, being a superposed state whose value is not yet available to be read (Chapter 14), a retained increment serves as a buffer against that unforecastable future and as the fund from which Individuals save against contingencies no single transaction can foresee, with direct disbursement held underneath as the backstop where private provision falls short. Neither function requires retaining the whole Premium, and the correction the Coda licenses removes only the unbounded increment above the bounded allocative-and-buffer band, not the band itself.

Private property is ownership in its ordinary sense, and it is the precondition of exchange itself, because nothing can be exchanged that is not first owned, so for a common currency to do its work at all, things must be ownable, and private property therefore remains untouched by the analysis. Market dynamics are the population-scale operation of the common-currency integration this chapter derives, and exposing where the Mimetic Premium runs ahead of any allocative function does not impugn the price mechanism itself, it specifies which part of a price tracks real deficit, which part is steering supply toward need, and which part is unbounded inflation to be managed. In every case the move is the same one the treatise makes everywhere, replacing an aggregate that concealed its components with a disaggregation that resolves them, so that the institution can be made to track what it was always supposed to track. The chapter takes nothing away that fidelity to the sources does not require, and the corrections the Coda licenses operate through these institutions, not against them.

Extraction here is a structural description and not an imputation of intent. It names what the mechanism does, not what any participant means to do, in exactly the sense in which a parasite extracts from a host without intending anything at all. By Object Parasitism, Mimetic Desire owns no Objects of its own and operates only by attaching to an Appetitive or Intrinsic host and drawing value through it, and extraction is the name for that drawing of value, the diversion of a bounded-purpose instrument into the service of an unbounded source. The parasite does not decide to extract, and need not know that it does, the relation is constituted by what flows, not by what is intended.

So when the chapter says that Interest extracts, that financialisation expands the surface available to extraction, or that the lender is the medium of an extraction, the claim is about the direction of the flow and the structure that produces it, never about a motive in the party through whom it runs. Source Opacity guarantees that the party cannot read the source of the charge they levy, and the Sincerity Guarantee guarantees that whatever account they do hold is genuinely believed, so intent is not merely absent from the claim but architecturally unavailable as its basis. Extraction is therefore used throughout as the parasitologist uses it, to denote a one-directional transfer that benefits the attaching dynamic at the host’s expense, and it carries no accusation. The mechanism extracts, the participants, lender and borrower, accumulator and deprived alike, are the medium through which it does so, and the word marks the structure, not the will.

Dependency Statement

This chapter assumes and builds upon results established earlier in the treatise. It does not re-derive them, but it states each dependency explicitly so the entailment chain remains visible.


	Component-function localisation (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.12). Every operation the chapter assigns to a component is assigned where Chapter 4 localises it.

	Common-currency integration (Chapter 9). The Decision Hub integrates unlike motivational signals into a single Scalar for action-selection. Money is the external counterpart of this internal operation, and the chapter leans on the identity rather than re-proving it.

	Source Opacity (Chapter 9). Common-currency integration is a many-to-one map, and that map destroys the source decomposition irreversibly (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.1). The chapter extends this result to Money: a scalar standard of value tag-strips by the same mathematics, so no holder of Money can introspect the source of the wanting that Money attracts.

	Object Parasitism (Chapter 8). Mimetic Desire owns no Objects of its own. It operates by attaching to Objects of Appetitive or Intrinsic origin and inflating their valuation through the social-proof channel. Money, the most fungible and most legible instrument in existence, is the ideal host, and this is the dependency on which the chapter’s use of the word extraction rests.

	The Object-Source Non-Identity Principle (Chapter 8, Section 8.13.2). No Object possesses a fixed source-composition. The proportion of an Object’s integrated value attributable to Appetitive function, Intrinsic function and Mimetic Premium is fixed by the Decision Hub’s integration conditions at the moment of valuation, so the same physical Object is Mimetic-Premium-saturated under one set of conditions and Appetitive-Intrinsic-dominant under another. The chapter leans on this result wherever it speaks of an Object being captured, because capture is a change in the valuation and never a change in the thing.

	The Boundedness Asymmetry Principle (Chapter 8). Appetites are bounded by satiation and Intrinsic Motivation by sufficiency at any given level of competence, while Mimetic Desire alone never closes while the Individual is conscious and perceiving, because relative position has no terminal value and the reference point resets with each acquisition. This asymmetry is what makes Money’s capture monotonic.

	Confabulation (Chapter 11). The Decision Hub, denied access to the true source of its valuations, generates a sincere post-hoc account. The Sincerity Guarantee means the account is genuinely believed. Applied at population scale to Money, this is what manufactures the divergent cultural theories of what Money is, and what launders unbounded Mimetic accumulation into a bounded Appetitive-Intrinsic story.

	The Scapegoat Mechanism (Chapter 11). The chapter’s descriptive posture connects forward to the reciprocal scapegoating derived in the later chapters, but the chapter itself derives the extraction mechanism without recourse to it.



Derivation Preview

The chapter draws on Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2), under which Money is the external Common-Currency Scalar; on Object Parasitism and the Mimetic Premium (Axiom 5), under which profit is the increment a price carries above its Appetitive and Intrinsic return; on Source Opacity (Axiom 3) and Confabulation (Axiom 4), which explain why the components of a price are not directly readable; on Differential Satiation (Axiom 6); and on the loop-gain and network-coupling apparatus of Appendix A, which governs the passage from a single institution’s Fold to systemic contagion. From these it derives, for use here and in later work, the identity of Money as the external Scalar, the Comparator Capture Principle, the GDP three-component decomposition, Interest as the Mimetic Premium charged on the valuation architecture, Parasitic Equilibrium, Mimetic Lock-In, and the Jubilee Theorem, under which a standing M-Tax and a single clearance of the accumulated stock of claims are individually insufficient and jointly sufficient to confine claims below the level capacity can service (Appendix 12A, Section 12A.8).

Chapter Preview

The chapter proceeds in four Movements and closes with a Coda placed outside them.


	Movement A (Sections 12.1 to 12.6) establishes what Money is. It opens on the puzzle of variable form and fixed function, identifies Money as the external Common-Currency Scalar for satisfying the demands of A, I and M, derives form-independence and universality, and explains why every culture confabulates a different account of an object whose nature its own architecture conceals, locating the commodity, credit, and state theories of Money as the sincere confabulations the architecture predicts.

	Movement B (Sections 12.7 to 12.11) turns on the keystroke paradox, that anyone can now mint a currency at a keystroke while Money remains irreducibly scarce, and resolves it by showing that scarcity has migrated from the substrate to the Scalar’s standing as the accepted common currency for a population of Decision Hubs. Movement B closes by locating the control of Money in the population’s coordinated acceptance rather than in any institution, and notes that this upward constitution, experienced as downward institutional control, is the monetary instance of the Constitution-Direction Principle derived in Chapter 18.

	Movement C (Sections 12.12 to 12.16) establishes Money’s object-character, defines the Veblen good for a fresh audience and explains under AIM why Veblen goods exist at all, establishes that a motivational source is a property of the valuation and never of the good, shows Money as the generic Veblen good, derives Money as the optimal Mimetic comparator and the Comparator Capture Principle, and derives the two faces of manufactured scarcity as the mechanism binding accumulation at one pole to deprivation at the other.

	Movement D (Sections 12.17 to 12.33) derives the extraction architecture across three sub-sequences. The demolition sequence (Sections 12.17 to 12.22) establishes the time-bound urgency of the A and I signals as the keystone of the Interest analysis, eliminates the four standard justifications for Interest on a shared architectural ground because they partition a single justification rather than standing as independent defences, identifies the three bounded and terminating residues the framework grants without reservation, shows why only disaggregation of the three motivational sources could expose the error and why the same confabulated valuation is what causes a bank to fail, and closes by drawing from the same result why the moral prohibitions against Interest could not survive and why Interest and profit are one charge distinguished only by whether an Appetitive or Intrinsic host lies beneath it. The abstraction sequence (Sections 12.23 to 12.25) extends the capture analysis to shares and the Abstraction Layers above them, with the acquisition and closure of a profitable competitor as the structural limit case, and derives why Mimetic Desire is the only monotonic inflator. The extraction sequence (Sections 12.26 to 12.33) derives the Aggregation Confabulation and the closed causal loop, the determinism and historical recurrence the loop entails, the generic baseline and empirical disaggregation procedure by which the decomposition is operationalised against activity-statement data, Interest as the Mimetic Premium levied on the valuation architecture itself, compound Interest as the arithmetic of an unbounded source, Parasitic Equilibrium and financialisation, Mimetic Lock-In with Forced Participation, and the network layer at which a Fold in one institution becomes systemic contagion. Movement D closes on the descriptive posture, binding the accumulation result and the deprivation result as two faces of one mechanism and indicting no participant, and hands the resulting trajectories forward to the later chapters.

	The Coda (Sections 12.34 to 12.39, From Description to Correction), placed outside the four Movements, steps from that completed description to the corrections the disaggregation licenses. It states four, inflation managed by separating the M-component from genuine Appetitive and Intrinsic demand, a guaranteed Appetitive floor disbursed directly to Individuals, a monetary policy that expands bounded provision at one end, taxes the Mimetic Premium at the other, and settles the accumulated stock of claims in full under the protection of those two instruments, in place of the single interest-rate lever, and the suppression of price observability through Blind Pricing, the withholding of transaction prices from public visibility so that no price can serve as a reference point for the next and no sequence of prices can supply the direction from which the next is anticipated, so that the terms of transactions cannot become the focal points through which Mimetic comparison reprices the medium, the descriptive ground for which was laid in the dyadic-locus section of Movement B and and defers their institutional form to the constructive chapters that follow.





Movement A - What Money Is

12.1 The Puzzle of Variable Form and Fixed Function

The catalogue of things that have served as Money is long. Cattle in the pastoral societies of the ancient Mediterranean and East Africa. Measured weights of barley in Mesopotamia. Bars of salt across the Sahel and the Horn of Africa. Cowrie shells along trade routes spanning the Indian Ocean and West Africa. Standardised bronze, silver, and gold by weight, then struck into coin. Tally sticks of notched hazelwood in medieval England. Paper claims redeemable, then paper claims redeemable for nothing. Entries in a ledger. Balances in a database. A string of cryptographic signatures distributed across a network of machines. No two of these substrates resemble one another physically, and several of them, the tally stick and the database entry, the cowrie and the gold coin, could not have been recognised as the same kind of thing by the cultures that used the others.

Set beside this riot of form an equally striking constancy of function. In every one of these societies, the substrate served to measure value on a single scale, to store that value across time, and to discharge obligation in exchange. The function did not drift as the substrate changed. A Sumerian discharging a debt in weighed silver and a present-day worker discharging a debt by tapping a card are performing the identical operation, separated by five thousand years and by every conceivable difference of material. The function is invariant where the substrate is free.

Each of these cultures gave a different account of what Money is, and the accounts contradict one another. To one tradition Money is a commodity, valuable because the substrate is intrinsically valuable. To another it is credit, a record of obligation with no commodity beneath it at all. To another it is a creature of the state, valuable because the sovereign demands it in tax. To another it is a spontaneous social convention, valuable because everyone expects everyone else to accept it. These are not refinements of a shared theory. They are mutually exclusive claims about the nature of the same object, each held sincerely, each generating its own scholarly literature, none able to dislodge the others across centuries of argument.

There is not one puzzle here but a linked pair. Why does the form of Money vary without limit while its function stays fixed? And why, given that the function is so stable, can the cultures that use Money not agree on what it is? A satisfactory theory of Money must answer both questions with one mechanism, because a fixed function paired with chaotic self-understanding is too specific a signature to be coincidence. The answer to both questions is the same architectural result.

12.2 Money Is the External Common-Currency Scalar

The architecture already supplies an object with exactly these properties, and it sits inside the head of every Individual who uses Money. In Chapter 9, Section 9.1 the Decision Hub was shown to integrate unlike motivational signals, the pull of an Appetite, the draw of an Intrinsically rewarding activity, the tug of Mimetic standing, into a single Scalar, because action-selection requires a common currency. The body must choose one act at a time, and choosing among incommensurable goods, hunger against curiosity against Status, is impossible unless their claims are first rendered onto one comparable scale. The Decision Hub is the organ that performs this rendering, and the Scalar it produces is the common currency of the nervous system.

That Scalar has one job, which is to correct a deficit. Where the correcting condition is the Individual’s own body, the action reaches it directly and the correction is a single action, with no chain to run (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2). Where it is not, the action it selects is the transduction: it puts the same Scalar into a medium in which the Scalar can occupy an Object. The Object then carries the signal from there. Where the Object is itself gated, the signal passes to whatever unlocks it, and the chain runs until the link that satisfies the deficit closes the arc. Those Objects are not further transductions. They are the medium the signal, once transduced, moves through, as air is the medium sound moves through once the speaker has done its work. This suffices wherever the Object that will discharge the deficit lies ready to the body.

Transduction is not an extra step. It is what the conservation discipline of Chapter 4, Section 4.1 requires of every step in a chain: no step introduces a cause absent from the step before it, and no step lets an upstream signal stop. A deficit registered in one body and corrected by an Object held in another is a signal that crosses the gap between them, so an account of that correction owes a statement of what carried it across. An account that leaves the signal at the body’s edge is incomplete.

The two instantiations differ in one respect, and the difference is not a defect in the identity but the reason the externalisation exists at all. The neural Scalar is emitted and decays. It is computed at the moment of choice, it selects an act, and it dissipates, because the body that computes the signal is the body that will perform the act, and the signal has no work left once the act completes. Where the Object is held by another, the act the Scalar selected cannot be performed at the moment of selection, and a signal that decays leaves nothing behind with which to perform it later. The deficit, meanwhile, does not decay. It stands until the correction completes and re-emits the signal for as long as it goes uncorrected.

Where the Object is held by another, the action that transduces the Scalar is exchange. One body cannot act on the Object directly. The party who holds it is the granting party, and it is that party who discharges the other’s deficit, by releasing the Object. Their Scalar is prepared to make that release: it gives up a present claim over the Object that would correct the other party’s deficit now, in favour of a deferring Object, Money, that will correct a deficit of their own later. That exchange is the speaker. The neural Scalar stays in each body that computed it. What crosses is the same signal, once transduced, now in a form that can leave one body and enter another. What the granting party receives is not the signal, but the capacity to discharge a later signal of their own. That capacity, held across the interval between selecting an act and being able to perform it, and across the gap between bodies which the signal itself cannot cross, is Money. Money is that store. It is not a second conversion, and it is not another parcel of air. It is what exchange leaves behind when a present Object is released for a future correction.

The claim is therefore not that Money is like the neural common currency, an analogy or a metaphor. It is the same Scalar, once transduced by exchange, stored on a substrate that can take it from every Individual and every deficit at once, which is why unlike productions become commensurable upon it, the farmer’s grain against the smith’s tools against the physician’s care, and why no second integrator is required anywhere to compare them.

This is why the store must be general-purpose rather than specific. It has to serve whichever deficit is outstanding, because the Individual does not know in advance which will press next, and a store able to discharge only one kind of signal would fail at the first deficit of another kind. Money is the action signal held in reserve, in a form that can be carried across time and handed between bodies, and spent against any Object that any of the three sources may name.

Generality of that kind is a property of what a store is accepted for, not of what it directly corrects. The substrates a population reaches for first are usually specific: measured barley corrects one deficit and no other, yet it carried the scale of Mesopotamia for millennia. The holder who needed a tool did not eat the barley; they tendered it to a smith who did. What made the barley general was that every body in the population held the deficit it corrects, so no holder had to calculate whether the next party would take it. An Object that corrects a universal deficit is general-purpose in the only sense the store requires, because the acceptance the store needs is supplied by the deficit itself.

The relation between the two instantiations is the relation between mains power and stored power. Mains power is continuous and ambient: it is drawn at the instant it is used and it is not held at the point of use, which is the neural Scalar, computed at the moment of choice and dissipating once the act runs. Stored power is the same energy held in a cell, portable, transferable, and discharged on demand, which is Money. The reason to store power is not that stored power is a different kind of energy. It is that the mains does not reach everywhere the work has to be done. Money exists for the identical reason: the Object that would discharge the deficit lies beyond the body that registered it, and only a store can carry the capacity across the gap.

The store inherits the indifference of what it stores. A cell holds no record of whether its charge was generated from coal, from wind or from sunlight; the units are interchangeable once they are in, and a claim that stored power came from one source rather than another can be made only by a certificate kept outside the cell, never read off the charge itself. The coin of Chapter 9, Section 9.1.5 carries its denomination and its date on the same terms, and so does every unit of Money: whether the deficit it will discharge is Appetitive, Intrinsic or Mimetic is not written on the unit, and the composition can be reconstructed from outside, by the methods of Section 9.9.5, but never recovered from the number.

There is no ceiling on stored power. If more is needed, more cells are added, and nothing in the technology sets a maximum. Money is the same: a unit is a unit at any quantity, and no architectural principle caps how many units may exist. But a cell is a vessel, and an empty vessel stores nothing. What can be drawn from the store is limited not by how many cells have been built but by how much was generated and put in. So with Money. The units are free to create and unlimited in number; what they can command is set by what the population actually produced. Two constraints follow. The first is that the store must be accepted widely enough to serve the transactions its holder expects to face, since a cell whose connector nothing on the network will take holds its charge perfectly and delivers nothing to anything. The second is that every Individual must hold enough of it to discharge their deficits, since a device with an empty cell does not run however much charge exists elsewhere on the network.

Three properties follow from the requirement that the store cross the gap between bodies, and the neural Scalar possesses none of them. It must persist, because the interval between selection and provision is not instantaneous. It must transfer without loss, because it discharges by passing to the party who holds the Object. And it must be conserved. The store is not drawn from the holder’s own Scalar; no Individual generates Money by valuing something. It is acquired by having discharged some other Individual’s deficit, and what is held afterwards is a claim on the population for a discharge already supplied. Claims of that kind net to zero by construction: one Individual’s positive standing on the scale is another’s outstanding obligation upon it, which is the same relation at opposite signs. Conservation is therefore not a property Money was given by convention. It is what reciprocity looks like when it is denominated on a common scale.

The act by which that discharge is supplied is labour. Exchange is the transduction; labour is what is tendered in it. The neural Scalar cannot leave the body that computes it. What can leave is the effort that body expends and the Object that effort produces, and it is by discharging another Individual’s deficit with that Object that capacity enters the store at all. Labour generates the capacity, and Money is the claim upon it, and the two are not the same thing. Generation is not optional, since Objects that no one produced discharge no deficits. The acquisition of a claim is a separate matter, and the architecture fixes only that total claims must not outrun the capacity generated. Where they do, the excess corresponds to no discharge anyone supplied.

That labour is the origin of the content a price pays for is correct, and it is what the labour accounts perceived. What does not follow is that labour therefore measures the price. Price is set by the ratchet, driven by the deficit of whoever faces it and bounded by the affordable share, and it carries a component that no labour generated. The two quantities are distinct: labour fixes how much genuine deficit-correcting capacity exists in the system, and the price fixes what is claimed against it. Where the second exceeds the first, the excess corresponds to no discharge anyone supplied. That excess is the Mimetic Premium, the portion of a claim on the store for which no deficit was discharged.

A consequence follows that has the same form as the result on monetary scarcity. What the architecture requires is that the Objects exist, which requires labour somewhere in the population, and that every Individual hold enough of the scale to discharge their deficits. It does not require that these be the same Individual. The coupling of labour to entitlement is therefore institutional rather than architectural, in the sense in which the scarcity of the substrate is institutional rather than natural, and the appearance of necessity attaching to it comes from the same source, a distributional arrangement of long standing read as a fact about the world.

This is why provision made directly to an Individual for the correction of an Appetitive deficit is neither charity nor debasement of the scale. It creates no claim that outruns capacity, because the Objects it commands already exist and the labour that produced them has already been performed; it moves an existing claim to a cell that would otherwise sit empty and a device that would otherwise not run. Labour precedes Money for an Individual exactly where that Individual lacks the means of correction and must acquire it, and not otherwise. Where the means are already held, no further question arises about how they were come by, because the deficit is closed either way and closing it is what the scale exists to do.

The Individual runs this arc for whichever source drove the selection, the Appetite, the Intrinsic engagement, or the Mimetic pull, and runs it believing in each case that acquisition will satisfy the demand, because Source Opacity has stripped from the wanting the record of which source drove it, so the wanting carries no mark of the one fact that distinguishes them, that two of these sources terminate on acquisition and one does not. The bounded demand of Appetite or Intrinsic Motivation is completed by the acquisition, while the Mimetic pull rides the identical arc, completes no acquisition that holds, and resets its reference with the next, an asymmetry the felt wanting does not display, and which shows only in how the wanting behaves once acquisition is complete.

A consequence follows from the identity. The Scalar reduces to compare and select, then transfers to acquire and satisfy, and the demand it was selected to discharge persists, at the neural level, until that final step completes. So where a shortfall of the Scalar blocks the acquisition, the deficit is not held in some separate financial domain outside the body. It remains an uncorrected deficit inside the body, because the deficit was registered neurally and only the acquisition the Scalar enables can close it. The signals reaching the Decision Hub stay elevated for exactly as long as the correction is withheld, and lack of the means of correction is, neurally, the persistence of the need.

This is why the prediction the architecture makes, that monetary shortfall should register as bodily deprivation registers, is borne out in the evidence. Financial scarcity has been shown to impose a measurable cognitive load, lowering performance on unrelated reasoning tasks by a margin comparable to the loss of a full night of sleep, because the unmet concern consumes the mental resources that higher cognition would otherwise use (Mani, Mullainathan, Shafir, & Zhao, 2013), a result confirmed across more than a hundred thousand participants in subsequent meta-analysis (de Bruijn & Antonides, 2024). The mechanism is the body’s own deprivation-and-threat machinery, the same stress axis that bodily need recruits, sustained for as long as the deficit goes uncorrected.

The ordering of the interventions follows directly, and connects to the guaranteed Appetitive floor of the Coda. The Appetitive floor is secured first, not as generosity but as deficit-correction, because a Decision Hub held saturated by an uncorrected Appetitive deficit cannot release the resources that Intrinsic engagement and deliberative cognition require. Satisfy the Appetite first, and the cognition that was starved of bandwidth can run.

This identity fixes Money’s place in the architecture, and fixes it in both directions. The neural Scalar comes first, as a condition of any Individual acting at all, and Money emerges when populations of such Individuals must coordinate provision across bodies, inheriting its structure from the neural operation it externalises. But the traffic does not run one way. A population that transacts through a common scale is a population whose Beliefs about value are formed under that scale, and the Belief Register conditions what the Observer computes, so the institution that the architecture made necessary reaches back and shapes the valuations of the Decision Hubs that constitute it. The prediction is that the degree to which a population’s provision runs through the common scale should be legible in how its members value and behave, and it is: across fifteen societies, the proportion of a household’s calories obtained by purchase rather than by growing, hunting or fishing predicts behaviour in anonymous allocation games, accounting for roughly half the variation between populations (Henrich et al., 2010). The architecture makes a common currency necessary; the running institution then conditions the weights of the architecture that produced it. These are two limbs of one loop, not a contest over which came first.

What Money measures, and what the Decision Hub measures, are brought into correspondence by the deficit itself. A price is not, at the moment it is encountered, a report of anyone’s valuation. It is the term on which a gating party will release the Object. But the deficit that selected the Object does not abate while the price is considered, because only acquisition closes it, and the Decision Hub holds no representation of what a correction ought to cost. The Decision Hub’s valuation is therefore driven upward against the price until the two meet or the affordable share is exhausted. The scale is common not because it aggregates what many Individuals separately value, but because the deficit that sends each Individual to it ratchets their valuation onto it. Two things follow at once. Where no deficit presses, nothing drives the ratchet, and the party in surplus faces the price without any compulsion to meet it. And where the ratchet does run, the price at which a transaction clears is set by whichever party can ratchet furthest, which is the party with the largest affordable share, so that the terms of provision are fixed by the deepest reserve in the market rather than by the sharpest need.

The projection of three unlike sources onto one scale is a compression, and it is lossy in the exact technical sense: the mapping cannot be inverted, and the record of which source contributed what is not carried in the compressed representation. The store inherits the compression along with everything else, which is why a price states a magnitude and not a composition. What can be recovered is not recovered from the Scalar. It is reconstructed from behaviour: from whether a pursuit satiates, whether it is indifferent to relative standing, whether it is sensitive to being observed. The architecture supplies the decompression the Scalar itself cannot, operating not on the signal but on the conduct the signal produces, and its fidelity is bounded by how sharply those behavioural signatures discriminate rather than by anything retrievable from the number.

The discipline that studies Money reached the opposite conclusion and built its foundations on the reverse of it. Classical economics had sought an objective basis for value, a standard against which the worth of a good could be fixed independently of who happened to want it, and through the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries it looked for that standard in labour, in cost of production, in the physical inputs a good embodied. The search failed, not for want of effort but because no principled basis could be found from which the objective magnitude could be calculated, and the labour and cost accounts foundered on goods whose prices plainly diverged from any input measure. The marginal revolution of the 1870s resolved the impasse by abandoning the question. Value was declared subjective, a matter of the utility a good held for an individual at the margin (utility being the satisfaction the good yields its holder, and the margin being the next unit of it, so that a third loaf is worth less to a fed man than the first) and since that utility could not be observed directly, the discipline fell back on the one thing it could observe, the choices individuals actually made.

Revealed preference is the mature form of that retreat. It infers what a person values from what they buy, and refuses in principle to look behind the choice to any source that might have generated it. This was not a discovery that value has no objective basis. It was a Confabulation in the exact sense, a sincere account generated to fill the gap left when the true basis could not be reached, and the discipline has compounded the account ever since, building a century of formal apparatus on a Scalar whose composition it had declared unrecoverable in principle.

The architecture explains why the basis was unreachable, common-currency integration tag-strips the sources before the choice is made, so no examination of the choice, however careful, can recover from the integrated Scalar the A, I, and M composition that integration destroyed, and the neuroscience by which the sources feeding that integration could have been identified was unavailable in the nineteenth century. Revealed preference was the best that could be done with introspection and choice-data alone, because those were the only instruments available, and Source Opacity guarantees that introspection cannot return the composition, and choice data read one choice at a time cannot either.

What has changed is that the basis is no longer unavailable. The three-source architecture supplies the principled ground the marginalists could not find, not by reading the source off the choice, which remains impossible, but by routing around the opacity through the behavioural signatures of boundedness and non-satiation. The objective standard the discipline abandoned as unattainable is now attainable, because what the architecture recovers is the source-composition of a valuation, which is a fact about the Individual valuing and about the conditions under which the Decision Hub computed the valuation, and never a magnitude residing in the good. Once the decomposition is in hand the retreat to revealed preference is no longer forced but chosen, and it must now be given up, because a decomposition that separates provision from positional inflation is exactly what a science of Money built on an undifferentiated Scalar could never deliver and exactly what the corrections require.

The two accounts assign the price opposite roles. In its formation the price is an output: the term a gating party sets, against which the Decision Hub of the deficit-carrying party drives the valuation upward until the two meet, so the price stands prior to the valuation and the valuation moves to the price. In its use as evidence the price is an input, taken as given by the party whose preference is read off it and produced by the population that set it, and the choice made at that price is treated as disclosing a valuation the choosing party brought to the transaction. The inference requires the valuation to be prior to the price. The formation puts the price prior to the valuation. So the magnitude that produced a valuation becomes the instrument by which that valuation is measured, and an effect is read as a cause. Because the price at which a transaction clears is set by whichever party can ratchet furthest, which is the party holding the largest affordable share, a price carries a fact about how holdings are distributed and is read as a fact about what one party wanted.

The failure takes a specific shape where prices are concerned. A price is struck between two parties, and what each brings to it includes a Belief about what the other holds the Object to be worth, so the price carries a component constituted by Beliefs about Beliefs. Revealed preference reads that price back as the disclosed preference of one party, because the ordering it recovers is a property of a single Individual and the account has nowhere to put a component that two parties constituted between them. What was jointly constituted is returned as personal taste. That is the tag-stripping of common-currency integration performed a second time, at the scale of a discipline rather than a Decision Hub: the Scalar arrives at the price with its sources already destroyed (in this case the calculations run on the Beliefs each party brought to the transaction), and the method assigns the whole of it to the party who paid. The intractability, stated as an identification result, is the Reflection Problem, which is an accurate observation of relationally constituted desire rather than a defect of method (Manski, 1993; Chapter 19, Sections 19.5 and 19.7).

Of what is so returned, the portion standing above what the Object affords as provision is the Mimetic Premium. The Premium is a residual and is legible only as one, because a component constituted by the coupling can be shown only against a baseline the coupling did not constitute, which is the cheapest generic version of the Object, sufficient to close the deficit and therefore terminating the Appetitive and Intrinsic claim (Section 12.27).

Keynes (1936) described the pricing of assets as a contest in which each party is occupied with what average opinion expects average opinion to be, and ran the regress to a third degree and past it. What has not followed is a base built to hold the observation. The coupling is carried in particular literatures as a departure from an apparatus whose default it never becomes, and Leibenstein’s partition names the base and the departure from it: demand arising from the qualities inherent in a commodity is the functional case, and everything the coupling produces is named for what it is not.

Preferences are exogenous in that base, and exogeneity is the warrant for treating preferences as the term that explains a price. A coupling makes them endogenous to the price they are called on to explain, so the coupling cannot be added as one term more; it withdraws the warrant. Preference exogeneity falls rather than bends (Chapter 19, Section 19.12). The exclusion runs in one direction. What is computed on the base revealed preference provides counts the Premium as provision, so every measure of what a population produced is overstated by the portion of it for which no deficit was discharged (Section 12.27). To do otherwise would require disaggregating what is contained in the revealed preference itself.

12.3 Money’s Bounded Purpose

If Money is the external instrument for satisfying the demands of A and I, then Money has a derivable purpose, and that purpose is bounded. Its function is to enable the Individual to acquire the things that satisfy Appetitive deficits, food, shelter, safety, medical care, and to obtain the tools, instruments, and resources that enable Intrinsically rewarding engagement, the guitar, the laboratory, the time to practise. On both counts the instrumental requirement is bounded. Appetites are bounded by satiation. Intrinsic Motivation is bounded by sufficiency of the Object to enable the process, as a guitarist’s desire for a guitar terminates on acquiring a functionally adequate instrument. Money in its proper function inherits these bounds. It is wanted up to the level that secures the Appetitive floor and equips the Intrinsic process, and no architectural principle within A or I generates a demand for more beyond that point.

This boundedness is not a moral recommendation about how much Money a person ought to want. It is a structural fact about what A and I can generate demand for. Money is quite literally the means to the Individual’s ends. It must not be permitted to operate as a self-contained end in itself.

The reason the bound holds for the Appetitive and Intrinsic sources but not for Mimetic Desire is a matter of what each signal is. Appetite and Intrinsic Motivation are deficit signals: the Body Manager registers a homeostatic deficit and the Thinker an engagement-continuing need, each marking a state that can be repaired, and each terminating when the state it marks is met, satiation for Appetite and sufficiency for Intrinsic Motivation. Mimetic Desire is not a deficit signal but a Salience signal: the Observer marks the location of an Object in the perceived field and what observed others value. The Individual is located in that field as well, so every reading the Observer returns is of a position held relative to that Individual, whether the distance that fixes what an Object would cost to obtain or the standing that holding the Object confers. The two limbs are one assessment rather than two. An Individual in the field is an Object like any other and is read on the same terms, for what is afforded against what obtaining it would cost, and Status is the distributed estimate that many such readings sum to (Chapter 8, Section 8.1.4).

Salience has no repaired state of its own to reach, because acquiring the salient Object does not close a deficit but moves the Individual within the field and resets the comparison against which Salience is computed (Axiom 6). A signal that marks a repairable state carries its own terminus; a signal that marks relative position does not, and no increment of acquisition supplies one. Source Opacity fixes why this goes uncorrected from within: the integrated Scalar carries no source-tag, so the Salience signal is present as the Individual’s own wanting and cannot be told from a genuine deficit by introspection. The Boundedness Asymmetry Principle on which the extraction argument turns is therefore rooted in the kind of signal Mimetic Desire is, a Salience signal with no repairable state of its own, and in the Source Opacity that prevents the Individual from recognising it as such.

A satiated Appetite issues no further claim, and a sufficiently equipped Intrinsic engagement issues no further claim, so the Money that serves them is wanted only to the threshold of satiation and sufficiency. One of the three motivational sources does not honour this bound, and Money, being the ideal host, is where its failure to honour the bound does the most damage.

The same identity fixes what Debt is, and fixes it as the exact counterpart of Money rather than as a separate thing. If Money is the external common-currency means of correcting deficits, then Debt is a deficit denominated in that same external common currency. The two are one relationship carried at opposite signs. To hold Money is to hold positive standing on the scale, the corrected-deficit position, the capacity to acquire what satisfies an Appetitive or Intrinsic demand; to hold Debt is to hold negative standing on the same scale, an outstanding deficit owed in the same units. There is no structural difference between the two concepts, only the sign of the position and the scale at which the relation acts. Money is the deficit corrected; Debt is the deficit itself, externalised onto the common currency.

One consequence of this identity arrives at once. If Debt is a deficit denominated in the common currency, then a debt exists only where a deficit exists, and a debt is always a deficit of someone owed to someone, a relation with two poles. The test at each pole is the same: has a deficit been incurred on the Scalar? At the borrower’s pole the answer is normally yes, for the borrower takes the funds to correct a real Appetitive or Intrinsic deficit pressing now. At the lender’s pole the answer is not yet settled, and it is the question on which the later analysis of Interest turns. Where the funds parted with are surplus to the lender, above the satiation bound of Appetite and the sufficiency bound of Intrinsic Motivation derived above, it is not obvious that any deficit is incurred at the lender’s pole at all, and if none is, the relation does not have two poles of deficit but only one. It cannot be resolved until the time-bound asymmetry of the signals is in hand, and it is taken up at the surplus branch of the opportunity-cost limb, where the standing of the lender’s pole is fixed.

The constraint this sets is about what the Scalar shows rather than about what it carries. Because Debt is a deficit denominated in the common currency, it is a Scalar of exactly the kind Money is, and by Source Opacity it tag-strips in the identical way, displaying a single magnitude and discarding the record of what was summed to produce it. So the bare figure of a Debt does not show a Mimetic Premium on its face, but this is a fact about the legibility of the Scalar and not about its contents. Debt carries the Mimetic Premium in the same way Money carries it and any price carries it, because all three are the same tag-stripped Scalar read at different points, and none of them wears its M-component openly. The premium at issue is therefore not an appearance in Debt where there was none, but the one already resident in the Scalar, together with the further charge, Interest, levied above it on the satisfaction of the Appetitive and Intrinsic deficits the Debt exists to correct.

Interest is derived in Movement D as a Mimetic Premium levied on the valuation architecture rather than as anything intrinsic to the deficit, and the basis on which Debt is claimed and charged at Interest is, where it presents itself as anything other than that Premium, a Confabulation in the architectural sense, a sincere account supplied for a charge whose true source is the unbounded Mimetic dynamic. The deficit and its correction are structurally symmetric, each a Scalar that conceals rather than displays its M-component, and the charge added on the satisfaction of those deficits is a separate accretion derived later, not a property the deficit relation wears on its face.

This symmetry carries a consequence that is not merely descriptive but regulative, and it is the criterion by which any monetary system must be judged. If Money and Debt are the external denomination of deficit-correction and deficit at the common-currency integration level, then the system functions well exactly to the extent that the external signs correspond to the true deficits, the actual demands of the Appetitive and Intrinsic sources, and malfunctions exactly to the extent that they correspond instead to confabulated demands, the reasoned-into-being wants that Source Opacity and Confabulation supply in place of the stripped source. The two are not the same thing. A deficit that is real, an unmet Appetitive floor, an under-equipped Intrinsic engagement, is a deficit the architecture was built to register; a deficit that is confabulated, a want generated to account for a Mimetic pull whose source has been concealed, denominates onto the same scale and is indistinguishable from the real one once it is there, because the scale carries magnitude and discards the decomposition. The task, therefore, is always to do the best that can be done to make Money and Debt correspond as closely as possible to the true deficits and their correction, to satisfy the demands of the sources rather than the confabulated reasoning that stands in for them.

The architecture imposes a limit on that goal. The true sources are not directly readable, by the Individual or by any institution, because Source Opacity has stripped the tags before any account is formed, so the criterion cannot be discharged by measuring the real deficit and denominating it directly; there is no such measurement available. It is pursued instead as a regulative aim, approached through behavioural and structural proxies that route around the missing introspective access in the manner the framework adopts generally, rather than through any claim to read the sources off the scale. The constructive task is therefore to design the monetary and debt architecture so that its signs track real deficits as closely as the opacity permits, and so that the confabulated demands which the unbounded source manufactures are given the least possible purchase on the scale. The criterion exists and follows from the symmetry: correcting the real deficits, not the ones reasoned into being, is the standard against which the architecture of Money and Debt is to be measured.

12.3.1 Money as the Generic Intermediary, and the Indifference of the Decision Hub

A result implicit in the recovery arc of Section 12.2 fixes what Money is to the deficit-correction system and what distinguishes it from the things it is exchanged for. The arc does not terminate at the point of choice but at the point of provision, when the Object is in hand and the deficit that drove the selection is corrected. Where the Object lies ready to the body, recovery completes directly. Where it does not, recovery must run through one or more intermediary Objects, each of which unlocks access to the next, and the arc closes only at the link that satisfies the deficit. Money is one such intermediary, and the architecture treats it as exactly that, neither more nor less.

An Individual with an Appetitive deficit for food may need to dig potatoes from the ground. The potato is the terminal Object, the thing that corrects the deficit by being consumed. The spade is an intermediary Object, and a deficit rests on it too. The absence of an Object that would unlock the potato is a deficit the Thinker registers, and while no spade is to hand it stands uncorrected. Acquiring the spade satisfies its link in the chain and does no more, because the hunger stands and the potato is still in the ground. It is the instrument that unlocks the potato, crossing a gap that is gated not by another Individual but by the physical world. If the Individual has the spade, recovery runs spade-then-potato and the arc closes. If the Individual lacks the spade, the spade must itself be acquired, and where it is held by another who would register a deficit by handing over the spade, the only instrument that crosses that second gap is the external Scalar. So the chain runs money-then-spade-then-potato.

The chain can be any length, and each link serves the purpose of the link after it, the whole sequence serving the single deficit at its end. This is what it is for tools to be used in series to complete a task, and it is no different in kind from the use of Money to obtain one of those tools. Both the spade and the Money occupy the intermediary position in the chain, the position of unlocking the means to correction, and the Decision Hub is indifferent to which Object occupies that position and to how many occupy it in series, because by Source Opacity the integrated Scalar carries the magnitude of value and discards the record of what produced it, including the record of where in the chain a given Object sits. What the Decision Hub registers is whether the correction completes, not which substrate carried it there.

Every Object on the chain is that same signal occupying a substrate. Which Object carries the signal is settled by the action and by nothing else: the Scalar is transduced onto whatever Object the action it selects is directed at, and in principle no property of that Object limits the uses to which the Scalar can be put. The conversion has already happened, at the action, and where the gate is another Individual the action that unlocks it is exchange. Each link then carries the whole of the signal for as long as action is directed at it and hands it on where it is itself gated, as each parcel of air carries a sound and displaces the next.

Each link discharges its own claim. The spade obtained is a spade no longer wanted, because the claim placed on it is satisfied by having it, and the discharge registers as a correction. What it does not do is close the arc: the claim passes to the next link, and the deficit that opened the arc stands until the last link is reached. A chain therefore produces a sequence of real satisfactions converging on a correction, and that convergence is what distinguishes it from a pursuit that resets. Where the claim moves to the next link the Individual is nearer the correction after each discharge; where it returns to another Object at the same remove, nothing has been approached, and the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle fixes which of the three sources produces which pattern.

So to the deficit-correction system Money and any tool are the same kind of thing, both means to a correction the system reads only at its completion, and the intermediary role is the role Money performs. This identity is what licenses the treatment of Money as the supreme instrument of provision, because Money is the intermediary that has been generalised to the limit, the one tool convertible into every other deficit-correcting Object and therefore able to unlock any gated Object whatsoever, where the spade unlocks only Objects gated by residing underground.

Two qualifications fix the boundary of the identity. First, the indifference is to substrate and to position in the chain, not to the termination property, because the chain closes only where a source satiates, and by the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle two of the three sources terminate on acquisition while one does not. A spade-and-potato chain has a real terminus and falls silent when the deficit is corrected; a chain run for the Mimetic pull rides the identical arc, completes no acquisition that holds, and resets with the next, as Section 12.2 established.

Second, what singles Money out among intermediaries is not the intermediary role itself, which the spade discharges equally, but that Money is also the optimal Mimetic comparator derived in Section 12.15, the most fungible and most legible Object in existence and therefore the ideal host for the one source that never terminates. The spade is a poor comparator, being specific, illiquid, and hard to compare across Individuals, and is for that reason almost never captured; Money, being pure transferable convertibility with no Appetitive or Intrinsic ceiling of its own, is the perfect surface for capture. The intermediary identity therefore holds in full, and the difference between Money and the ordinary tool lies not in the role each plays in the chain but in the comparator properties that make Money, alone among intermediaries, the host on which the unbounded source does the most damage.

A third qualification completes the indifference and carries it from substrate to quantity. The Decision Hub is indifferent not only to which Object occupies the intermediary position and to how many occupy it in series, but to the magnitude of the outlay the correction commands. The Decision Hub reads a deficit and a gradient toward its correction, and holds no representation of what that correction ought to cost, because the felt urgency of the deficit is set at integration and is not scaled to the price of the remedy. What the Decision Hub registers is whether the correction completes. The bound on outlay is not computed at the Decision Hub at all. It is the Thinker that calculates affordability, and it is the output of that calculation, fed back into the Decision Hub, that supplies the ceiling the Decision Hub itself does not hold.

Money inherits this exactly, being the intermediary generalised to the limit. An Individual is prepared to pay whatever the cost is, including the whole of a gating party’s Mimetic Premium, provided only that the Thinker returns that the outlay is affordable, because the Scalar the Decision Hub reads carries no internal signal that the price exceeds the deficit’s true repair value. Source Opacity has already stripped the tags that would let the payer decompose the price into the part that repairs a deficit and the part that is Premium, so willingness to pay tracks the whole price, and the ceiling on the outlay is the affordability the Thinker computes rather than any perception that the price is unwarranted.

Affordability here is not the raw balance of funds available, and the claim is not that an Individual will spend everything they hold on whichever deficit presses in the moment. The calculation is the Thinker’s, run across the full field of demands the funds must serve. The Thinker weighs this correction against the other deficits, Appetitive, Intrinsic, and Mimetic, that it knows or expects to arise within the horizon those funds must cover, and the amount it returns as committable to this deficit is the residual that competition leaves, the share of available funds this correction can claim once the rival claims on the same funds over the same period have been weighed against it.

The Thinker feeds this residual back into the architecture along two paths at the moment of the transaction, directly into the Decision Hub as a bound on the outlay the Decision Hub may authorise, and via the Observer, where it conditions the Salience the Object carries relative to the funds it would consume. It is the Decision Hub’s integration of the Object’s Salience with that returned affordability that triggers the purchase or the loan, and it is that residual, not the total balance, that functions as the ceiling. Within it, up to the affordable share nothing in the deficit itself pushes back against the price, so the outlay is bounded by what the Thinker computes as affordable once every competing demand is accounted for and not by any judgement that the price is unwarranted.

This yields a pricing prediction. Because a Mimetically pursued Object serves a source that generates no stopping point of its own and is checked only by the affordable share, while an Appetitive or Intrinsic deficit terminates on satiation or sufficiency well before that share is exhausted, a Mimetically pursued Object can command a price up to the affordable ceiling itself, whereas an Object that corrects only an Appetitive or Intrinsic deficit cannot be priced above the point at which its bounded demand terminates. Mimetically pursued Objects will therefore always sustain a higher attainable price than Appetitively or Intrinsically satisfying ones, not because they deliver more, but precisely because the insatiability of the source they serve removes the internal bound that would otherwise cap what the buyer will pay.

Where the pursuit is Mimetic, the affordable share the Thinker returns is the sole ceiling that exists, because the Mimetic source does not satiate on acquisition (Axiom 6) and generates no stopping point of its own. This is the demand-side foundation of the two logics set side by side at Section 12.17.1, and it fixes why, at the deprived party’s pole, the above-cost portion of any price is paid under the compulsion of the deficit and not conceded as a judgement about worth.

12.4 Form-Independence and Universality

The identity of Money with the Common-Currency Scalar resolves the first half of the linked puzzle directly. Architectural necessity constrains the function and not the substrate. What the architecture requires is that some object serve as the single scale onto which the unlike claims of a population’s production can be projected, so that exchange and choice can proceed. The architecture is wholly indifferent to which object discharges this role, in the same way that the Decision Hub is indifferent to which neurotransmitters carry its common-currency signal so long as the integration is performed. Any substrate sufficiently divisible, durable, recognisable, and transferable will do, and the culture will reach for whatever is convenient and available, cattle where there are herds, salt where there are pans, shells where there is the trade that distributes them, cryptographic signatures where there are networks.

Nothing in the requirement excludes an Object that discharges a deficit on its own account, and the two roles are not alternatives between which an Object must choose. Barley fed the household and denominated the debt from the same granary; cattle fed their owner and discharged obligation on the hoof; salt preserved the food and paid for it. An Object carrying the scale does not thereby stop being what it was. The earliest substrates were overwhelmingly of this kind, and the reason is architectural rather than incidental: the acceptance the scale requires was already supplied by the deficit the Object corrects, so the population had nothing to coordinate. The migration toward coin, ledger and signature is a migration away from that guarantee and toward the substrate properties that serve storage and transfer instead, which is why every later substrate must acquire by coordination the acceptance the staples held by construction.

Substrates therefore differ, and they differ along one dimension: how efficiently each discharges the function. A cow discharges it poorly. Disposing of one requires a counterparty who wants a whole cow, now, nearby, and who will pay the going rate rather than the rate your need to sell permits them to offer; it cannot be divided to meet a smaller obligation, it ages and dies while held, and no two are alike. Silver discharges the same function with almost none of that friction, and a ledger entry with none of it at all.

This dimension has a name in the economic literature, where it was identified with precision by Carl Menger, who called it saleableness and defined it as the readiness with which a holder can dispose of a good, at prices corresponding to the general economic situation, across the range of quantities, places and times at which they might wish to dispose of it (Menger, 1892). Saleability is used for it here. Menger further identified the mechanism by which it concentrates: each holder, pursuing nothing but their own interest, has reason to exchange a less saleable holding for a more saleable one, because doing so converts a probability of obtaining what they want into something closer to a certainty, and the resulting concentration is self-reinforcing, since a substrate that more parties accept is thereby one that more parties have reason to accept.

What the architecture supplies is the account of what the gradient is a gradient of. Saleability is not a property of a good considered alone. It is the aggregate of the dyadic acceptances of Section 12.9, summed across a population and across the quantities, places and times at which disposal might be sought, and it therefore measures how efficiently a given substrate performs the storage and transfer that Section 12.2 derived. High Saleability is low friction in holding the discharge capacity and passing it to the party who holds the Object. That is why the properties governing it are the ones they are, divisibility, durability, recognisability, transportability, and steadiness of exchange ratio: each is a way of not losing charge between the moment the deficit is registered and the moment it is corrected.

Because Saleability is summed over the acceptances of a particular population, the top of the gradient is a position within that population and not a property of the substrate. Two populations that have converged on different substrates each hold Money within their own bounds, and each holds the other’s Money as a good, accepted only as far as it can be passed on to a party who will take it. An exchange rate is the price of one population’s Money expressed in the other’s, and it moves as the acceptances that constitute each Money shift.

One correction to the received account follows, and it is the point on which the architecture and the older analysis part. The nineteenth-century treatment held that at some point along this gradient a good becomes money, so that everyday practice and the law rightly distinguish two categories, goods which have become money and goods which have not. There are no two categories. Every exchangeable Object stores discharge capacity and every exchange is the common-currency operation; the cow is not a different kind of thing from the coin, it is a poor medium of exchange. What the gradient’s steep region produces is a change of degree so pronounced that it is mistaken for a change of kind, and the mistake is manufactured by the feedback the same analysis correctly described, which compresses an enormous range of efficiency into a narrow range of substrate. The prediction the architecture makes is therefore that no defensible line will be found. The discipline that measures the quantity of Money maintains a nested hierarchy of aggregates rather than a single figure, and disputes at every boundary of it, precisely because Saleability is continuous and the categorical distinction it is trying to operationalise does not exist.

This is why the historical catalogue of Section 12.1 is confirmation rather than coincidence. A theory that located Money’s nature in its substrate, in the intrinsic value of gold, say, would have to treat the tally stick and the database entry as anomalies or as degenerate cases. The architectural account treats them as exactly what the theory predicts: the same fixed function discharged by whatever substrate lay to hand, the function invariant because it is set by the integration problem, the substrate free because the problem does not care how it is solved. Form-independence is not a curiosity of monetary history; it is the observable signature of a function fixed by the cognitive architecture each actor in an economy possesses and a substrate left open by it.

The same result delivers Money’s universality. Because every Individual runs deficits that must be corrected through Objects held by others, and because that requirement arises from the architecture rather than from any local circumstance, every population of Decision Hubs will converge on a common substrate for the signal, once transduced. Money is not a cultural invention that some societies happened upon and others might equally have done without, in the way that writing or the wheel diffused unevenly. It is the necessary external solution to a problem that the architecture poses in every population, which is why no society of any scale has been found to operate without it, and why the societies that lacked coinage did not lack Money but merely lacked one particular substrate for it.

A corollary removes a distinction the historical literature has treated as fundamental. If the function is fixed by the integration problem and the substrate is left open, then barter is not a separate thing that precedes Money and is later replaced by it. Barter is simply inefficient exchange, the same common-currency function discharged through a substrate that discharges it poorly. When one party tenders a cow for another’s tool, the cow is performing the exact function the Scalar names, measuring the tool’s value against its own and discharging the obligation in exchange. What the cow lacks is not the function but the substrate properties that make it convenient, divisibility (it cannot be halved, so no exact equivalent of the tool can be tendered), storability (it ages and dies), and fungibility (no two cows are identical). The tool fails the same tests, so neither good can be metered against the other, and the trade can only ever be approximate.

That imbalance is where the Mimetic Premium enters, and the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle fixes that it can enter nowhere else. The A and I purposes the trade serves are bounded and therefore set: a cow feeds its taker only to satiation and a tool equips its taker only to sufficiency, so beyond the minimal quantity that meets those deficits, neither A nor I can absorb any further value. Whatever the inefficiency carries above that floor is not fixed by either bounded source. Where an exchange runs without an established measure of weight or volume there may be no stable ratio at all, each transaction standing on its own terms and offering neither party protection against a ratio that moves against them. That indeterminacy is itself the condition under which a premium enters, because a ratio that nothing fixes is a ratio that standing can fix, and the migration of substrates toward divisibility and fungibility is the migration toward a scale on which the Premium at least becomes measurable, whether or not it thereby becomes smaller. This is the barter precursor of the PM-differential that Section 12.3 and Movement D show resident, undisplayed, in every monetary price.

The convergence from bartered goods onto coin, ledger, and signature is therefore not the invention of Money where there was none, but the migration of one fixed function onto substrates that discharge it cleanly. There was never a barter society that lacked Money and later acquired it, because there was never an exchange that was not already the common-currency operation, only exchange conducted through better or worse substrates for it.

12.5 Why the Explanations Vary, and Why They Confabulate

The second half of the puzzle, why cultures cannot agree on what Money is, is resolved by carrying Source Opacity across from the Individual to the population. The Scalar that the Decision Hub computes is one number, and the summation of unlike sources into that number is a many-to-one map. By the result of Chapter 9, Section 9.9, the map destroys source-identity information irreversibly, because no function of the Scalar recovers the several distinct quantities that were summed to produce it. The Scalar carries the magnitude of value and discards the record of where the value came from. This is Source Opacity, a theorem about information and not a contingent limitation of attention.

Money, being that Scalar externalised, tag-strips by the identical mathematics, and the coin of Chapter 9, Section 9.1.5, carrying a denomination and a date and no record of the hands it has passed through, is the same fact held in the palm. A price is a single number. It states how much, and it destroys the record of why, of which blend of Appetitive necessity, Intrinsic worth, and Mimetic standing was integrated to produce it. Confronted with a Money whose own structure has erased the information that would reveal its nature, a culture is in the position of the Individual confronted with a valuation whose source has been stripped before it reached awareness. It cannot read the answer off the object, because the object does not carry the answer. And by the result of Chapter 11, Section 11.2, a Decision Hub denied the true source of a valuation does not return a blank; it confabulates, generating a sincere and coherent account that feels like perception rather than invention, under the Sincerity Guarantee.

So each culture confabulates a theory of Money, and confabulates sincerely. The commodity theorist, in the lineage that runs from Aristotle (c. 350 BCE/1996) through the metallists, observes that the early substrates were valuable goods and sincerely concludes that Money is a commodity. The credit theorist, in the line of Mitchell Innes, observes that Money records obligation and sincerely concludes that Money is credit. The chartalist, following Knapp (1905/1924), observes that the state demands Money in tax and sincerely concludes that Money is a creature of the state, and the modern monetary theorists who extend that observation to the spending and taxing capacity of the currency-issuer are working the same seam. Each has seized on a genuine feature of the object and elevated it into the nature of the object, because the nature itself, a tag-stripped Common-Currency Scalar, is precisely the thing Source Opacity has placed beyond inspection. The theories contradict one another not because their authors reasoned badly but because they were each supplying a confabulated account of an object engineered, by the same mathematics that makes it useful, to withhold its own nature from those who use it. The explanatory chaos is not a failure of economics. It is population-scale Confabulation acting on a tag-stripped Scalar, and it is exactly what the architecture predicts.

The architectural account does not compete with the commodity, credit, and state theories on their own ground, as a fourth candidate answer to the question they all ask, what is the one thing Money is made of or grounded in. It dissolves that question. Each theory is correct in what it observes and incorrect only in the completeness it claims, because each has correctly read one genuine feature of a tag-stripped Scalar and then, under the Sincerity Guarantee, taken its own reading for the whole. The credit theorist is right that Money records obligation, which is exactly what it is to denominate a deficit on the common scale, the result derived at Section 12.3. The chartalist is right that state demand can confer the acceptance that makes a substrate into Money, which is one route to the scalar-standing whose scarcity Movement B derives. The commodity theorist is right that a valuable substrate can carry the scale, and wrong only in mistaking the carrier for the cargo.

What none of them possesses is the mechanism that explains why they disagree, and the architectural account supplies exactly that: not a better answer to their question but the reason their question has produced sincere and irreconcilable answers for as long as it has been asked. The account is therefore consistent with the best feature of each theory and reduces to none of them, because it operates one level below the level at which they contend.

The account of substrate selection developed in the previous section stands differently again. An explanation of how a population concentrates on one substrate rather than another is not a candidate answer to the question of what Money is; it is an answer to a different and later question, which is why the Saleability result and the architectural result compose rather than compete. The Confabulation diagnosis reaches a theory at the point where it takes the feature it has correctly observed for the whole nature of the object. It does not reach a mechanism offered as a mechanism, and the account of substrate selection is offered as exactly that.

12.6 Why This Chapter Must Follow Confabulation

The resolution of both halves of the puzzle, the fixed function under variable form and the sincere disagreement over Money’s nature, depends on Confabulation already being established. Without Source Opacity there is no account of why the substrate is free and the function fixed; without Confabulation and the Sincerity Guarantee there is no account of why the disagreement is sincere rather than mere error, and no account of how an unbounded pursuit of standing is laundered into a bounded story of provision. Confabulation is the mechanism that manufactures and conceals what Money becomes.

Movement B - The Scarcity Result

12.7 The Keystroke Paradox

Movement A established that Money’s substrate is free. Any sufficiently divisible, durable, recognisable, and transferable object can serve, because the architecture fixes the function and leaves the substrate open. This result appears, at first inspection, to carry a corollary that undoes it. If the substrate is free, then producing the substrate should be trivial, and if producing the substrate is trivial, then Money should be abundant. An object that anyone can manufacture cannot be scarce, and an object that is not scarce cannot store value or command exchange. Form-independence seems to predict that Money should be impossible.

The present era makes the difficulty vivid in a way no earlier era could. It is now literally true that anyone can create a Money at a keystroke. The technical barrier to issuing a new currency has collapsed to nothing; a cryptographic token with all the formal properties of Money, divisible, durable, recognisable, transferable, can be brought into existence in an afternoon by a single person with a laptop, and thousands have been. By the substrate-freedom result, each of these is as eligible to be Money as gold or the dollar. And yet Money remains irreducibly scarce. The overwhelming majority of these creations command no value whatever, the worker still cannot obtain a week’s subsistence without surrendering something genuinely costly to acquire, and the concentration of monetary command has if anything intensified across precisely the period in which the cost of minting a new currency fell to zero. The thing anyone can make at a keystroke has not become abundant. This is the keystroke paradox: unlimited capacity to create the substrate coexisting with undiminished scarcity of the Money.

A theory that located Money’s value in its substrate cannot survive this observation. If value rested on the substrate, then the collapse in the cost of producing substrates would have collapsed the value, and it has not. What the keystroke era reveals is that the scarcity was never in the substrate in the first place. It was somewhere else all along, and the cheapness of minting tokens simply strips away the substrate as a hiding place and forces the real location of scarcity into view.

12.8 Scarcity Migrates from Substrate to Scalar-Standing

The resolution follows directly from the identity established in Movement A. If Money is the external Common-Currency Scalar for a population of Decision Hubs, then what makes a particular object function as Money is not any property of the object but its standing as the accepted scale onto which that population projects the value of its production. Money is Money by virtue of acceptance, and acceptance is a property of the population, not of the token. The minter of a new currency can produce the substrate at a keystroke, but cannot produce the one thing that makes a substrate into Money, which is the population’s adoption of it as the common scale. That adoption is what is scarce, and it was always what was scarce; the substrate was only ever its carrier.

This is why scarcity does not move when the cost of substrate-production falls. The cost of producing a token and the cost of producing a population’s acceptance of that token are unrelated quantities. One has fallen to zero; the other has not moved, because it cannot be manufactured by the issuer at all. Standing as the common currency is conferred by the coordinated expectations of a whole population, each member accepting the scale because each expects the others to, and no keystroke reaches that coordination. Scarcity has therefore migrated, in plain view, from the substrate to the Scalar’s standing. What is scarce is not the token but the token’s standing as the accepted common currency for a population of Decision Hubs.

The passage from graded Saleability to that standing was described, again without the mechanism, in the same nineteenth-century analysis. Menger observed that when the most saleable goods come to serve as Money, the event increases their Saleability further, since every holder of a less saleable good now has a stronger reason to convert into the one that is certainly acceptable rather than merely probably so, and that the difference between the two classes thereby ceases to be gradual and comes to appear absolute (Menger, 1892). Acceptance raises Saleability, which raises acceptance. What the observation could not supply is what the loop runs on, and the architecture supplies it: the loop runs on the coordinated expectations of a population of Decision Hubs, each accepting the scale because each expects the others to, which is why it terminates in a standing no issuer can manufacture.

Scalar-standing is therefore not a status a substrate either holds or lacks. It is position on the Saleability gradient, and what is scarce is position, not membership. The keystroke token is not a non-money. It is Money at an efficiency indistinguishable from zero, holding every substrate property and almost none of the acceptance those properties exist to serve, and the reason it commands nothing is not that it failed to cross a threshold but that it sits at the bottom of a continuum whose top is occupied. This is what the paradox of Section 12.7 turns on: the cost of producing substrate fell to zero, and the cost of moving up the gradient did not move at all, because position on it is constituted by the coordinated acceptances of a population and no issuer can manufacture those.

This locates the two constraints that any monetary architecture must satisfy, and establishes that there are only two. Because the substrate is free, no constraint arises from the difficulty of producing it: there is no natural ceiling on how many units may exist, and every ceiling that appears natural is institutional. The first constraint is acceptance, which is position on the gradient, which cannot be issued and can only be coordinated. The second is sufficiency: every Individual must hold enough of the scale to discharge their deficits, since an Individual without the means of correction holds an uncorrected deficit in the body and cannot enter the exchange that would close it. Sufficiency must be denominated in discharge capacity and not in units, because a quantity of units that no longer commands the Objects which correct deficits does not satisfy the constraint however large it is; the requirement that the scale hold its value is not a third constraint but what the second means when measured correctly. Every further question about monetary quantity is downstream of these two, and the persistent treatment of monetary scarcity as a natural feature rather than an institutional setting is the substrate error surviving in the one place the keystroke era has not dislodged it.

12.9 The Dyadic Locus of Acceptance and the Invisibility of the Aggregate

Acceptance is easily mistaken for something an Individual computes from the state of the system as a whole. It is not. Acceptance is exercised one transaction at a time, between two parties, and the question each party answers is local. Will this token, tendered now by this counterparty, be accepted in turn by the next counterparty I expect to face. The aggregate quantity of Money in existence is no part of that calculation, because it is not a quantity any transacting party perceives. No Individual observes the money supply at the moment of exchange. What the Decision Hub integrates is the perceived convertibility of the token into the Objects that satisfy the demands of A, I and M, and convertibility is read from the local fact of others’ acceptance, not from any figure for the total in circulation.

This follows from the common-currency identity itself. The neural Scalar takes as its input the valuation of the Object in view, and the external Scalar inherits the same structure. The aggregate stock of the external currency is not an Object in view. It is an abstraction recoverable only by aggregation across the whole population, performed by no participant and visible to none, and by the same Source Opacity that strips the components of a single valuation, the components of the aggregate are unavailable to the Individual who holds one unit of it. The standing of Money as the accepted scale is therefore constituted from below, by the coordinated local acceptances of a population, and not from above by any party’s apprehension of the total.

Two consequences follow. First, whether Money functions is a separate question from how much of it exists. A currency accepted dyadically functions as Money at any level of supply consistent with its continued local acceptance, and a currency not so accepted functions as Money at no level of supply whatever, as the keystroke tokens of Section 12.7 demonstrate. The quantity and the acceptance are independent variables, and conflating them is the substrate error in a new form, the supposition that the Scalar’s standing is a property of its stock rather than of the population’s coordination. Second, because the aggregate is invisible at the point of exchange, no dyadic decision can be disciplined by it. Whatever is to govern the relationship between supply and the value of Money must act on the observable terms of transactions, since those are the only terms the Decision Hub can read, and this is the constraint within which any management of the monetary aggregate must later operate.

One consequence explains a persistent feature of how Money is theorised and how its value actually moves. The raw aggregate is invisible to every transacting party, but its published representation is not. When the quantity of Money, the rate of price change across the economy, and the central bank’s rate of Interest are measured, published, and made common knowledge, they cease to be invisible aggregates and become observable signals, and observability, as established earlier, is what recruits attention and sets the reference point. The individual deciding what to pay does not perceive the money supply, but they do perceive the reported rate of inflation and the announced cash rate, and they form an expectation of the next price of the same transaction from those figures exactly as they form it from the last advertised price they saw for the same item. The published statistic thereby re-enters the dyadic decision it could not enter as a raw aggregate, and it does so through the same observability channel by which one transaction price becomes evidence for the next.

This is why the supply and its associated statistics occupy a place in monetary thought out of all proportion to their causal share. They are the part of the mechanism that can be seen and counted, and once seen and counted and published, they become the reference points against which the next price is set, manufacturing the very expectation of rising prices whose realisation then appears to confirm the figure. The orthodox observation that inflation expectations are self-fulfilling is the visible surface of this loop, and the disaggregation locates the loop in the observability of prices and their published aggregates rather than in any inherent property of Money’s quantity.

12.10 Scarcity Is Architectural and Mimetic Before It Is Institutional

Scalar-standing is scarce in a particular way. Acceptance as the common currency is rivalrous and reference-dependent in exactly the way Mimetic standing is rivalrous and reference-dependent. It is rivalrous because a population integrates its production onto one dominant scale, not many; a second currency that achieves equal standing does not double the available Money but fractures the common scale, which is why monetary systems tend so strongly toward a single dominant unit within any domain of exchange. And it is reference-dependent because what confers standing is not any absolute property of the currency but its position relative to the alternatives, which currency the others are expected to accept. Standing is held against, and at the expense of, the standing of rival currencies, and it is constituted by relative position rather than by intrinsic merit.

These are the signature properties of M. Rivalry over a position that cannot be held by all at once, and value determined by relation to a moving reference rather than by an absolute, are precisely the marks of Mimetic Desire, and the satiation dynamics that produce them are set out at Chapter 8, Section 8.5. Money’s scarcity is therefore architectural and Mimetic before it is ever institutional. Central banks, mints, and legal-tender statutes administer and regulate the scarcity, and they are the institutional layer most theories of Money take as fundamental, but they do not create it. The scarcity exists prior to them, in the rivalrous and reference-dependent nature of scalar-standing itself, which is a Mimetic property of the population’s coordination and not a creation of any institution. The institutions inherit a scarcity the architecture has already produced, and this ordering, architecture first, Mimesis next, institution last, is what makes the capture of Money possible.

12.11 The Locus of Monetary Control, and Why the Flow Runs Upward

A result follows from the dyadic locus of acceptance that overturns the ordinary picture of who controls Money, and the architecture has already supplied every premise it needs. The ordinary picture holds that the government and the banks control Money, that they create it, set its quantity, and govern its value, and that the population receives a medium whose terms are fixed above it and handed down. The architecture inverts this. Money is the external Common-Currency Scalar, and by the dyadic-locus result of Section 12.9 its standing as that Scalar is constituted from below, one local acceptance at a time, by a population each member of which accepts the token because each expects the others to. Standing as the common currency is therefore an emergent property of the coordinated acceptances of the whole population, and an emergent property of that kind is, in principle, under the control of no single party within the system, because no single party performs the coordination that produces it. Not the government, not the central bank, not the commercial banks, and not any institution whatever holds the standing in its hands, because the standing is not a thing any one of them does but a thing the entire population does together, severally and dyadically, without any of them perceiving the aggregate they jointly compose.

The claim is not that institutions do nothing. They do a great deal. They mint the substrate, they keep the ledgers, they extend credit, they administer the rate, and they declare what they will accept in discharge of obligation to themselves, which is the chartalist’s genuine observation recorded at Section 12.5.

What they do not do, and in principle cannot do, is produce the one thing that makes any of this function, which is the population’s standing acceptance of the scale. The minter of Section 12.7 demonstrates the point at the margin, a single issuer with every formal power over a substrate and none over its acceptance, but the same separation holds for the sovereign issuer at the centre. The state can declare a currency legal tender and can demand it in tax, and these acts recruit acceptance powerfully, but they recruit it, they do not constitute it, because the acceptance is still exercised dyadically by each transacting party deciding that the next party will accept in turn. The institution’s declaration is an input to the population’s coordination, a strong one, not a substitute for it. Control over the inputs to an emergent coordination is not control over the coordination, in the same way that no neuron controls the integrated Scalar the Decision Hub computes, though every neuron contributes to it.

The second half of the result makes the inversion consequential rather than a curiosity about where control formally resides. The population does not believe what the architecture entails. The population believes, sincerely and near-universally, that the government and the banks do control the Money, its creation, its quantity, and its value. And this Belief is itself a valuation borne on the same tag-stripped Scalar as every other, formed under Source Opacity and supplied by Confabulation under the Sincerity Guarantee, exactly as the divergent cultural theories of Money’s nature were shown to be at Section 12.5. The Belief that the institutions control Money is one more sincere confabulated account of an object whose architecture conceals its true nature, and like the others it seizes on a genuine feature, the institutions’ visible and powerful activity, and elevates it into control it does not in principle possess. The Belief is wrong about the locus of control and right about almost everything observable, which is precisely the signature of a Confabulation, an account that tracks the visible inputs faithfully while misreading the hidden structure that produces the output.

The Belief, though false as to the locus of control, has the same effect as if it were true. This follows directly from the dyadic-locus result. Each transacting party accepts the token because each expects the others to accept it in turn, and what underwrites that expectation, in a population that believes the institutions control the Money, is precisely the Belief that the institutions stand behind it, manage it, and will preserve its value. The institutions’ apparent control is the focal point around which the population’s coordinated acceptance organises itself, and a focal point need only be believed in to do its work, because coordination on an expectation is achieved by the expectation being shared, not by its being true. The population behaves as though the institutions control the Money, accepts on that basis, sets prices on that basis, and forms expectations of future prices on that basis, and the standing of the Scalar is constituted by exactly these behaviours.

So the Belief in institutional control, by organising the very acceptances that constitute the Scalar’s standing, makes the institutions effective stewards of a thing they do not in principle command. The direction of causation runs from the population’s coordinated Belief upward to the institutions’ apparent authority, not from the institutions’ authority downward to the population, but the upward-constituted authority operates, once constituted, with all the force the downward picture imagines it to have. The flow is from the Individuals to the institutions at scale, and the institutions then appear to direct a flow they are in truth carried by.

Two consequences follow: The first is that the quantity of Money in the economy is not, at the deepest level, constrained by what the government does or by what the banks do. It is constrained by the aggregate acceptance of the population that holds a particular substrate to be the common currency, and the institutions can expand or contract the substrate only within the bounds that this acceptance permits, which is why the keystroke issuer’s unlimited substrate commands nothing and why even the sovereign issuer’s creation must keep faith with the acceptance that gives its currency standing. There is, as Section 12.8 established, no natural scarcity in the substrate, and the present result locates the only scarcity there is exactly where Movement B placed it, in the population’s standing acceptance, which is the thing no institution creates. The amount of Money is therefore a fact about the population’s coordinated Belief first and about institutional action only second, and the institutions move the quantity by acting on that Belief, never by overriding it.

A second consequence follows. If the standing of Money is constituted by the population’s coordinated acceptance, and if that acceptance is organised around the published, observable signals of institutional activity rather than around the invisible aggregate, as Section 12.9 established, then the pathologies that afflict Money, inflation foremost among them, are not in the first instance things the institutions do to the population. They are things the population’s coordinated Belief does, through the institutions it believes to be in control, and they are therefore addressable in principle through the same architecture that produces them.

Inflation, derived in Movement D as Mimetic Premium accumulating in the Scalar and read at Section 12.9 as a self-fulfilling loop running through the published aggregates, is an emergent repricing of the common currency by a population coordinating on observable reference points, and it proceeds whether or not any institution intends it, because the institution is the focal point of the coordination, not its author. The collapse that Parasitic Overshoot produces is, on the same analysis, the disorganisation of a coordinated acceptance, the moment the population’s shared expectation that the scale will hold ceases to be shared, which is why monetary collapse is so sudden and so total, an emergent coordination dissolving rather than an institution failing.

The levers that actually reach these pathologies are the levers that act on the population’s coordinated Belief through the observable signals it organises around, the management of the visible reference points and published aggregates of Section 12.9, and not the supposed direct control over a quantity that no institution in principle holds. The institution’s real instrument is its standing as the focal point of the population’s Belief, and monetary management is, correctly understood, the stewardship of that Belief rather than the command of a thing. This upward constitution of monetary standing, experienced as downward institutional control, is one instance of a polarity that recurs wherever a flow is constituted from the periphery of a system but is experienced as emanating from its centre, the general form of which, the Constitution-Direction Principle, is derived alongside the Push-Pull Obligation Principle in Chapter 18.

The direction of constitution runs from the periphery inward, but the institution that sits at the centre of the field, the government above all, and the banking system through it, performs a stewardship function, and that function does not disappear when the flow is shown to run the other way. It is, on the contrary, exactly the function the architecture assigns to the centre. Because Money is the external common-currency means of correcting Appetitive and Intrinsic deficits, the coordination of Money so as to secure the Appetitive and Intrinsic floors across the population is a genuine task, and it is a task that only an institution occupying the centre of the field can perform, since no peripheral party has sight of the whole. The centre is already assumed to perform this role, and in a well-functioning system it would. The inversion does not remove the role, it corrects the understanding of the role. The centre is not the source of Money’s standing, it is the steward of a coordination that the population’s coordinated acceptance constitutes, and its proper work is to manage that coordination so that the common currency reaches the real Appetitive and Intrinsic deficits it exists to correct.

What the inversion explains is why this assumed function is so persistently confounded in practice. The centre is attempting to steward a coordination whose true nature is hidden from it by the same architecture that hides it from everyone. The misunderstanding of what Money is, the Belief that the centre controls rather than stewards it, the invisibility of the Mimetic dynamics that reprice the Scalar from below, and the Confabulated theories of how the economy works that Movement A located as sincere completions, together confound the coordination function the centre is supposed to discharge. This is why crises recur rather than being managed away, and why economies are held to require continual growth in order to distribute wellbeing, when much of that imperative is the unbounded Mimetic Premium accumulating in the Scalar rather than any real Appetitive or Intrinsic need going unmet. The coordination function remains at the centre of the system throughout. What the inversion supplies is the corrected account of what that function is for and why, performed without the corrected account, it keeps failing.

The prediction, and its confirmation

A falsifiable prediction falls directly out of this result. If the standing of Money were constituted from the top down, by institutional command, then Money would exist only where an institution with the requisite authority had created it, and the disappearance of that authority would mean the disappearance of Money until a new authority arose to issue it afresh. If, on the other hand, the standing of Money is constituted from the bottom up, by the coordinated acceptance of a population, then new forms of Money should arise spontaneously wherever a population of transacting parties begins to coordinate its acceptance on a substrate, with or without institutional sanction, and they should arise from below rather than be conferred from above. The two pictures make opposite predictions about the origin of new monies, and the architecture commits to the second. New Money should emerge wherever coordinated acceptance emerges, and it should emerge upward.

This is exactly what is observed, and across the full range of cases. New monies arise spontaneously and continually, in the absence of any authority empowered to create them, wherever a population settles its mutual expectation on a common token. Prisoners coordinate acceptance on cigarettes, and a currency exists where no issuer issued one. Communities under sanction or hyperinflation coordinate acceptance on a foreign note, on cattle, on phone-credit transfers, on whatever substrate the population will hold the next party to accept, and a working Money grows in the ruins of the official one. The cryptographic currencies are the purest instance, a substrate that no state created and no central bank administers, acquiring monetary standing by nothing other than a population’s coordinated willingness to accept it, the keystroke issuer of Section 12.7 succeeding at last not because the issuer gained any power over acceptance but because a population, for its own reasons, conferred the acceptance the issuer never could. Each of these is a population minting Money from below, and each is a confirmation that the standing the architecture locates in coordinated acceptance is indeed where the standing lives.

Collapse and replacement lay the direction of constitution bare. When an entire monetary system collapses, what fails is precisely a coordinated acceptance, the population’s shared expectation that the scale will hold ceasing to be shared, as the close of Section 12.11 derived. And what then grows in its place does not descend from a new authority that issues a replacement and hands it down. It grows from the bottom up, the same way the first one did, as transacting parties feel for a substrate they can once more expect one another to accept, and coordinate their way onto it one dyad at a time until a new scale stands.

No collapsed currency has ever been replaced by fiat alone, by an authority declaring a successor that the population then simply received, because declaration was never what constituted the standing in the first place. The successor takes hold only when acceptance reconverges on it, and acceptance reconverges from below. The historical pattern is invariant in this respect, and the invariance shows that the constituting flow runs upward, because it is in the moment of reconstruction, when every institution that might have imposed a currency from above has just demonstrably failed to hold the old one together, that Money nevertheless reappears, built back up out of the only material that ever made it, the coordinated acceptance of the population.

One apparent counter-example confirms the result rather than threatening it. The company town, in which a mining concern mints its own scrip and pays its workers in it while compelling them to spend it at the company store, looks at first like Money constituted from the top down, an institution creating a currency and imposing it on a population that did not coordinate its way onto it. And so it is, but the means by which it is imposed is exactly what the architecture predicts must be supplied wherever the bottom-up acceptance is absent.

The scrip does not acquire its standing through the workers’ coordinated expectation that the next party will accept it, because outside the company store there is no next party who will. It acquires its currency within the town through coercion, the closure of every exit by which a worker might transact in any other medium, the monopoly on provision that leaves the scrip as the only key to subsistence, the wage paid in nothing else. The company supplies by force the coordination the population did not supply by choice, and the tell is that the scrip’s standing is exactly as wide as the coercion that sustains it and not one transaction wider. It is worthless beyond the town’s edge, where the coercion stops, because acceptance there was never coordinated onto it.

This is the diagnostic signature the result demands. Where Money is genuinely bottom-up, its standing extends as far as the population’s coordinated acceptance extends and needs no compulsion to maintain it. Where Money is imposed from the top down, its standing extends exactly as far as the compulsion extends and collapses the instant the compulsion is withdrawn. The company town is therefore not Money constituted from above in defiance of the architecture but the architecture’s own account of what top-down imposition must always look like, coercion standing in for the acceptance it cannot command, and visibly bounded by its reach.



Movement C - Money’s Object-Character and Mimetic Capture

12.12 Money Is an Object, and the Kind of Object It Is

The capture of Money turns on what kind of thing it is in the vocabulary of the architecture. Money is an Object: a target of motivational valuation. It is a substrate Object. Holdings and prices are perceptible and, in the modern system, exactly quantified. It draws valuation and motivates action to acquire it. It can be held, accumulated, and transferred, and one Individual’s holding excludes another’s. Those properties make Money an unusually clean substrate Object, because its quantification is exact and its possession unambiguous. They are not marks of Object-hood. A rival’s defeat, a nation’s standing, and a scapegoat’s expulsion are Objects in the same sense and cannot be held.

But Money is an Object of an unusual kind. Ordinary Objects are valued for the Appetitive or Intrinsic use they afford. Bread is valued because it satisfies hunger; a violin is valued because it affords the Intrinsically rewarding practice of music. Money affords no such use directly. One cannot eat it or play it. Its entire value consists in convertibility, in its standing as the scale that can be exchanged for Objects that do afford Appetitive or Intrinsic use. Money is therefore an Object constituted not by intrinsic Appetitive-Intrinsic use but by convertibility into such use.

The valuation system treats it accordingly. Where the brain is scanned while it receives rewards of two kinds, one primary and one monetary, the monetary reward recruits a region of the anterior lateral orbitofrontal cortex that the primary reward does not, while the primary reward recruits a posterior region that the monetary reward does not, each region tracking the intensity only of the reward type it encodes; and both feed a common valuation network in the ventral striatum, anterior cingulate, anterior insula and midbrain that tracks value for either (Sescousse, Redouté, & Dreher, 2010). An Object that discharged an Appetitive deficit directly would be processed where the deficits it discharges are processed. Money is not, and it has instead a distinct and phylogenetically recent territory of its own while still feeding the common scale, which is what an Object that is not a member of any of the three categories, but the medium through which all three become commensurable, should look like in cortex. This is what makes it the supreme external common currency, and precisely what makes it the supreme host for capture. An Object whose value is pure convertibility is an Object with no Appetitive or Intrinsic ceiling of its own, because the bounds that terminate desire belong to the uses Money converts into, not to Money itself.

12.13 What a Veblen Good Is

A Veblen good is a good whose quantity demanded rises as its price rises, because the high price is itself the source of the good’s desirability, inverting the ordinary relationship in which higher prices reduce the quantity demanded. Some things are wanted because they are expensive and because others are seen to want them, so that making such a thing cheaper or more widely available would not increase demand for it but destroy the very quality being bought. A luxury watch desired precisely because few can afford it, a handbag whose appeal would evaporate if everyone carried one, are the familiar cases. Lower the price and the thing loses the only property that made it wanted.

Economics already possesses the category, and orthodox demand theory has never adequately explained it.

Veblen (1899) explained this inversion, and he located it where the architecture locates it. The superior gratification a costly article affords is, he held, in great measure a gratification of the sense of costliness masquerading under the name of beauty, and he tested that against a case: a spoon indistinguishable by eye from a hand-wrought one loses the greater part of its utility, the pleasure of contemplating it included, the moment it is revealed as a copy. The article does not change and the valuation collapses, so the property was never in the article. What the account could not reach is the mechanism beneath the norm it identified, and it is the mechanism that fixes why a desire of this kind does not terminate.

The category is a later formalisation, and it did not arrive by anyone claiming the property sits in the Object. Leibenstein (1950) separated the demand arising from the qualities inherent in a commodity from the demand arising from anything else, and placed the effect he named for Veblen in the second. What he made it turn on is not the price but what he termed the conspicuous price, the price a purchaser holds that others hold was paid. That is a posterior in one Belief Register about the contents of other Belief Registers, and the valuation it drives is computed at a single Decision Hub under a reading of what Models are taken to hold. The slope is a consequence of the construction and may run either way according to which effect dominates. Nothing in the construction puts the property in the article.

So the observation is in the discipline’s hands. Valuations are coupled across Individuals, one Individual’s valuation of an Object moving with what that Individual believes others believe about it. That is a coupling of Belief Registers across a population and not a relation among goods. What the discipline does not supply is any account of how a valuation is computed, and it forgoes one by method, because revealed preference reads what is valued off what is bought and declines in principle to look behind the choice at whatever produced it. The coupling is therefore recorded and not followed. Following it requires the two things the method sets aside: the mechanism by which one Individual’s Belief Register conditions another’s, which is Social Proof, and the dynamics of that coupling across a population, derived at Chapter 13, Section 13.4.

Nothing in a demand bounded by Appetitive satiation or Intrinsic sufficiency can generate a wanting that grows with price, so where the coupled component is carried it is carried as a given, its origin unstated and its want of a terminus unexplained. The architecture supplies what is missing. A Veblen good is the visible signature of Mimetic Desire attaching to an Appetitive-Intrinsic Object and inflating its valuation through the social-proof channel. The price is high because M is unbounded and reference-dependent, not because the Appetitive-Intrinsic substrate justifies it, and demand rises with price because, for M, the price is the signal of standing, so a higher price is a stronger signal and therefore a stronger draw. The Veblen good is therefore not a curiosity at the margins of economics but the generic form of any Object that M has captured. Wherever desire rises with price, M is the source, because no other source can produce that pattern.

12.13.1 Source Is Not a Property of the Good

The Veblen good is treated by the discipline as a class of good that inherently possesses the properties ascribed to it, and while the observation is directionally correct, that presentation mislocates where those properties arise from. By Object Parasitism, Mimetic Desire owns no Objects. It follows immediately that no Object carries a Mimetic component as a property of itself, because there is no Object of which Mimetic Desire is the proprietor and from which such a component could issue. A Mimetic component is deposited, by a particular Decision Hub, at a particular moment, under conditions the Object does not fix. No Object possesses a fixed source-composition at all, which is the Object-Source Non-Identity Principle.

The migration runs in both directions and is observable in each. The pineapple was rented for table display and returned uneaten, the Appetitive function bypassed entirely, and is now sold by the kilogram to be eaten. The hand-thrown pot was an unremarkable vessel and is now an artisan good priced on its scarcity. Veblen’s own case is the candle: the cheapest light a household could burn, it became the softer and less distressing one for well-bred eyes only after it had ceased to be the cheapest. None of the three changed. What changed were scarcity, observability, and which Models the field made Salient, and each of those is a condition at the Decision Hub of the Individual valuing rather than a feature of the thing valued.

This is the residue the marginal revolution left. Value was declared subjective, and the declaration was never carried into a mechanism, because the instrument the discipline settled on forbids the enquiry that would supply one. The sorting then falls where it can be done without a mechanism, onto classes of thing: normal, inferior, Giffen, Veblen, positional, luxury, necessity. None of these asserts that a motivational source resides in the Object, and each sorts by the kind of thing rather than by the valuation, which leaves the Object-side reading standing as a default rather than as a claim anyone defends. That default is the A-Default Confabulation Principle: lacking the vocabulary to disaggregate sources, the discipline attributes monetary exchange to Appetitive need and absorbs what will not fit into partitions of the Object, so that the decomposition it cannot perform at the Decision Hub is performed tacitly on the kind of thing instead.

The sorting also holds no class for an Object pursued for the practice it affords rather than for any use or any standing, so the Object valued for the doing is filed under luxury or under taste beside the Object valued for what holding it signals, and two sources that differ on whether the pursuit terminates are recorded as one kind of thing. The cost falls on every comparison across time and across cultures, where a migration of source-composition presents as a change in preferences or a change in supply, those being the representations available to a sorting done by kind.

Money is therefore not a Veblen good by kind. Money is the Object on which the capture is most complete, and the capture is a fact about the Decision Hubs that value Money rather than about the substrate they value.

12.14 Money as the Generic Veblen Good

By Object Parasitism, Mimetic Desire owns no Objects of its own and operates by attaching to Objects of Appetitive or Intrinsic origin and inflating their valuation through social proof. M must find a host, and among all available hosts Money is the ideal one. It is the most fungible Object in existence, so standing expressed in it is perfectly comparable across all holders. It is the most legible, so the relative position it encodes is exactly readable by all. And, as Section 12.12 established, it has no Appetitive or Intrinsic ceiling of its own to terminate the desire that attaches to it. No better host for an unbounded, reference-dependent source could be designed.

Once M attaches to Money, Money ceases to be valued for what it converts into and becomes valued for the relative position that holding it signals. This is the conversion of Money into a Veblen good: a thing wanted in proportion to how much others are seen to want it, and how much having more of it than others confers standing. The conversion is neither chosen nor perceived, because Source Opacity has stripped the source-tag before the holder becomes aware of the wanting, and Confabulation then supplies a sincere Appetitive or Intrinsic account, security, freedom, providing for one’s family, building something, for what is in fact an unbounded Mimetic pursuit of rank. The Sincerity Guarantee operates here on the most consequential Object in the economy: the accumulator genuinely believes the bounded story while exhibiting the unbounded behaviour, and the discrepancy between the two is the observable trace of the capture.

This is also the resolution of the keystroke paradox at the level of motivation. Money cannot be made abundant by minting tokens because what is wanted, once M has captured Money, is not quantity of substrate but relative standing, and relative standing is rivalrous by construction. A Veblen good cannot be made abundant, because abundance destroys the standing that is the whole of what is wanted. The same property that makes scalar-standing scarce in Movement B makes Money the perfect Veblen good in Movement C, and they are the same property seen from two directions.

12.15 Money as the Optimal Mimetic Comparator

The capture established in the previous section has a consequence for competition that orthodox economics names without explaining. If Money is the generic Veblen good, the ideal host for an unbounded, reference-dependent source, then it is also the ideal comparator: the scale along which relative position is read. Mimetic Desire is constituted by comparison, and comparison requires a metric. Most metrics are weak. They are ordinal, so they establish who is ahead but not by how much; or local, so they rank only within one domain; or private, so the position they encode is not observable to others. Money is uniquely strong on every axis at once. It is cardinal, so position is measured to the unit. It is observable, so the position it encodes is perceptible and, in the modern system, exactly reported. It is commensurable, so it ranks otherwise unlike lives and enterprises on a single scale. And it has no terminus, so the contest it measures never completes. No better comparator for an unbounded source could be designed, and the same three properties that make Money the supreme host in Section 12.14, fungibility, legibility, and the absence of any Appetitive or Intrinsic ceiling, are exactly the properties that make it the supreme comparator here.

From this follows the Comparator Capture Principle, the architectural fact that Money, being the optimal comparator, makes any contest denominated in Money presumptively Mimetic. Because Money is the optimal comparator, any contest denominated in Money carries a standing presumption of Mimetic rivalry. The presumption is not that all monetary competition is positional, which would deny the genuine provision Money performs for the Appetitive floor and the Intrinsic engagement, but that the positional reading is the default the analyst must rule out rather than the exception they must establish. The burden falls on the claim that a given monetary pursuit is Appetitive or Intrinsic, and that burden is discharged only by evidence of bounding, that the pursuit satiates, that it is indifferent to relative standing, or that it is insensitive to the observability of the holding. This is the same rebuttable structure the framework adopts in the Presumption Against Scapegoating: a default fixed by the architecture, displaced only by behavioural evidence, because Source Opacity does not permit reading the source off the scale directly.

The diagnostic that discharges the presumption is the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle already in hand. Were monetary competition Appetitive or Intrinsic provision, it would show the satiation curve those sources impose, slackening as functional sufficiency is reached. It does not. The pursuit of the ten-billionth unit is as intense as the pursuit of the first, and the orthodox account, which names Money as the prize and reads the prize as provision, cannot say why anyone wants Money far beyond any provisioning use. The comparator reading answers it: past the provisioning threshold the number is the position, and the position has no ceiling. Non-satiation of monetary pursuit is therefore the observable signature of Comparator Capture, exactly as it is the signature of the captured Money in Section 12.14 and the Mimetic accumulator in Section 12.16.

The same laundering now operates on the prize of competition rather than on the holder of Money. The orthodox description of competition names the contested Object as Money, a quantity, rather than as position, a ranking. Because Money tag-strips by the mathematics of Section 12.5, the source-question becomes unaskable from the figure itself, and Confabulation supplies the only legible account, profit, efficiency, return, prudent growth, which are Appetitive and Intrinsic provision terms. A Mimetic contest is thereby narrated in a vocabulary that contains no Mimetic term, and the narration is sincere, because the Sincerity Guarantee makes it so. This is the competition-side counterpart of the identity that Profit, on AIM terms, simply is the Mimetic Premium. The two are one identity read at two points: the premium is what the contest pays out, and the comparator is the scale on which the contest is run. Naming the comparator does not impugn competition any more than naming the premium impugns profit; it specifies which part of a contest tracks real provision and which part is the unbounded pursuit of rank that only disaggregation can separate from it.

12.16 The Two Faces of One Scarcity

Money’s purpose, derived in Section 12.3, is bounded: it is to enable the satisfaction of Appetitive and Intrinsic demands, and those demands are, in aggregate, finite and therefore provisionable. A bounded instrument can discharge a bounded purpose for an entire population. An unbounded demand cannot be discharged, because no quantity terminates it.

When Confabulation converts Money from bounded instrument into unbounded Veblen trophy, it inverts the instrument against its function. The thing whose purpose is to enable satisfaction becomes the thing whose accumulation no satisfaction can complete. And because the pursuit is unbounded while the resource is finite, accumulation at one pole is not independent of deprivation at the other; it is the same event described from two positions. The Mimetic accumulator does not stop at the Appetitive floor or the Intrinsic sufficiency level, because those bounds belong to the sources Money was meant to serve and not to the source now driving its pursuit. The resources drawn past every terminating threshold into the unbounded pursuit are resources withdrawn from the bounded needs of others. The Veblen good accumulating without limit at the top and the unmet Appetitive floor at the bottom are not two phenomena but one: the diversion of a bounded-purpose instrument into an unbounded-source pursuit. They are two faces of one mechanism, and the coin itself, captured by M and laundered by Confabulation, is what binds them so that the first cannot exist without the second.

The result stated here is static, a diversion of resources at a moment. Its dynamic form, in which the absence of a terminating threshold is what allows the diversion to compound against a bounded producer rather than merely to occur, is derived at Section 12.29.1.

This result is descriptive, not accusatory, and the distinction is structural rather than a matter of tact. The accumulator’s bounded story, the security, the provision for family, the building of something lasting, is genuinely believed, because the Sincerity Guarantee makes it so; the source-tag was stripped before awareness, and the confabulated account is the only account introspection can return. No moral charge is therefore entailed against the accumulator, who is subject to the same architecture as everyone else and is no more able to read the source of the wanting than the poorest holder of Money. Nor is any charge entailed against lenders, elites, or the wealthy as a class, nor against the poor, and nothing in the mechanism tracks where any participant sits on the political spectrum. Money operates as a means of satisfying deficits at the neural level, and that operation, captured by M, produces the two faces of one scarcity. The mechanism, not any person, is responsible, and identifying the mechanism is what managing it requires.

At the point where the two faces are bound together, the appearance of accusation is strongest, and identifying this mechanism abolishes neither the profit motive, nor private property, nor the price mechanism. Profit on AIM terms is the Mimetic Premium itself, and the premium is not a thing to be removed but a signal to be understood, because a higher attainable profit marks where need is greatest and so steers goods and services toward where they are most needed; private property is ownership in the ordinary sense and remains the precondition of any exchange, since nothing can be exchanged that is not first owned; and the task is to manage the M-component and engineer it to perform that allocative role, telling the premium that steers supply apart from the premium that merely inflates without bound, with the correction operating through these institutions rather than against them.



Movement D - The Extraction Architecture

12.17 The Time-Bound Asymmetry of the A and I Signals

The signals that reach the Decision Hub from Appetite and from Intrinsic motivation are time-bound. They are not standing dispositions that can be deferred at no cost. They are present, urgent demands for action, to repair a deficit that presses now or to take up an engagement that is live now. Hunger is a demand of the present body, and it does not wait on convenience; the Appetitive signal presses for immediate acquisition of whatever satisfies the deficit, and the loop it drives terminates only when the deficit is repaired. Intrinsic engagement is likewise a present opportunity, taken in time, against a body and a life that are themselves in time. Both signals are urgent in the precise architectural sense that they demand response now from the Individual who carries them.

This time-bound character is the baseline against which every claim made on behalf of interest must be tested, and it is exactly the baseline the standard theory omits. When a person with an unmet Appetitive deficit borrows, the urgency on their side is real, present, and architecturally grounded; the signal pressing them is not a preference they could costlessly postpone but a deficit-repair demand operating on the body’s own timescale. The lender, in the typical case, carries no such signal on the funds in question. Any account of the lending relation that treats the two parties as facing symmetric inter-temporal choices has already erased the asymmetry, because only one side of the typical loan is acting under a time-bound deficit signal at all.

The standard justifications for charging interest are usually met one at a time, as though they were independent defences, each of which must be separately refuted and any one of which, if it survives, rescues the doctrine. They are not independent. They partition the justification. Opportunity cost, time preference, risk, and the surrender of liquidity do not stand side by side as alternative grounds; they divide the field between them, and each catches precisely the residue the adjacent limb leaves open. The consequence is that they cannot be defended by retreat. A defender who concedes one limb and falls back on the next finds that the residue they are retreating into is already the domain of the limb they are retreating toward, where it has already been disposed of. The limbs fall together, and they fall together because they share a single concealed premise: that the borrower’s present, time-bound deficit and the lender’s non-urgent position are commensurable inter-temporal quantities. That premise is the aggregation of the three sources, and disaggregation is what removes it.

12.17.1 The Two Logics on Any Transaction

The time-bound asymmetry of the preceding section is usually read as a fact about one side of the transaction, the pressure under which the deficit-carrying party acts. It is more than that. It is the point at which two incommensurable logics meet on the one transaction and run simultaneously, each governing a different pole, neither visible to the party running the other, and the whole of the extraction follows from their meeting. This holds for transactions of every kind, and the terms are used at that level of generality. The Object gated may be a physical good, a service, or the use of Money itself in a loan, the deficit-carrying party may be a buyer, a client, or a borrower, and the gating party may be a seller, a provider, or a lender. The loan is one instance of the structure and not its frame, and the interest analysis is the application of a general result to the particular Object that is Money. The limbs were always going to fall together, because the charge they purport to justify is fixed on the gating party’s pole by a logic that the deficit-carrying party’s pole never enters.

The party carrying the deficit comes first, whether they are buying a good, engaging a service, or borrowing. Their willingness to pay is not a preference they bring to the transaction and adjust at leisure. It is set by the deficit itself. An Appetitive or Intrinsic signal is pressing now, on the body’s own timescale, and the Object that would correct it, the good, the service, or the sum of Money, is gated behind another party. The magnitude the deprived party will pay is therefore a function of how badly the deficit presses, not of what the Object is worth as provision, because the signal reaching the Decision Hub stays elevated for exactly as long as the correction is withheld and lack of the means of correction is, neurally, the persistence of the need. The deeper the deficit, the more the party will surrender to unlock the Object, so their willingness to pay rises with their deprivation rather than with the value of what they receive.

This is a bounded logic aimed at a terminating end. The party is trying to close a deficit that closes, and once it is closed the pressure that set the price is gone. Every quantity they offer above bounded cost is offered under the compulsion of a deficit they did not choose, which is why the above-cost portion is coerced even where the transaction presents as a free contract, the purchase, the engagement, or the loan agreement would change if the deficit were removed.

Now take the party on the other side, the one gating access to the Object that corrects the deficit, whether by selling a good, supplying a service, or lending. Their logic is not the mirror of the deficit-carrying party’s, and this is the point the standard account misses by treating the two as facing symmetric inter-temporal choices. The gating party carries no time-bound deficit on the thing they gate, because what they hold is surplus, or was conjured for the transaction, and in neither case does it correspond to a present demand their own architecture is generating.

They do carry a floor, and it fixes where the surplus begins. The gating party will not in general part with the Object for less than they spent to acquire it, the input cost of the sale, and this floor holds across transaction types, the seller’s input cost being the cost of the good supplied, the provider’s the cost of rendering the service, and the lender’s the bounded operational cost of intermediation rather than the charge levied above it. Everything up to that floor is recovery of what was expended and is not in contention here.

It is the portion above the floor that the second logic governs. Freed of any deficit of their own, the gating party’s calculation on that portion is not how much do I need to correct a deficit but how much can I extract from this party above what the transaction cost me. That question is positional. Money is the optimal Mimetic comparator, cardinal, observable, commensurable, and without terminus, so a contest denominated in it is presumptively Mimetic, and what the gating party is maximising through the surplus is their standing relative to the party across from them. The sum extracted above input cost raises the gating party’s position exactly as it lowers the deprived party’s, and because relative position has no satiation point, there is no quantity at which this logic declares itself satisfied. It is unbounded where the deficit-carrying party’s logic is bounded, positional where theirs is corrective, and indifferent to the Object as provision where theirs is fixed on the Object as the one thing that closes the need.

The two logics are not two readings of one transaction. They are two distinct operations running on the same transaction at once, and they run on every transaction that gates a deficit-correcting Object behind a second party, be it a good sold, a service supplied, or a sum lent.

They meet in the band between the gating party’s input-cost floor and the deprived party’s ability to pay. It is ability to pay, not the intensity of the deficit, that sets the ceiling, because the deficit may press without limit and still command nothing if the means to meet the price are absent, so the willingness the deficit produces is bounded in practice by the resources the deprived party can bring to the transaction. The gating party’s positional logic reaches up from the floor of its own input cost toward that ceiling, drawing the surplus off as standing. The price that clears the transaction is therefore not the meeting of two symmetric valuations of the Object. It is the meeting of a bounded correction-demand and an unbounded position-demand across the span above input cost, and the increment above that cost, the Mimetic Premium, is the whole of what the second logic captures from the first, whether that increment presents as the markup on a good, the margin on a service, or the interest on a loan.

The second logic extracts even where no transaction clears. When the gating party’s price exceeds what the deprived party can pay, and the deprived party is turned away with the deficit uncorrected, the gating party has still held its position at the deprived party’s expense, because the strike price was maintained rather than lowered to meet the need before it. The deprived party has deferred satisfaction of their own deficit precisely so that the gating party’s position may be preserved, and that deferral is Mimetic Premium extracted through refusal rather than through sale, position secured by the withholding of the Object as surely as it is secured by the surplus on a completed exchange. Input cost is where surplus begins because it is where the gating party stops recovering and starts extracting, and it is the same boundary the demolition sequence relies on when it isolates the bounded and terminating residues the framework grants and identifies everything above them as Premium.

This is Object Parasitism read at the level of a single transaction. Mimetic Desire owns no Object here and produces nothing that corrects the deprived party’s deficit. It attaches to the deficit-correction the deprived party genuinely seeks and draws position through it, whether by drawing surplus off a sale or by holding position against a party who cannot meet the price, the deprived party’s bounded need serving as the host on which the gating party’s unbounded standing feeds.

Neither party can see the second logic operating, and this is what preserves the arrangement across every kind of transaction. By Source Opacity the gating party cannot read the source of the charge they levy, and by the Sincerity Guarantee whatever account they hold of it, prudence, return, the value of the thing, the going rate, is genuinely believed, exactly as the accumulator’s bounded story is genuinely believed. The deprived party, for their part, experiences the price as the cost of the Object rather than as a charge on their own deprivation, because the deficit that sets their willingness to pay is felt as urgency, not as leverage held against them. The transaction thus presents to both parties as a single commensurable exchange, one Object priced at one figure, when in architectural fact it is two logics of different kinds transacting through one figure, and the commensurability the parties perceive is the same commensurability error the aggregation of the three sources produces everywhere.

In the case of the loan the confabulated grounds take the specific form of the interest justification, and those limbs are the grounds this error supplies in place of the second logic it conceals, falling together because each is an attempt to justify, in the vocabulary of the first logic, a charge that belongs entirely to the second. The same demonstration carried out for interest carries over to the markup on any good and the margin on any service, the loan being the instance worked through in full because Money is the Object on which the second logic operates most nakedly.

The result generalises beyond the transaction that occasions it, and it is the Two-Logic Diagnostic. Wherever one party’s demand on an Object is bounded and correction-seeking and a second party’s demand on the same Object is positional, the second demand is Mimetic by the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, and everything the positional party captures above the recovery of its own input cost is Mimetic Premium. The diagnostic supplies a test that can be run on any interaction, not only on a priced exchange. Identify whether each party’s demand terminates on acquisition or resets with it, and the party whose demand does not terminate is the pole on which the positional logic runs, whatever the interaction is called and whether or not Money changes hands. The demolition of the interest limbs is one application of this test to the loan, and the same test recurs wherever a bounded demand and a positional demand meet on one Object.

12.17.2 Which Party Is Extracted From

The two logics fix what each pole of a transaction runs. They do not fix which party occupies which pole, and the architecture fixes that separately, before the transaction opens.

Every agent an Individual perceives is classified on four axes at once, Collaborator, Rival, Predator and Prey, with continuous weights rather than exclusive labels, updated on observable evidence both behavioural and non-behavioural (Chapter 11, Section 11.13.1). The Y axis reads a structural position rather than a disposition: reduced capacity to retaliate, visibility, and standing outside the network that would make targeting costly. Chapter 9, Section 9.9.10 establishes what the classification then selects. Each axis contributes a signed loading to one Scalar, and the behavioural output follows the direction of the resulting asymmetry: deference where the agent is valued as standing above, extraction where below.

Carried onto an exchange, that distributes the Mimetic Premium across counterparties, and it does so before either party has spoken.

A counterparty carrying Y-weight is the party the Premium is levied on. A party read as unable to retaliate, unable to go elsewhere, and outside the network whose members would make the charge costly is the party against whom the gating logic meets least resistance. This is the deficit-carrying pole of Section 12.17.1 arrived at from the other side: the urgency that presses on one party reaches the other as a Y-signal, whether or not that party could say so.

A counterparty carrying X-weight is deferred to rather than charged. Where the other party is read as holding the capacity to harm, or to withhold what is needed, the Salience runs the other way and the terms are conceded rather than set. The party with the larger Premium available to take is therefore not always the party who takes it.

A counterparty carrying C-weight is largely exempt. The Collaborator profile carries cooperation-reciprocity and the obligations that attend it, and a charge above the cost of provision is what those obligations do not permit. This is why the ordinary transfer of surplus at Section 12.22, the feeding of family and the lending of tools, accrues no debt: the counterparty is C-dominant and the extraction profile is not the one in play.

A counterparty carrying R-weight is competed with rather than extracted from. R loads on a relation rather than a property, an agent occupying the Rival position by directing action at the same Object, so what it selects is contest over that Object rather than a charge levied on the agent.

Three consequences follow.

The first is that extraction is distributed by classification rather than by need. The Premium a transaction carries does not track how much the counterparty lacks; it tracks where the counterparty sits on the vector. A party in acute deficit read as C-dominant is charged less than a party in mild deficit read as Y-dominant, and the difference is not a departure from the mechanism but the mechanism operating.

The second is that the classification is unavailable to either party. Source Opacity destroys the axis-decomposition before the Scalar reaches awareness, so the gating party cannot read that their terms were set against a Y-reading, and the deficit-carrying party cannot read that the terms they accepted were the terms their position invited. Both confabulate, and by the Sincerity Guarantee both accounts are held in good faith.

The third is that a classification can be held rather than merely read, and that holding it changes how it appears. Where the evidence that would redistribute weight toward the Collaborator and Rival coordinates is managed institutionally, a Y-dominant reading of a population persists across sustained contact, and extraction becomes a standing arrangement rather than an event. That is Stable Prey Classification.

What such an arrangement looks like from inside it is a fact about the classified group. It is not one. An Individual is an Object in the field of every other Individual (Chapter 8, Section 8.10), so the Object-Source Non-Identity Principle (Chapter 8, Section 8.13.2) holds of Individuals exactly as it holds of goods (Section 12.13.1): no Individual carries a Y-weight as a property of themselves, because the weight is deposited by a classifying Decision Hub under conditions the classified Individual does not fix. The reading is computed in the valuer, as every valuation is.

Aggregation is what conceals that. A Salience reading computed in one head, summed across observers and averaged over time, arrives at population scale as Status with nothing lost at the join, and the per-observer variance that would show the reading being computed is exactly what the averaging removes. What survives is a slow-moving population-scale quantity attached to a group and to nothing visible that produced it. A classification distributed across a society and held steady for a generation therefore presents as a quality the group possesses, and the same low-pass filter that makes the Mimetic component of a price legible only at scale (Section 12.26) makes the classification of a people legible only as a property of that people.

The prediction that separates the two readings is about composition rather than structure. If the position were a property of the group, the groups occupying it would have something in common across societies. If it is a classification held in place, the structure recurs and its occupants do not: every society running the arrangement has a group at the bottom of it, the arrangement is recognisably the same arrangement, and which group occupies it is fixed by that society’s own history rather than by anything the group carries. Whatever group is poor in a given society appears, within that society, to be the sort of people that position belongs to.



12.18 Opportunity Cost, and Why It Fails on Both Branches

Opportunity cost carries most of the intuitive weight of the doctrine. The lender, in parting with present command over resources, is said to forego an alternative use of them, and interest is the compensation owed for that foregone alternative. In plain terms, the doctrine holds that the cost of putting money to one use is the best other use it could have been put to, and that the borrower must pay the lender for that displaced possibility. The limb divides into two sub-limbs, lending from genuinely held surplus and lending of money created for the loan, and opportunity cost fails on each, so the limb falls whole rather than in part.

The first sub-limb is lending from genuinely held surplus, and the doctrine’s claim that a foregone alternative exists here, on the ground that the surplus could have been deployed elsewhere, does not survive examination. The only opportunity actually in view is the one in front of the lender, which is the opportunity to lend. A foregone alternative is, by contrast, a negative, a better use that supposedly existed and was passed over, and a negative of that kind cannot be shown. There is no competing claim on the same funds, because the same funds cannot be committed twice, and a merely anticipated future use is not a present foregone one. If the lender truly believes a better opportunity will arise tomorrow, the correct response is to hold the funds and not lend, not to lend now and charge the borrower for the better thing the lender chose not to wait for. Nothing, then, is foregone; and because the funds are surplus, what remains after the holder’s own Appetitive and Intrinsic demands are satisfied, there was never anything of the lender’s own pressing on them to set aside.

The surplus-holder is A-satiated and I-sufficient with respect to the funds in question, which is precisely what makes the funds surplus, so the deferral the lender undergoes is not the deferral of any time-bound deficit signal. Capital held by a lender that, at the margin relevant to a lending decision, has no productive Appetitive or Intrinsic deployment available to the lender is Surplus Capital. The asymmetry of the keystone is exactly reversed against the doctrine: the borrower defers a present, urgent, time-bound demand, while the lender defers nothing of the kind, because what they lend is by definition not needed now. To award the compensation to the side that sacrifices nothing urgent, and to charge it to the side bearing the genuine time-bound deficit, inverts the moral logic the doctrine claims for itself.

This settles the question held open at Section 12.3. The test there was whether a deficit is incurred at the lender’s pole, and the surplus branch now answers it: where the funds are surplus, the lender is A-satiated and I-sufficient with respect to them, and so incurs no deficit by parting with them. A real deficit exists at the borrower’s pole, which the transfer corrects; none exists at the lender’s. The relation therefore does not have two poles of deficit but one, and the obligation conventionally asserted to run back from borrower to lender does not denominate a deficit owed to the lender.

This holds for the principal and not merely for any charge above it, because the surplus that was parted with corresponded to no demand the lender’s own architecture could generate, and a thing that corrected no deficit when it left cannot constitute a deficit owed when its return is demanded. What the borrower took did correct a deficit, and that deficit is now repaired; the Scalar records a deficit corrected at one pole and none incurred at the other. To the precise extent the funds were surplus, then, no debt of principal arises from the transfer at all, and what the lending relation conventionally treats as the borrower’s debt is, at the lender’s pole, a deficit asserted where the Scalar contains none.

A natural objection arises here. Funds lent for a year, it is said, are not surplus across the whole term, because Appetite recurs, and the lender may want the funds back before the term is out, so the lender does defer something after all. But recurrence does not produce a present, time-bound deficit signal on those funds. It produces a future contingency, a probability that the lender will come to want them, and a future contingency about the lender’s own position is not opportunity cost at all. It is risk, and it is governed by the risk limb below, where it is disposed of on the lender’s side. The objection does not breach the surplus sub-limb; it is handed downstream to the limb whose domain it occupies. The asymmetry holds, because the borrower’s signal is live now while the lender’s is a maybe-later.

The second sub-limb reaches the same verdict. When a commercial bank lends, it does not, in the ordinary case, hand over pre-existing funds it might have deployed elsewhere. It brings the money into being at the moment of the loan, crediting the borrower with a balance that did not exist an instant before. Opportunity cost presupposes a finite stock and a foregone alternative use of that stock. Conjured money has neither. There was no prior unit whose alternative deployment was sacrificed, because there was no prior unit at all. The only opportunity in view is the opportunity to lend to this particular borrower, and the money is brought into existence for that very purpose; the lending is not the deployment of a foregone alternative but the event that creates the thing lent. One cannot forego an opportunity in respect of something that does not exist until the act of lending calls it forth, and one cannot call surplus a thing that has no prior existence to be in surplus of.

For conjured money the conclusion needs no argument from competing uses at all: the opportunity-cost component is not small but exactly zero, and the keystroke fact closes the limb, since where the unit lent had no existence before the loan, no sacrifice attended its provision, and the foregone alternative on which the whole limb depends is empty. Nor does the regulatory capital a bank holds against the loan restore the limb, for that capital is not a stock of real resources foregone but a solvency display the bank maintains to preserve its standing, and any cost attaching to it is therefore a cost in the Mimetic channel, disposed of with the bank’s Status-defence at Section 12.20 and not a sacrifice that could ground a charge for provision.

One residue of this limb is real and must be granted. Inflation adjustment preserves the Scalar’s standing against erosion over the term. It is not compensation for deferral and not a reward for anything; it merely keeps the returned Scalar equal in standing to the Scalar lent. It is bounded, it terminates with the erosion it offsets, and it is set aside, with two further items of its kind, where the surviving residues are gathered at Section 12.22.

12.19 Time Preference, the Asymmetry Relabelled as Borrower Psychology

Standard economics treats time preference as a primitive, a built-in feature of individual psychology fixing how much more a person values a unit now than the same unit later, placed beyond examination and simply given, with interest read off it. The operative question the framework presses is not whether some such tendency can be measured but whose preference is being charged, and the limb dissolves on either answer.

On the borrower’s side, a preference for the present, including one grounded in mortality and the finitude of the life in which a deficit must be met, simply is the time-bound urgency the keystone locates on that side. It is the deficit signal pressing now, measured as a parameter. To charge interest against it is to charge the deprived party for being deprived, which is the inversion already named, not a ground of lender entitlement. On the lender’s side, a mortality-grounded discount attaches only to funds the lender would actually use within the life in question, and surplus is by definition funds beyond all the lender’s Appetitive and Intrinsic demand, so there is nothing for such a discount to bite on. Either branch dissolves the limb. Whether or not time preference is a primitive of individual psychology, and the framework’s wider account of horizon-collapse under deprivation gives reason to doubt that it is, the operative conclusion is untouched: time preference grounds no entitlement that the lender may charge to the borrower, because on the borrower’s side it is the urgency the doctrine ought to relieve and on the lender’s side it finds no live Appetitive or Intrinsic use of the lender’s surplus for a mortality discount to attach to, since surplus is by definition funds beyond all such use.

12.20 Risk, the Asymmetry Relabelled as Lender Entitlement

The risk defence holds that the lender bears the risk of non-repayment and must be compensated for it. The defence mislocates the risk, and the mislocation is the same commensurability error in another dress. Whether to lend, and on what terms, is the lender’s own decision, and the risk of non-repayment is a constituent of that decision, something the lender weighs before lending as part of determining whether to lend at all. Risk is thus internal to the lender’s calculation; it is not a cost that arises on the borrower’s side and is owed back. The standard architecture takes a risk that belongs to the lender’s decision and shifts it onto the party with the real present need.

The limb must be split, because the doctrine trades on running two cases together. The first is unbearable risk, the loss the lender could not absorb. Here the conclusion is not that the borrower should insure the lender but that the lender should decline; an exposure that cannot be borne is a reason against the transaction, to be resolved on the lender’s side by not lending, not a cost to be transferred to a vulnerable borrower so that the lender may proceed in safety. The second is bearable expected loss, the ordinary, absorbable probability of default across a book of loans. Nothing in the decline-if-unbearable point touches the pricing of bearable loss.

This leaves a fact the framework-internal account does not yet explain. If bearable loss is genuinely bounded and absorbable, why do banks treat default with an intensity that no merely bounded cost could warrant, hedging it relentlessly, buying protection against it in advance, requiring the borrower to purchase loan insurance, demanding collateral, property pledged for seizure if the loan is not repaid, and gating access behind qualifications so stringent that the party with the live deficit is the party most often refused? The behaviour is out of all proportion to the magnitude of a loss the enterprise was constituted to bear.

The bank’s balance sheet is not only a record of solvency, of whether the institution can meet what it owes; it is the bank’s Status display, the instrument by which it ranks itself against other banks and presents its standing to society. A loss booked on that sheet is therefore not registered as the absorbable cost of an operation that bears its own risk. It is registered as a fall in position, because the sheet that carries the loss is the same sheet that carries the rank (the institution’s Status-protection here is the corporate-scale expression of property 5 of the Parasitism Theorem, Appendix A.5.4, the host of the bank’s own balance sheet being captured to serve the unbounded standing source rather than the bounded solvency function it was constituted to record). Default does not merely cost the bank funds it could absorb; it costs the bank standing, and standing is a Mimetic quantity.

The intensity of the hedging is thus explained by what is actually being defended. The bank is not protecting a fund, which a bearable loss would not threaten; it is protecting a rank, which any visible loss would lower. The collateral, the insurance, and the qualification that price and secure the pool’s own bounded losses are, in that use, the lawful management Section 12.22 grants without reservation. What the disproportion reveals is the demand for protection beyond what a bearable loss warrants, by which the Status consequences of default, over and above its absorbable cost, are offloaded onto the borrower in advance, so that the bank’s position is shielded from a loss it could in fact absorb but cannot afford to display.

None of this concerns the service the loan provides. It concerns the way the bank ranks itself among banks and before society, which is to say it is the Mimetic component operating in its defensive form, guarding the standing that interest accumulates in its acquisitive form. This is the architecture operating through the institution, not a motive its custodians need hold or perceive; the standing is defended under accounts sincerely believed to be prudence, exactly as the accumulator’s bounded story is sincerely believed in Section 12.16. The same Status-pursuit that loads the Mimetic Premium onto the charge for lending drives the institution to ensure its balance sheet never shows the loss that would cost it rank, and that imperative, the refusal to display a loss, is the first step toward confabulating a solvency the substrate no longer supports.

The Status-protection just described connects to the borrower through the loan application process, and the connection is coercive in the strict sense the framework defines, with the emphasis on structural. The coercion arises from the architecture and requires no malice, no design, and no awareness on anyone’s part; it is what Confabulation produces when an unbounded charge is priced as though it were bounded cost, and it would arise in the same form among participants of perfect goodwill. The borrower approaches under a present, time-bound deficit, and the funds that would repair it are granted on conditions set by the party with the standing to grant them against the party who needs them, conditions that hold because the borrower has nowhere else to turn. This one-directional leverage is the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle made operational: the borrower’s Appetitive deficit is bounded and urgent while the lender’s standing is unbounded and non-urgent, so the pressure runs from the party who can wait to the party who cannot.

The coercion does not attach to the conditions as such, and the distinction is the one Section 12.22 has already drawn. The collateral, the insurance, and the qualification that price and secure the pool’s own bounded losses are the lawful bounded-cost management the framework grants without reservation, and a loan priced at no more than inflation, operating cost, and actuarially fair pooled default (the pool’s expected losses shared at cost, the price a pool would charge if it sought nothing beyond the losses themselves) extracts no premium and exerts no leverage, because nothing above the cost of provision is sought. The coercion attaches only to the charge above that bounded cost.

Apply the counterfactual test. Were the borrower’s Appetitive floors already secure, they would not accept a charge above the cost of provision, because the deficit that drives them to accept it is the very deficit the loan purports to relieve; the agreement would change if the deficit were removed, so the above-cost portion was coerced even though it presented as a free contract. To withhold the means of repairing an Appetitive deficit until a premium above bounded cost is paid is to use the continued deficit as leverage, which is the use of A-Harm, or the credible threat of its continuation, to override the borrower’s own evaluation. At bounded cost there is no premium, no leverage, and no coercion; above it, the continued deficit is the lever, and the premium is what the lever extracts.

The leverage extracts the Mimetic Premium in two forms: the interest above bounded cost is the priced extraction, the charge on access to the Scalar already established, and the deferential concessions exacted to secure that above-cost charge are its other form, each positional submission transferred to the higher-standing party being the Mimetic Premium in its deferential mode. Both flow to the same standing, and neither requires the lender to intend or even perceive the extraction. By Source Opacity the lender can no more read the source of the charge than the borrower can, and by the Sincerity Guarantee the lender’s risk-and-cost account of it is genuinely believed, exactly as the accumulator’s bounded story is genuinely believed in Section 12.16. The structure is coercive; the lender is its medium and not its author, subject to the same architecture as the borrower and charged with nothing.

There is a further consequence here that the market system’s own premises force. The justification a capitalist order offers for profit is the assumption of risk. Every enterprise that claims a return claims it as the reward for hazarding its own capital on an uncertain venture, and the entitlement to profit is, on the system’s own founding premise, exactly co-extensive with the risk borne to earn it. This is the principle by which the system holds profit to be deserved rather than extracted, and it is the principle the bank, uniquely, exempts itself from. The hedging, the required loan insurance, the collateral, and the qualification traced above are, taken past the bounded management of the pool’s own losses, the means by which the bank divests itself of the very risk that is supposed to justify its return, shifting it onto the borrower, onto the insurer, and, at system scale, onto the public that stands behind it as guarantor of last resort. The bank thereby claims the profit while declining the hazard that alone would entitle it to the profit on the system’s own terms.

This is not a charge of hypocrisy, because by Source Opacity and the Sincerity Guarantee the arrangement is sincerely accounted for as prudence, but it is a structural contradiction the system cannot absorb. An enterprise that keeps the return and offloads the risk has severed profit from its sole justification, and what it collects above the bounded cost of provision is therefore not the risk-reward the market premise licenses but the Mimetic Premium under the cover of that premise. Section 12.22 establishes that when such an enterprise fails it fails through its own mispriced operation, so that on the system’s own founding premise the loss was always the bank’s to bear, however thoroughly the architecture had arranged for it to fall elsewhere.

Traced through the partition, it turns out in every branch not to be a lender premium. Where the funds are surplus, nothing of the lender’s own live Appetitive or Intrinsic use is at stake in the lending, because surplus is by definition funds beyond all such use; the only thing that can be lost is the value of the repayment claim should the borrower default, which is the bounded default contingency already in this limb’s domain, not a standing that the act of lending itself surrendered. Where the funds are conjured, the loss falls on the bank’s capital, which is the bank’s own standing in the system, not a prior asset that was lent. And the genuinely awkward case, bearable precautionary lending from real surplus to a borrower in need, resolves into mutualised loss-sharing across the borrowing pool: a bounded, terminating arrangement in which the pool prices its own losses, which is insurance and not interest. The bearable residue, like inflation adjustment, is bounded and terminating, and it joins the surviving class gathered below.

This disposes of the contingency the opportunity-cost limb handed down: that the lender, though parting with surplus now, may come to want the funds before the term is out. That contingency is real, but it is not a present deficit and not a debt the borrower owes. It is the prospect of a future deficit at the lender’s own pole, and its standing is fixed by the boundedness of the sources. Appetite recurs and Intrinsic sufficiency renews, so the lender will, in time, incur a real deficit of their own; what they lack is not the deficit but any timeframe predictable within the loan’s horizon for it. The relation this establishes is the one the Push-Pull Obligation Principle describes. The surplus corrects the borrower’s present deficit and lays down a reciprocal obligation, to be discharged against the lender’s future deficit as and when it arises, rather than a bilateral principal returnable on a clock. The lender is not owed their surplus back on a schedule; they are owed correction of their deficit when it comes, by whoever in the network is then in surplus, which need not be the original borrower. The clock-bound return of principal is thus not the structure the Scalar supports, and where it is imposed it imposes a settlement the deficit relation does not require.

12.21 Liquidity, the Limb That Names Itself

The most sophisticated basis offered for interest is none of the three textbook grounds but the surrender of liquidity, the quality of being spendable at once rather than locked up: the lender is said to give up the immediate convertibility of the funds for the term of the loan and to deserve compensation for that surrender. This limb fails because the surrender it posits does not occur. The lender who lends does not part with convertible standing; they exchange one bearer of it for another, money-as-scalar for a repayment claim that is itself an Object of convertible standing, saleable, pledgeable, and capable of being held as a yielding store of position. The claim carries the lender’s standing across the whole term, so there is no interval of relinquished convertibility for which compensation could be owed. The only event that would actually cost the lender standing is default, and default is the risk contingency already disposed of in the limb above.

Liquidity, pressed to its most refined form, therefore does not stand as an independent ground at all; it collapses into risk, and whatever is charged above the bounded default contingency is left without an Appetitive or Intrinsic function to discharge it. That residue is a charge on the convertible standing of the Scalar itself, which is to say on position, and a charge on position is the Mimetic Premium under another name. The best version of the doctrine thus reduces, on inspection, to the framework’s own conclusion: what it prices is not a surrender that happens but access to the Scalar, which is M.

Keynes (1936) advanced liquidity preference as an account of what sets the rate of Interest, the rate being the reward for parting with liquidity and therefore a measure of the unwillingness of those holding Money to part with control of it. Liquidity preference so understood fixes the rate rather than justifying the charge, and nothing above disturbs it. What the elimination disposes of is the different claim that the surrender so measured constitutes a sacrifice for which compensation is owed, and Keynes denied that claim too: on his account Interest is the reward of not-hoarding rather than of not-spending, and Interest rewards no genuine sacrifice at all.

12.22 What Survives, and Why Only Disaggregation Could See It

The four limbs are now exhausted, and because they partition the justification the elimination is complete rather than merely cumulative. Opportunity cost is empty on both surplus and conjured money, the one because no competing claim on the same funds can be shown and the other because no prior unit ever existed; time preference is the borrower’s own urgency on one side and finds no live Appetitive or Intrinsic use of the lender’s surplus to attach to on the other; risk is the lender’s own affair, to decline if unbearable and to mutualise if bearable; liquidity is position, and a charge for its surrender is a charge for position. There is no fifth ground and no residue that escapes the partition, because each limb’s residue was the adjacent limb’s domain, and the limbs were traced until the field was covered.

What survives is real. Three things in the lending relation are bounded, terminating, and not premiums, and by the framework’s own boundedness criterion none of them is Mimetic. Inflation adjustment preserves the Scalar’s standing against erosion. The operational labour of intermediation, the genuine work of assessing, administering, and settling a loan, satisfies the intermediary’s own real Appetitive and Intrinsic demands and is compensated as work is compensated, which is bounded by the work done. Mutualised expected-loss-sharing prices a pool’s own losses and terminates with them. These three are the lawful content of the lending relation, and the framework grants them without reservation.

The same boundary is reached by a second route, resting on different premises. Section 12.2 established that capacity enters the external scale in one way, by an Individual discharging another’s deficit, and that the act supplying that discharge is labour. Apply that to the lending relation and ask what the lender has generated. The principal departs and the principal returns; the two cancel, and the lender’s net contribution to the discharge capacity of the population is nil. Nothing in the passage of the term generates capacity, since waiting produces no Object and an Object no one produced discharges no deficit. The increment charged above the principal therefore corresponds to no discharge that anyone supplied, which is to say it is a claim upon the store without generation behind it. Run the same test across the three residues and each passes for its own reason. The operational labour of intermediation is labour. Inflation adjustment creates no new claim, restating the same charge in units that have drifted, so that here too the lender receives back what they transferred. Mutualised expected-loss-sharing prices losses that were actually borne. The partition of the justifications and the accounting of generation proceed from different premises and terminate on the same three items.

One objection to that accounting is the only ground on which the productive case for Interest can still be made, and it is not a claim about anyone’s psychology. Present goods, it is argued, are worth more than future goods of like kind because production takes time, and methods that take longer yield more, so that resources available now carry the capacity to be multiplied later (Böhm-Bawerk, 1891). This is true, and disaggregating the motivational sources does not touch it, because it is a claim about production rather than about wanting.

What it licenses, however, is a return contingent on the deployment having worked, which is a share in what the roundabout method actually produced. That is the structure of equity. It does not license a fixed claim accruing whether the deployment produced anything or not, and the distinction is the one the productivity justification obscures: a share of what labour generated is a claim with generation behind it, and a fixed charge on the scale is a claim with none. Böhm-Bawerk’s own concession, that the argument for this ground operating independently of the other two was not conclusive, leaves the productive case standing as far as equity carries it and no further. The distinction is also dynamical: the contingent share finances the very capacity against which all claims are measured, while the fixed charge compounds the claims alone, which is why the one is compatible with claims and capacity growing together and the other is not (the exact condition is at Appendix 12A, Section 12A.4).

The claim is therefore not that interest is the Mimetic Premium, which would invite the obvious counterexample of the honest bank fee. The claim is exact: the premium charged above bounded cost is the Mimetic Premium. Everything above the bounded, terminating, work-and-erosion-and-pooled-loss residue corresponds to no Appetitive function and no Intrinsic function. It is the charge levied on access to the Common-Currency Scalar itself, and it is unbounded for the reason every M-charge is unbounded, that position is comparative and has no satiation point.

Keynes (1936) reached the same verdict from outside the architecture. Interest, he held, rewards no genuine sacrifice, any more than the rent of land does, and where land may be scarce for intrinsic reasons capital is not: the owner of capital obtains Interest because capital is scarce, and nothing in the nature of capital requires that it be. He named the consequence he drew, the euthanasia of the rentier, of the functionless investor. The elimination above reaches that position by a different road, through the partition of the justifications and the accounting of generation rather than through the theory of employment.

Where the two accounts part is on the remedy, and the architecture decides against his. Keynes proposed to increase the volume of capital until it ceased to be scarce, so that the functionless investor would no longer receive a bonus. Movement B has already closed that route. The scarcity that matters is not in any substrate but in scalar-standing, which is rivalrous by construction, and Section 12.14 states the consequence directly: a Veblen good cannot be made abundant, because abundance destroys the standing that is the whole of what is wanted. Capital made plentiful does not stop conferring position; the position relocates to whatever remains scarce. The diagnosis therefore holds and the cure does not, and what the diagnosis requires is an instrument that lifts the Premium rather than one that tries to remove the scarcity, which is the correction the Coda licenses.

This is why the four justifications could be sincerely held and endlessly restated without ever being seen through. Each is a Confabulation in the exact architectural sense, a sincere narrative generated to account for a charge whose true source had been stripped away. The source was stripped by the same operation that strips it everywhere: the integration of the three motivational sources into a single Scalar, which destroys the information that would distinguish the borrower’s time-bound deficit from the lender’s non-urgent position and so makes the two look commensurable. Economics inherited that Scalar already aggregated, treated the aggregate as the primitive, and never disaggregated it, so the commensurability error was built into the foundation of the discipline and the three textbook limbs and the one sophisticated limb are the confabulated grounds the architecture supplies in place of the missing M-source. Only disaggregation exposes the error, because only disaggregation restores the distinction the integration destroyed.

The same result can be reached by price-decomposition rather than by partition of the justifications. Chapter 19, Expansion 19.1 shows that once a price is resolved into its Appetitive, Intrinsic, and Mimetic components, the whole of what interest captures is located in PM by structural elimination, the only category left once PA and PI are exhausted, while the bounded costs that remain are recoverable as fees and not as interest. The two derivations are complementary the partition here proceeds limb by limb through the offered justifications, while the price-decomposition there proceeds by exhaustion of the available value-categories, and both terminate at the identical conclusion.

If the risk of loss is not caused by the borrower, whose deficit the loan repairs in full at the moment it is made, then what causes banks to fail? The cause is the confabulations themselves. A bank that prices interest as compensation for opportunity cost, time preference, risk, and surrendered liquidity is pricing against four narratives that connect to no Appetitive and no Intrinsic substrate, and it books its own solvency on the strength of them. Those narratives are Abstraction Layer narratives, stacked above the real lending beneath in the manner of shares and the claims abstracted above them, and they attenuate the feedback between the substrate that loans are meant to track and the valuation the bank carries on its book. The unbounded Mimetic Premium compounds through that book, priced as though it were bounded, substrate-grounded cost; and because the one source that never satiates climbs while the Appetitive and Intrinsic reality beneath it does not, the gap between the Abstraction Layer narrative and the substrate widens until reality intrudes and the priced claim is dragged back to the Object beneath.

That intrusion is the failure. What fails is not the borrower’s real use of real value but the confabulated valuation the institution built above it, which is to say a bank fails for the same reason, and by the same architecture, that every one of the dissolved justifications was a Confabulation in the first place. And on the market system’s own founding premise the loss is the bank’s to bear, because an enterprise that fails through its own mispriced operation bears that failure as every enterprise bears the risk of its own. That is the mechanism of failure held in a single institution. The same confabulated valuation operates through shares and the Abstraction Layers above them, and once every balance sheet in a coupled system is anchored to the same narratives and reality intrudes on all of them together, it becomes Mimetic Lock-In at system scale.

One consequence for the operational-labour residue fixes the instrument by which it is lawfully recovered. The genuine work of intermediation is compensated as work is compensated, bounded by the work done, and the proper instrument for recovering it is a fee charged for that work, not Interest charged on the principal. The two are categorically different. A fee tracks a bounded Appetitive and Intrinsic provision and terminates with it, whereas Interest is a charge on access to the scale itself and carries no terminus. Interest is therefore not required to recover the administrative residue, and it should not apply to it at all, because the moment recovery is routed through a charge on the principal rather than a charge for the work, the bounded residue has been converted into the Mimetic Premium. The fee is bounded by the same criterion that bounds every charge: any portion levied above the genuine cost of the work is not administration but Mimetic Premium under an administrative name, and falls to be treated as the Premium is treated wherever it is managed. The administrative residue is thus recovered as a work-bounded fee, and Interest plays no part in it.

A result about the ordinary transfer of surplus follows directly. When surplus is transferred to correct a real deficit and no residue is owed back, what has occurred is a deficit corrected at one pole with none incurred at the other, and no debt accrues. This is not a marginal case. It is the most common transfer in human life: the feeding of family, the lending of tools and instruments, the passing of money among kin and friends for Appetitive and Intrinsic ends. A parent who feeds a child corrects a real deficit and is owed no repayment, and the Scalar registers exactly that, a deficit corrected and none incurred.

Economic measurement treats this case as falling outside its frame, not because it is not a transfer of value but because it leaves no trace on a public ledger, and in the same motion it elevates the ledger-visible interest-bearing loan into the definition of lending. The scalar analysis reverses the charge. The unrecorded provision is what a transfer of surplus is, and the interest-bearing loan is the deviant case, the one in which a charge is added above the bounded residues onto a relation that, in its surplus core, accrued no debt at all. The apparent category error, treating the feeding of a child as a financial transaction, is not the framework’s error but the inherited one: it is the elevation of the deviant case into the paradigm that misreads the field, and the common-currency level, indifferent to whether a transfer touches a ledger, reads it correctly. The Abstraction Layers are built upon this same misreading, carried upward.

12.22.1 Why the Moral Case Against Interest Was Always Going to Fail

The Two-Logic Diagnostic of Section 12.17.1 answers a historical question. If the case against Interest holds, and if civilisations that agreed on almost nothing converged on prohibiting it, why was Interest ever charged and ever accepted? Not because the objections were answered, because they were not, as Sections 12.18 to 12.22 have shown. It was accepted because the two logics guarantee it. The party carrying the deficit acts under a signal that presses now and rises with the depth of the deprivation, so their willingness to pay is set by the need rather than by what the loan is worth as provision. The party gating the funds carries no such deficit and calculates positionally on everything above input cost. The deprived party is therefore structurally available to a charge above the cost of provision, because the deficit that would be relieved is the very thing that fixes what they will pay to relieve it, and the gating party’s positional logic reaches up to meet it. Neither pole need intend this, and by Source Opacity and the Sincerity Guarantee neither perceives it. The charging and the acceptance of Interest are the standing output of the encounter wherever surplus meets need, not a verdict reached on the merits.

This is why the moral arguments against Interest, correct as they were, have tended to fail across the long term. Morality addresses the party who deliberates, and the two logics run beneath deliberation. The extraction is fixed on the transaction by the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle before any moral judgement is formed, so a moral prohibition confronts an architecture it cannot reach, condemning an output while leaving the mechanism that produces it in place. The prohibitions could name the wrong but could not touch its cause, and an architecture that goes on producing the charge will, given time, produce the sincere account under which it proceeds, the definitional distinction between usury and legitimate Interest, the licensed exception, the instrument that yields the charge without naming it, each of them a Confabulation in the sense of Section 12.26, supplied for a charge whose true source the account cannot name. The erosion of the prohibitions was therefore not the refutation of the moral recognition but its outliving by the mechanism it opposed, one confabulated permission displacing the last exactly as one monetary order displaces another. The moral case did not lose the argument. It was aimed at the level of the deliberating party, and the level it could not reach kept charging Interest regardless.

The same diagnostic dissolves a confusion the tradition has never settled, whether Interest and profit are one thing or two. They are one thing, and the vacillation is itself a symptom of the architecture. Profit, the markup on a good or the margin on a service, and Interest, the charge on a loan, are the identical operation of the second logic, the positional demand drawing off everything above the gating party’s input-cost floor, and Section 12.17.1 has already established that the demonstration run here for the loan carries over unchanged to the markup and the margin. That they are sometimes treated as the same charge and sometimes as different charges is not a real distinction in the mechanism but the predictable effect of Source Opacity, which presents each as a single figure and strips the record of what was summed to produce it, leaving the one capture free to be named profit in one place and Interest in another. Distinguishing them describes the same thing as two things.

The one asymmetry that is real lies not between the two charges but in what each parasitises. The Premium on a good or a service attaches to an Object that also delivers genuine Appetitive or Intrinsic provision, the good that shelters or the service that heals, so the host contributes something the deprived party actually needs and the Premium rides on top of it. On a loan the Object gated is Money itself, and Money corrects no deficit of its own, it only unlocks access to the Scalar with which some other deficit is to be corrected. Nothing is transacted but access to the common-currency scale. This is why Interest is the limit case and the nakedest form, the point at which the second logic operates with no Appetitive or Intrinsic host beneath it at all, and it is what the convergent prohibitions were reaching for when they marked Interest out from ordinary trade.

The moral tradition that condemned Interest while licensing profit had hold of a real feature, the disappearance of the host, but read it as a difference in kind between two charges when it is a difference in what a single charge attaches to, and so it prohibited the limit case while leaving the mechanism that generates both untouched, which is why the profit it permitted went on producing, transaction by transaction, the very extraction it had prohibited under the other name.

12.22.2 Object Parasitism in the Supply of Capital

Object Parasitism runs on Objects other than Money, and one case bears on how an enterprise is funded. A supplier of capital sacrifices neither provision nor engagement in supplying it: by the surplus branch of Section 12.18, the surplus parted with corresponded to no demand the supplier’s own architecture could generate, and what is sought in return is a gain above the genuine cost of the transaction, the bounded residues of Section 12.22 having been set aside. The relation between such a supplier and a founder whose enterprise is I-led is therefore the Object Parasitism of Chapter 8, Section 8.4, with the venture as the host Object and the return as the increment deposited on it. Neither party can see this. Confabulation narrates supplied capital as Belief in the venture, and on the Sincerity Guarantee that account is genuinely held.

That many such suppliers also advise the enterprise does not alter the relation. Any genuinely Intrinsic service they render runs alongside the capital as a separable contribution and is not what the return on the capital is levied on, since the identical return is claimed whether or not the service is supplied. Section 12.27 turns that separability into a diagnostic.



12.23 Shares as an Abstraction Layer

The capture of Money is the base case. The same mechanism operates with increasing force as the economy builds layers of abstraction on top of Money, and the first instance is the share. A share is, in its stated nature, a fractional claim on a business, that is, on an enterprise that produces real goods and services satisfying real Appetitive and Intrinsic demands. In that stated nature its value should track the discounted Appetitive-Intrinsic value of what the business produces. But the share is an abstraction from the substrate it nominally represents, and once it is abstracted and made tradeable in its own market, it detaches from its Referent and becomes an Object that can be valued in its own right, divorced from the underlying profitability of the enterprise beneath it.

That detachment is precisely what licenses Mimetic capture, and it does so more readily than with Money itself. The share is a high-Salience, possessable Object whose connection to any Appetitive-Intrinsic substrate is mediated, deferred, and obscured, and the weaker that connection the freer M is to inflate the valuation without the inflation being checked against use. A share can therefore accumulate a Mimetic Premium that bears no necessary relation to the discounted Appetitive-Intrinsic value of the business, and unprofitable enterprises can sustain share prices wholly disconnected from their fundamentals, because what motivates the holding is control of a high-status Object, and future profitability is the confabulated reason that conceals the disconnection. This abstraction from the substrate, with valuation increasingly free of the use beneath it, is the defining feature of an Abstraction Layer, and the share is its first rung. Each further rung, the derivative as an abstracted claim on the share, abstracts once more from the substrate and frees M once more, with the confabulated Appetitive-Intrinsic justification thinning at every step. That iterative addition of rungs is Abstraction Layering: the process of adding levels of abstraction between participants and Objects, generated by institutions populated by Individuals whose source tags have been destroyed by Decision Hub integration.

Keynes (1936) marked the same split in the share. He separated forecasting the yield an asset will return over its life from forecasting what the market will shortly hold the asset to be worth, and observed that the second gains on the first as investment markets become better organised, until the development of a country’s capital is incidental to a contest conducted over its price. That is the Two-Logic Diagnostic observed in one market. The Two-Logic Diagnostic separates the two logics not by what each party forecasts but by whether the demand terminates on acquisition, which is why the same test runs on a good, a service and a loan, and not on traded assets alone.

The disconnection is not stable. Because it is M-driven, and M is reference-dependent, the valuation is subject to reference-point collapse, and the gap between price and fundamentals eventually closes, and closes violently.

How it closes follows from what the architecture contains. A valuation that rose, met a ceiling, and then settled into a swing around it would need something in the system pushing back harder the further the valuation departed, and easing as it returned. None of the three sources does that. Appetite and Intrinsic Motivation terminate rather than resist: each closes when the deficit it marks is met and then issues no further claim, so neither supplies a force that grows with the departure. Mimetic Desire has no terminus at all, and a reference point that relocates upward with every gain is the opposite of a restoring force, because it makes the next departure easier rather than harder. A valuation of this kind has nothing to oscillate against.

So it holds instead. The claim stays high and steady for as long as the Abstraction Layer’s buffers absorb the compounding, because holding is what a system does when nothing is drawing it back. Then the buffers are exhausted, or reality intrudes by some other route, and the claim does not ease downward by degrees. It drops to the level the Appetitive and Intrinsic substrate beneath it will support, and it drops in one movement, because the resting place it occupied and the nearest alternative to it have by then closed on each other and cancelled out, leaving nowhere local to come to rest. That discontinuous drop is the Fold, and that a valuation of this kind must end in one rather than in a cycle is Saddle-Node Default (Appendix A, Section A.5.3). A ceiling is not reached and then held; it is passed, held past, and given up all at once. The same shape runs the other way at the other edge, which is how an inflation catches rather than how it ends: approached from below, it is the lower resting place that vanishes, and the valuation jumps up into the inflated state instead of climbing into it.

The historical record shows what looks like a boom-and-bust cycle, and the appearance misleads. A cycle is one system swinging. This is a sequence of separate Folds, each set off by something arriving from outside, each followed by re-inflation along the same path under the same architecture. The pattern repeats because the architecture repeats, not because anything within it oscillates. An oscillation is not impossible, but nothing in the architecture produces one: it requires damping supplied from outside the loop, of the kind an institutional buffer, a mid-cycle Knowledge Patch activation, or an exogenous Appetitive-Intrinsic pulse would have to provide, and a system so damped is in the Hopf Sub-Case rather than the ordinary one.

This is the same two-faces mechanism as Money, displaced one level of abstraction further out, and the crisis dynamics it seeds are traced at Chapter 13, Section 13.6.

The Fold that closes this gap has an epistemological reading, developed at Chapter 14, Section 14.10.4.10. Within a single price the Mimetic Premium fraction is camouflaged as ordinary demand and cannot be separated in real time, because Source Opacity strips the source-tags before the price is set. Once disaggregated, however, that fraction is testable through the Fold: a model of the captured valuation is constrained to fit both the calm regime, in which the Abstraction Layer’s buffers absorb the compounding, and the crisis regime, in which reality intrudes and the claim is dragged back to the substrate, on one parameterisation. Because the calm-phase data are not generated by the cascade that produces the crisis, the dual-regime fit is a genuine exogenous test of the otherwise endogenous Premium, bounded in fidelity only by how rare and unstageable the Folds are. Endogeneity therefore does not entail untestability; it relocates the test from satiation to phase structure.

The same phase structure answers the identification result of Section 12.2. The Reflection Problem holds that an endogenous social effect cannot be separated from correlated and exogenous effects in observational data, and separating the Premium from provision inside a single price is a demand of that kind. The Fold supplies variation the coupling did not generate, the calm-phase data and the crisis data being produced by different regimes of one system, so the Premium is identified from phase structure where it is unidentifiable from choice.

What the Premium captures at this rung is not the enterprise but the claim on it. An ownership claim that is continuously priced and publicly attributable is a High-Observability Good: an asset whose value is materially affected by being seen, known about, and comparable to what others hold (Chapter 8, Section 8.8.3). A controlling interest, a visible equity position, a franchise or a naming right pays its holder twice, once in whatever the underlying enterprise returns and once in the standing that holding it broadcasts, and only the first is a return on anything the enterprise produced. Where a whole industry occupies the most visible band of the ambient field, the property aggregates and the industry is a High-Observability Sector.

A prediction follows, and it is about where capital goes rather than about what any Object is worth. Capital that is M-led allocates toward High-Observability Goods in preference to Appetitive and Intrinsic provisioning, because what it seeks is standing, and standing is read off what is observed. The allocation therefore tracks observability rather than need, whatever the provisioning merits of the alternatives, which is why the sectors that dominate capital flows are the continuously visible ones rather than the ones that discharge the most deficits.

The prediction sharpens where the substrate is thin. A software or media enterprise costs very little to reproduce at the margin, so the generic baseline of Section 12.27, the cheapest version sufficient to discharge the function, sits near zero and nearly the whole of the price is the increment above it. Such an enterprise is also maximally observable, being culturally legible, continuously priced, and attributable to named holders. Both conditions push the same way, and the Premium can exceed any cost ever incurred by orders of magnitude rather than by a margin. At that separation the confabulated account fails on its face. A return defended as compensation for the cost of provision cannot be stated for a valuation that is a multiple of every cost the enterprise has ever borne, and the justification offered in its place, that the valuation anticipates provision not yet made, is a forecast and not a cost, which is the second logic of Section 12.17.1 wearing the vocabulary of the first.

A good that costs almost nothing to reproduce raises a difficulty the Premium has to solve. Section 12.14 holds that abundance destroys the standing that is the whole of what is wanted, so a Premium resting on position cannot survive universal access to the thing it attaches to. Where the good is naturally non-rival, and information is the limiting case, the scarcity the Premium requires is not in the good and has to be imposed on access to it instead. That imposition is Manufactured Scarcity. It does not operate at a single point, because any one barrier can be dissolved: a paywall by a leak, a credential by an alternative route, a claim over copying by a copy. What the Premium needs is only that access remain unequal, so where one barrier falls another thickens and the layers substitute for one another rather than adding up. This is why the cost of reproducing information has fallen to nothing over a generation and the Premium charged on access to it has not fallen with it.

12.23.1 Why the Premium Selects One Object Before Another

The Premium does not ascend the Abstraction Layers uniformly. It is drawn toward whichever Object offers the greatest available magnitude of Mimetic standing, because M is reference-dependent and the largest, most observable, most continuously priced surface is the one against which the most standing can be read. The share is selected before the unlisted enterprise because it is continuously priced and comparable; the derivative is selected above the share for the same reason carried one rung further. The selection is not a preference exercised by any participant but a structural consequence of an unbounded source seeking the surface on which it can inflate with least resistance from use.

The principle is not confined to the ascent. It sorts among Objects at every level, the substrate included, and the sectors it selects there are the ones already named: property sits on the same list as media and the large technology platforms, placed there by observability structure rather than by any luxury content. The substrate Object on which the capture is most complete is housing, whose price is decomposed as a worked example at Chapter 8, Section 8.13.2.

Four properties fix the demand and the scale of what can be levied on it. Housing is an Appetitive necessity no Individual can decline. It is high in unit value, which sets the scale of the Premium an inflation can carry. It is continuously comparable across a visible market, which supplies the reference points on which M feeds. And it admits a long debt term, which is the surface over which compound Interest, derived at Section 12.28 as the Premium levied on the valuation architecture itself, can operate at length.

A fifth property is not Appetitive at all, and it is the one the shelter account omits. A house is an I-enabling Object of the kind Chapter 7, Section 7.1.3 sets out, and the largest most Individuals will hold. It houses the activities that are rewarding in the doing, the practice, the making, the reading, the cooking done for its own sake, the raising of children, and it supplies the conditions those activities require: room, quiet, continuity of place, and the freedom to arrange the surroundings to the work rather than to an onlooker.

What a dwelling supplies that nothing else does is the ability to act unobserved. Mimetic Desire is amplified by visibility and attenuates where pursuit is private (Chapter 8, Section 8.8.3), and Private Persistence (the continued pursuit of an activity without audience or external reward), the criterion of Chapter 7, Section 7.4.2, makes the unobserved case the one in which an Intrinsic process shows itself for what it is. A house is therefore not merely somewhere the Intrinsic process happens to occur. It is the physical precondition of the one condition under which that process runs unweighted by standing, and the only Object most Individuals will ever own, the function of which is to remove them from the observable field. The decomposition carries this already: among the purchasers distinguished at Chapter 8, Section 8.13.2, the one who intends to restore the building holds a substantial Intrinsic component, and it is a component of the same purchase that supplies the shelter.

The two readings of the same Object run in opposite directions, and the capture is what the opposition produces. As an asset a house is maximally observable: priced continuously, compared street by street, attributable to a named holder, and legible as standing at a glance. As a dwelling its function is to make its occupant unobservable. The Premium attaches to the first and is paid by the second. What is priced, and priced upward without terminus, is access to the one good whose Intrinsic function is to be out of view, so the capture takes the Appetitive floor and the field in which M attenuates in a single movement, and an Individual priced out of housing loses the shelter and the unobservability together.

Housing therefore presents one of the largest Mimetic Premium surfaces in the entire field of Objects, and the architecture selects it for exactly that reason. That the most complete capture should fall on the one Object satisfying an Appetitive deficit no one can forgo, and enabling the Intrinsic engagement that most needs to be unobserved, is not a contingency of policy but the direct expression of the selection principle: the Premium is drawn to magnitude, and necessity at scale is where the magnitude is greatest.

The origin of the enterprise that produced the surplus, traced in Chapter 19, Section 19.13.2 to the joint, I-led venture in which profit is constraint rather than driver, plays no part in this selection. The venture does not build the capture. The Premium finds the assets, and among them it finds most completely the shelter that cannot be declined.

12.24 Object Value Destruction as M Dominance Display

The limit case of the Abstraction Layer derived at Section 12.23 is not the Object priced above its substrate but the Object destroyed for what the destruction displays, and it takes the form of the acquisition of a profitable competitor followed by the closure of the acquired enterprise. An enterprise satisfies real Appetitive and Intrinsic demands, returns a profit on doing so, and is bought by a rival at a price above the going valuation of its earnings, whereupon its operations are wound up and its productive capacity dismantled. On profit-maximising premises the transaction is incoherent twice over: the acquirer pays a premium for an earnings stream and then extinguishes the earnings stream the premium was paid for.

Three bounded rescues are available, and each of them is partly right. The closure may purchase a monopoly rent in the market that remains. It may be incidental to an acquisition whose real objects were the workforce, the patents, or the process, retained while the shell around them is discarded. It may buy the removal of a competitor whose future threat to the acquirer’s position was worth paying to extinguish. Each names a real mechanism, and each is bounded in the same way: the monopoly rent is calculable from the market it commands, the retained asset carries a valuation of its own, and the defensive premium terminates at the discounted value of the threat averted. Each therefore predicts a ceiling on what an acquirer will pay, and predicts that whatever carried the value is kept rather than destroyed. Where the price exceeds every such ceiling and the productive capacity is dismantled rather than absorbed, the bounded accounts have run out, and the transaction is left to be filed under error.

The architecture derives it instead. By the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, an Appetitive valuation is bounded by the deficit it answers and an Intrinsic valuation by the functional adequacy the process requires, and neither source can be served by destruction: an Appetite is satisfied by the output and loses by its loss, and Intrinsic Motivation is engaged by the operation and ends with it. Mimetic Desire alone can be served by destruction, because what M reads is relative position, and position is read off the comparison rather than off the output. Dismantling a rival’s capacity moves the comparison, and the cost of dismantling it registers a second time as demonstrated capacity to absorb that cost, so the destruction is not a by-product of the display but is the display. Because the reference point resets with each acquisition, no sum completes the display, and no ceiling of the kind the bounded accounts supply can be derived for it.

The acquirer’s own account, that the closure removed a duplicate, consolidated a fragmented market, or realised a synergy, is sincere, because the Sincerity Guarantee makes it so, and is a Confabulation in the architectural sense, because Source Opacity stripped the source-tags before the valuation reached awareness and the Confabulation Rationality Lemma has the reasoner converge on the least-wrong hypothesis the Hypothesis Space contains. The case is the limit case not for the size of the sum but because the gap between the confabulated justification and the behaviour is here too wide for any account without the M-component to close. The bounded rescues can rationalise a high price, and they can rationalise a partial closure. None of them can rationalise paying a premium in order to destroy the thing the premium was paid for.

12.25 Why Mimetic Desire Is the Only Monotonic Inflator

The general principle governing all of them follows from the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle. Of the three motivational sources, two are bounded and one is not. Appetites are bounded by satiation: the satisfied Appetite issues no further claim, and the Money that serves it is wanted only to the threshold of satiation. Intrinsic Motivation is bounded by sufficiency of the Object to enable the process: the adequately equipped engagement issues no further claim, and the Money that serves it is wanted only to the threshold of sufficiency. Both bounded sources therefore generate demand that terminates, and demand that terminates cannot, on its own, drive a valuation upward without limit.

Mimetic Desire has no such terminus. Relative position has no terminal value, because there is always a higher position, and the reference point resets with each acquisition, so that what satisfied yesterday is the baseline today. M alone, of the three, compounds without limit, and is therefore the only source capable of inflating a valuation monotonically, that is, of pushing it in one direction without the self-arresting bound that satiation and sufficiency impose on the others. Every one of these phenomena, the Veblen good, the captured Money, the share detached from fundamentals, the profitable enterprise bought in order to be closed, traces to the same source. They are not separate pathologies but one signature, the monotonic inflation that only M can produce, appearing on whatever Object M has captured.

The consequence for Money follows. Money, captured by M, inherits the unbounded dynamic. The instrument whose proper purpose was bounded, wanted only to the level that secures the Appetitive floor and equips the Intrinsic process, becomes, under capture, the carrier of the one demand that never terminates. From this single fact, a bounded-purpose instrument carrying an unbounded source, the extraction architecture follows as arithmetic.

12.26 The Aggregation Confabulation and the Closed Loop

If M is the only monotonic inflator, and if its operation on Money is as consequential as the derivation makes it, why has it not been seen? The answer closes a causal loop. M is concealed because the apparatus by which value is measured aggregates the three sources before reporting any of them. A price, a wage, a valuation, a return, each is a single number into which Appetitive, Intrinsic, and Mimetic components have already been integrated, and by Source Opacity the integration has stripped the tags. The measurement therefore reports a magnitude and discards the composition, so the one monotonic inflator hides inside an aggregate that presents itself as a single, neutral figure.

This is the population-scale Confabulation that the aggregate-to-component filter produces (the Aggregation Confabulation is a special case of the Confabulation Rationality Lemma at Appendix A.5.6 applied to a summed signal, exhibiting the parasitic-attachment pattern of Appendix A.8.3 at the national-accounts layer), and it is what makes the loop self-closing. M drives accumulation; the accumulation is measured only in aggregate; the aggregate conceals that M was the driver; and the concealment licenses the confabulated account, security, growth, value creation, that explains the accumulation in bounded Appetitive-Intrinsic terms.

The architectural quantity that governs whether this circuit runs to capture is the gain around the loop, and the loop is a cycle of three steps that returns to where it began. What the field marks as valued raises the Mimetic reading; the Mimetic reading enters the Decision Hub’s integration and raises the valuation; and the raised valuation is itself observed, feeding back into what the field marks as valued. The gain is how much of a disturbance survives one full circuit, and each step contributes a factor: how strongly ambient Salience moves the Mimetic reading, how much weight that reading carries in the integration, how strongly a realised valuation feeds back into the field’s Salience, and how steeply the valuation responds to its inputs at the level the system is currently running at. The four are multiplied, and their product is the gain (Appendix A, Section A.5).

Below one, a disturbance returns smaller than it left and dies away over successive laps: what remains is transient social learning, and the Mimetic component does not compound. Above one, a disturbance returns larger than it left and the loop escalates on its own, with no further input required. That the threshold is exactly one is a result rather than an approximation. Above it the loop carries two resting states instead of one, and capture is the upper of the two, reached by the Fold of Section 12.23 running at its lower edge (Appendix A, Section A.5.3). Because the four factors multiply, driving any one of them toward zero collapses the gain below threshold and ends the escalation with the others intact, which is why the corrections the Coda licenses act on observability and on the weight the Mimetic component carries rather than on the quantity of Money.

Because the explanation is believed, the accumulation continues, and because the accumulation is again measured only in aggregate, the concealment is renewed. Extraction and concealment are not two processes but one circuit, each sustaining the other, and the circuit runs without anyone within it perceiving its operation, because the Sincerity Guarantee makes every participant’s bounded account genuine. The loop is closed, self-renewing, and invisible from inside, which is why the mechanism could operate at civilisational scale without being named.

Two things follow. The first is that nothing in this circuit requires malice, design, or even awareness on the part of anyone within it. Source Opacity strips the source before any account is formed, and Confabulation supplies a sincere one in its place, so the participants who build and operate a financial order are doing exactly what the architecture disposes them to do, advancing bounded accounts of an unbounded pursuit they cannot perceive. The order they construct is therefore not the product of a choice that could have been made otherwise by better or more honest people. It is the determined output of two architectural facts (the stripping and the sincere account that fills the gap) operating in every Decision Hub at once. Given Source Opacity and Confabulation, and absent the disaggregation that would expose M, a monetary order of this general shape is not one possibility among many but the predetermined result, and the participants are its medium rather than its authors.

The second follows from the first across history. If the order is the determined output of an architecture that every population has carried, then every epoch and every culture must have produced its own version, each with its own confabulated account of what Money is and what justifies the charge levied on access to it (the commodity story, the credit story, the sovereign story, the surrendered-liquidity story, and the rest), and the present order’s account is merely the latest of these and not the last. None of these accounts can persist indefinitely, because each is a sincere narrative laid over a source it cannot name, and the gap between the narrative and the substrate widens under the unbounded dynamic until reality intrudes and the order it sustained gives way. What replaces it is not the Truth but the next best estimate the same architecture can produce, an account incrementally better fitted to the visible facts and yet still wrong in the same way, because it is generated by the same stripping and the same sincere filling-in, and the one thing it cannot incorporate is the disaggregation that remains invisible to it.

The succession of monetary orders is therefore not a progress toward a correct understanding of Money but a sequence of confabulations, each displaced by a marginally improved Confabulation, with the single corrigible error (the aggregation that conceals M) carried unbroken through every one of them. No account stands outside that sequence by privilege. What stands outside it is the disaggregation the sequence never had, the one move that converts the loop from invisible to visible and so makes an order built on something other than the concealed premium conceivable.

Any observed price resolves into three additive components, which is the Price Decomposition. One part is attributable to the Object’s Appetitive function and is bounded above by the cost of meeting the need it serves. A second is attributable to its Intrinsic function and is bounded above by the cost of enabling the engagement it affords. The third is the Mimetic Premium, the part contributed by the comparative-position dynamic, and the Mimetic Premium carries no bound at all, scaling instead with observability, with the density of Models, and with the convergence of the reference set (Chapter 8, Section 8.13.1).

The additive form is the price-level expression of the source-strip derived in Movement A, and each component inherits the property of the source that produced it: the two that read a bounded internal quantity terminate, and the one that reads an unbounded environment does not. Three quantities summed into one number would be an accounting convenience if all three behaved alike. They do not, and the component that behaves differently, the Mimetic Premium, is the one the sum conceals.

The fractions each component contributes are the Price Shares, non-negative and summing to one. The Mimetic share is the base the Coda’s levy is charged on, because the Mimetic share is the part of a price that no bounded requirement produced.

A price reports one magnitude and discards the composition. The three components are inseparable in any participant’s experience, the integration that produced the price having destroyed the record of which source supplied which part, and the three remain distinct in the architecture nonetheless. So the number a market publishes is silent on the question that would distinguish provision from extraction.

That silence is passive, and it is not yet Complexity as Concealment. What a single price does by arithmetic, a structure can be built to do by design. A proposition stated in one sentence, that this house costs three times what shelter of its kind costs because others are paying it, is one the Thinker decomposes, and the Premium is rejected on the spot. The same proposition elaborated through layered instruments, technical vocabulary, tiered claims and procedural demand exceeds what the Thinker can carry, so the decision falls back on the Decision Hub, which settles on Social Proof rather than on any decomposition of the price. Structures of that kind therefore persist wherever the Premium is large, and not because anyone built them to conceal: the ones that conceal are the ones that survive, because a structure that leaves the Premium legible loses the Premium. That is Complexity as Concealment, and the complexity scales with the Premium it protects.

What holds for one price holds, by addition, for the whole economy. Aggregate output is nothing more than the sum of all transacted prices in a period, so it inherits the composition of its terms. Summing each component across every transaction defines three aggregate quantities: the Appetitive aggregate, the total of all PA components, which may be written GDPA; the Intrinsic aggregate, the total of all PI components, GDPI; and the Mimetic aggregate, the total of all PM components, GDPM. Measured output is their sum. These three quantities are the population-scale counterparts of the three price components, and they inherit their boundedness in the same way: because the Appetitive needs that GDPA sums are each capped by satiation, and the Intrinsic engagements that GDPI sums are each capped by sufficiency, both aggregates are built from bounded, self-terminating contributions, whereas the Mimetic Premium that GDPM sums has no terminus and resets its reference point with each acquisition.

The consequence follows from treating aggregation for what it is, a low-pass filter. Summing across a large population is an averaging operation, and averaging attenuates whatever fluctuates around a bounded level while preserving whatever accumulates in a consistent direction. The Appetitive and Intrinsic contributions to individual prices are bounded and fast-correcting: they rise with need or engagement and fall again with satiation or sufficiency, so across a large enough sample their fluctuations are uncorrelated and average toward their means, their variance falling roughly in proportion to the inverse of the number of transactions summed. The Mimetic Premium does not behave this way. Because the Mimetic Premium has no satiation point and compounds in a consistent direction, it does not average out under summation; it accumulates. The filter therefore passes the Mimetic component and suppresses the bounded ones, and it does so more completely the larger the aggregate. This is the precise content of the claim that M is most legible at scale: not that the Appetitive and Intrinsic aggregates cease to grow, but that their contribution to the variation of the total washes out under aggregation, leaving the unbounded Mimetic component as the dominant share of whatever signal survives the filter.

The result is an inversion of legibility across scale. At the level of a single transaction the Mimetic Premium is wholly concealed, because the integration that set the price destroyed the source-record and no participant can recover it. At the level of the whole economy the same component is the most legible of the three, because aggregation has averaged the bounded contributions toward silence and left the compounding one standing. The signal-to-noise ratio of the Mimetic component therefore rises monotonically with the scale of aggregation, from near-zero in the single price to dominant in the population-scale trend, and it does so independently of how thoroughly the premium is concealed at the individual level, because the filtering operates on the statistics of bounded versus unbounded contributions and not on any participant’s access to the source.

A measure of output that reports only the undifferentiated sum records the surviving Mimetic component as growth indistinguishable in kind from the provision of food or the building of a school, which is the Aggregation Confabulation stated at the scale of the national accounts. That per-transaction indistinguishability is the GDP Source-Blindness Corollary: any economic-measurement architecture denominated in Common Currency without source-decomposition at the per-transaction throughput rung of the Aggregation Gradient registers PM-extraction as economic activity equivalent in kind to A-provision. The national accounts, sitting at the highest rungs of the aggregation scale, are therefore the register in which the filter has most nearly fully resolved. The same addition that hides the Mimetic Premium inside each price exposes it in the trajectory of the aggregate, to any observer who reads the trend rather than the transaction.

12.27 The Generic Baseline and the Empirical Disaggregation of GDP

The Price Decomposition, in which a price is the sum of its Appetitive, Intrinsic and Mimetic components, appears at first to be a theoretical partition with no procedure attached, a way of saying that a price has three components without any means of measuring them. It is not. The disaggregation is operational. It rests on a single result, that the Appetitive and Intrinsic demand a good satisfies is bounded, and that the bound is reached by the cheapest version of the good that discharges its function. Everything above that floor is, by the results of Movement D, the Mimetic Premium.

It also follows that the floor is almost never the price. Because nearly any good present in a social field carries a Salience signal, emitted by the Individuals seen choosing it or borrowed by the object from them, over and above the function it discharges, the Mimetic Premium is generically greater than zero and the pure-baseline price, which carries none, is a rare limit rather than the normal case. Even a staple bought for pure bodily need carries this overlay: a bottle of milk discharges an Appetitive function, and must be identifiable in the environment to do so, but it also arrives wrapped in a Salience signal, brand, packaging, provenance, the visible fact that others reach for it, that is separate from the deficit-correcting signal and is paid as a Mimetic Premium. This is the Salience Component of Price (Chapter 2), the price-side counterpart of Object Parasitism: just as there are no pure-M Objects, there are almost no pure-baseline prices.

The procedure runs as follows. For any good, identify its generic version, the cheapest version that is sufficient to satisfy the Appetitive or Intrinsic deficit the good addresses. This is the baseline, and it is the baseline because sufficiency terminates the A and I claim, so no part of the generic price can be Mimetic in origin. Sufficiency here is fixed by the function and not by preference. The function is bounded by satiation in the Appetitive case and by competence-adequacy in the Intrinsic case, both established in Chapter 8, Section 8.1.7, and the generic good is simply the cheapest object that discharges that bounded function. Any property a costlier version carries above it (the design of the branded bottle, its provenance, its association) discharges no further Appetitive or Intrinsic function by definition, because were it to discharge such a function it would constitute a different functional good and would be priced against its own generic baseline, not this one. The judgment of sufficiency is therefore not a smuggled value judgment but a reading of where the function terminates.

With the baseline fixed, the generic bottle of water at one dollar discharges the full Appetitive function of water, hydration, portability etc., and a more expensive bottle discharges no further Appetitive function whatsoever. When a branded bottle sells at six dollars, the five-dollar difference cannot be tracking any A or I deficit, because the deficit was already satisfied at one dollar. That five dollars is the Mimetic Premium, read directly off the price difference and requiring no introspection into anyone’s motivation. This is the first and coarsest measurement, the price-dispersion premium, and it captures the Premium that is visible as dispersion across competing versions of the same good.

A second and finer measurement lies inside the generic baseline itself, because even the cheapest sufficient good carries some Premium in its own price. It is extracted from the profit of the firm that produces the generic good. Profit, on the result of the Position Statement, simply is the Mimetic Premium realised, the increment a price carries above the Appetitive and Intrinsic return to provision. But the raw profit line cannot be equated with the Premium without one correction, and the correction is the one the demolition sequence already requires. Reported profit contains the three bounded and terminating residues granted at Section 12.22, the inflation adjustment, the operational labour, and the mutualised pricing of genuinely pooled loss, and these are not Premium. The per-unit Mimetic Premium embedded in the baseline good is therefore reported profit net of those three residues, divided by the units sold to earn it. To omit this step would be to define all profit as parasitic, which the Position Statement explicitly disavows. Stripped of the residues, the remainder is Premium, and the true floor of the Appetitive component sits below even the generic price by exactly that net per-unit margin.

These two measurements compose. For any good, the total Mimetic Premium per unit is the residue-adjusted per-unit margin of its producer plus the price dispersion above the generic baseline, and what remains is the genuine Appetitive and Intrinsic provision cost. Neither measurement requires reading the source off any individual’s valuation, which Source Opacity does not permit. Both route around the missing introspective access through the structural and behavioural proxies the framework adopts generally: the sufficiency of the cheapest functional version stands in for the satiation and sufficient-for-process bounds, and realised profit net of residues stands in for the Premium the market actually cleared.

The procedure then scales, and it scales without extrapolating one firm’s margin onto another. A cruder method would take the generic producer’s per-unit margin and extend it across the industry, but producers do not share a cost structure and the extension would import error. The finer method applies each firm’s own profit-to-provision ratio drawn from its own returns, so that the Premium is summed across firms from their actual reported figures rather than estimated from a single representative producer. This is available because firms already report exactly the quantities the procedure requires, revenue, cost of provision, and profit, through their periodic activity statements, the Business Activity Statement in this jurisdiction among them. The activity statement is, in effect, a per-firm record of the very partition the decomposition calls for. Aggregating the residue-adjusted profit line against the provision line across all reporting firms yields the Mimetic aggregate directly, with the residual giving the Appetitive and Intrinsic aggregates together. The decomposition is therefore not a theoretical construct awaiting some future accounting system. It is latent in the returns already filed, and disaggregating it is a matter of separating the residue-adjusted profit component from the provision component in data the State already holds.

This will never be a perfect read. The residues cannot be stripped with complete precision, firms classify costs inconsistently, and the boundary of the generic good will admit hard cases at the margin. No measurement of the components can be read off the price, because Common-Currency Integration destroys the decomposition, and the procedure does not claim to recover them exactly. It claims something weaker and sufficient: that a residue-adjusted, activity-statement-based disaggregation tracks the true combined Appetitive and Intrinsic aggregate and the true Mimetic aggregate far more closely than the present accounts, which do not separate the components at all and so report the compounding Mimetic contribution and the bounded provision contribution as a single undifferentiated figure.

A direct diagnostic isolates the M-component of a return on capital at the venture level. Two suppliers of identical capital to the same enterprise on identical terms, one passive and one rendering active commercial advice, mentoring, or governance, both claim the identical return, which establishes that the return is levied on the capital and not on the service. The advisory service is then tested separately by the Private Persistence criterion of Chapter 7, Section 7.4.2: a genuinely Intrinsic service would continue absent the equity stake, because the advising is itself the rewarding activity, whereas the return on capital satisfies no such criterion and stands revealed as the Mimetic Premium on the scale. The two-supplier comparison thus partitions the venture relationship into a separable I-led, or paid Appetitive-adjacent, service and an M-led return, and assigns the Premium to the latter alone.

12.28 Interest as Mimetic Premium on the Valuation Architecture

Returning to where the last Movement ended with the retreat routes closed, Interest can be derived. The earlier Movements located the Mimetic Premium on Objects, the watch, the share, the platform, where M inflated the valuation of a particular thing. Interest is the Mimetic Premium levied not on any particular Object but on access to the Scalar’s standing itself, on the common currency as such. To lend at Interest is to charge for access to the one instrument that commands all exchange, and the charge is the premium extracted for granting temporary standing on the scale to one who lacks it. This makes Interest the most insidious form of the premium, because it taxes not a thing but the deficit-correcting mechanism itself, the very scale onto which all Appetitive and Intrinsic value must be projected to be exchanged. Every participant who must use the common currency, which is every human being, is within reach of a charge levied on the use of the scale itself.

Debt and Money are coeval by structural necessity, because they are one relationship at opposite Signs, and there can be no positive standing on a scale without the possibility of a negative one, nor a deficit denominated in a currency that does not yet exist. What the anthropological record establishes, and what the collapse of the barter myth confirms, is not that Debt preceded Money but that an early, substrate-free form of Money, namely ledgered credit and obligation, preceded coinage by roughly three thousand years. Coinage is merely one late substrate for the Common-Currency Scalar, as the form-independence result of Movement A established, so the precedence of credit over coin is precedence of one form of Money over another, not of Debt over Money. Debt is the deficit side of the single Money-Debt relation, present from the moment the scale exists, and Interest is the parasitic accretion that attaches once standing on that scale can itself be charged for. The derivational sequence runs the scale, then the deficit denominated upon it, then the Premium levied on access to it, rather than one of the two coeval sides coming first in time.

12.29 Compound Interest as the Arithmetic of M

If Interest is the Mimetic Premium on the valuation architecture, then compound Interest is that premium written as arithmetic, and the arithmetic is the arithmetic of an unbounded source. Simple Interest charges a premium on a principal. Compounding charges the premium on the accumulated premiums as well, so that the quantity grows in proportion to its own current size, without ceiling and without the self-arresting bound that satiation and sufficiency impose on the Appetitive and Intrinsic sources. This is exactly the monotonic, terminus-free dynamic of M, expressed in the one domain where it can be written exactly. Compound Interest is not merely associated with the unbounded Mimetic dynamic; it is that dynamic in its purest measurable form, M made arithmetic.

The historical record supplies a confirmation. Civilisations separated in time and space, with no opportunity to borrow the practice from one another, converged independently on institutions to periodically cancel debts, the Mesopotamian misharum and the clearing of obligations it enacted, the Jubilee of the Hebrew scriptures, comparable clearances elsewhere. Independent convergence on the same remedy is evidence that the same problem was recognised everywhere, and the problem is the one the arithmetic names: a quantity that compounds without terminus will, left unchecked, draw the whole of a society’s bounded production into the service of an unbounded claim. That societies which could not have copied one another each reached for periodic cancellation is confirmation that the unbounded dynamic was perceived, felt as ruinous, and resisted, across the full range of human cultures that encountered it.

12.29.1 The Bounded Generator and the Unbounded Claim

The arithmetic of the previous section is often pressed into an argument it cannot carry. It is sometimes said that because lending creates the principal but not the Interest, the Money needed to repay every debt does not exist, so that failure is certain from the outset. Stated that way it mistakes a stock for a flow. Money circulates, and a small quantity settles obligations many times its own size in the course of a year, in the same way that a single bucket empties a pond if it is carried back and forth often enough. No arithmetical shortfall in the stock of Money makes debts unpayable.

The objection has hold of something even so, and states it in the wrong terms. What matters is not how much Money exists but by which route the Interest returns to the economy. Interest that comes back as someone’s earnings can service a debt. Interest that comes back as fresh lending cannot, because it arrives carrying an Interest charge of its own. The question is therefore what the lender does with the increment, and not how much Money there is.

The real difficulty is not about how much Money exists but about the productivity of the economy itself, and it follows from the result of Section 12.2 that capacity enters the scale only where someone discharges another’s deficit, which is to say through labour. Labour has a size. A population has so many people in it, each with so many working hours, producing at whatever rate the tools, materials and knowledge of the day allow. Multiply those together and the result is everything that can be generated in a year. It is a large number and it grows, but it grows the way a field’s yield grows, by a few percent when the season is good.

A debt at Interest grows differently. It grows in proportion to how large it already is, so that the bigger it becomes the faster it grows, which is the pattern of the previous section. Set that beside a quantity that grows a few percent a year and the outcome seems settled: the debt must eventually overtake the productive capacity, however large a head start the productivity is given.

But a debt only grows that way if the Interest received is lent out again. If the lender spends it, nothing compounds. The Money is earned, spent, and settles, and next year’s claim is no larger than this year’s. So everything turns on whether the lender stops, and the standard treatments answer that they do. In those treatments the holder has a level they are aiming at: they lend out again only as much as keeps their holding growing at the same rate as the economy, and they spend the remainder, so the excess is absorbed rather than accumulated (Piketty, 2015). Grant that assumption and a return higher than the growth rate causes no trouble at all, which is why returns on capital can be found to exceed the growth of output across three centuries and twenty countries (Piketty, 2014) with no catastrophe following from that fact alone.

The assumption is where the account fails, and it fails on the boundedness of the holder. A holder who lends out just enough to keep pace and spends the rest is a holder for whom there is a level that is enough. Section 12.14 has already shown that Money is not held that way. Once it is held as the generic Veblen good what is wanted from it is standing, and standing has no level at which it is achieved, so there is no amount that fills and no remainder that becomes surplus to a demand already met. The increment is therefore not spent, because the thing driving its accumulation is not a thing spending can satisfy. It is lent out again, and again, and the debt grows in the way the arithmetic describes, against a population that cannot grow beyond its maximum productive capacity.

The bounded holder is not a rare case to be set aside; it is a construction that the architecture does not supply. By the presumption established at Section 12.15, a pursuit denominated in Money is Mimetic by default and is shown to be bounded only by evidence that it satiates, and no such evidence attends the accumulation of Money at the scale where lending is done. The holder who stops belongs to the same imagined Individual as the one identified beneath the prevailing conception of exchange, transparent to their own wanting and halting at sufficiency, and the models that describe a harmless excess of return over growth describe that Individual rather than the one that possesses the architecture this book describes. The arithmetic does not cause the problem, and it does not need to; the arithmetic describes what happens once the brake is off, and the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle is why there was never a brake fitted to M, the one source that drives accumulation of the scale itself (the condition the fraction decides is stated at Appendix 12A, Section 12A.3, and the fraction is derived from the architecture at Section 12A.4).

Two things follow, and the first resolves an apparent contradiction. Every individual debt can be paid. The person who owes it earns Money from others, hands it over, and is finished, and this happens millions of times a day. What cannot happen is for all of them to be paid at once, because that would need the total produced to equal the total owed, and the total owed contains a part that nobody produced. What is true of each is false of all. An economy can consist entirely of people who are individually able to pay and still be unable to settle, and there is nothing paradoxical in this once it is seen that the shortfall was never in anyone’s diligence but in the arithmetic of the claim.

The second is that the gap cannot be closed by working harder, and so it must be closed some other way. Usually it is postponed by recapitalisation. New lending meets old claims with claims on work not yet done. Rising prices of the Objects already held do the same thing in a different register, valuing today what is expected to be produced tomorrow. Productivity genuinely helps, and it is the only one of the three that adds anything real, but it adds a few percent to a quantity that is growing in proportion to itself, detached from productivity.

Postponement is not payment. The point where postponement runs out is recognisable, and it arrives when servicing the premium alone takes everything a population can produce beyond what it needs to live, so that the principal is never reduced and the thing borrowed for is never actually owned by those who borrowed to buy it. This is the Interest-Only Threshold; its exact statement is at Appendix 12A, Section 12A.5. Past that point the debt ends by being defaulted on, written off, inflated away, or cancelled. These are not four alternatives. They are the forms taken by a single transition, which is discontinuous for the reasons the architecture gives generally and which of them obtains is a matter of institutions rather than of dynamics. The condition separating an economy in which claims accumulate against production from one in which they do not is stated exactly at Appendix 12A, Section 12A.3; the single discontinuous transition is derived at Section 12A.7; and the result that fixes where restraint is worth applying is at Section 12A.6.

There is one brake on the compounding that does not depend on anyone’s boundedness. Repayment of principal retires claims as labour generates capacity, and where repayment is fast enough the claim cannot outrun the producer at any reinvested fraction whatever (the relocated threshold is derived at Appendix 12A, Section 12A.3). A lending market that migrates toward interest-only terms is therefore not merely showing a symptom of the threshold’s approach. It is dismantling the one structural brake that operates whether or not any holder ever reaches enough, and the same movement that signals the condition hastens it.

This is where the architecture is tested against the record rather than against the future. Financial collapses are not rare, and they are not distributed as accidents would be. They arrive after long expansions of credit, they are preceded by the condition just described, and they end with claims destroyed rather than paid. The account given here says they had to, and says why: a claim compounding against a bounded producer, with the brake off because the accumulator has no terminus. Societies that met the same arithmetic without any theory of it reached for the same remedy independently, a jubilee, and the periodic clearances recorded in the previous section are what recognising this problem looks like in a civilisation that cannot yet name it. The framework is not predicting a novel event. It is accounting for a recurrent one that has been visible throughout recorded history and has never had a sufficiently explicable mechanism attached to it.

12.30 Parasitic Equilibrium and Financialisation

The accumulating consequence of an unbounded premium levied on a bounded production is a systemic shift. A system in which the instrument serves its bounded purpose returns the common currency to the satisfaction of Appetitive and Intrinsic demand. A system captured by the monotonic dynamic settles instead into a Parasitic Equilibrium, a state in which the dominant flow is no longer from the instrument toward Appetitive-Intrinsic satisfaction but from Appetitive-Intrinsic satisfaction toward the servicing of the unbounded claim. That capture is the Emergent Parasitism Principle: the Mimetic Premium meets Host Dependency, Resource Extraction, Self-Amplification, and the Host-Viability Constraint, and so is parasitism in the technical sense rather than a metaphor. The instrument has been turned against its function at the level of the whole system, and the system stabilises, not in the sense of becoming healthy, but in the sense of locking into a configuration that reproduces the extraction (the Parasitic Equilibrium corresponds to property 5 of the Parasitism Theorem at Appendix A.5.4, the stable attractor under host-locked capture).

The stability the term names is stability of the configuration and not of the quantities the configuration generates. The arrangement reproduces itself, which is what makes it an equilibrium; what it accumulates does not settle, and the divergence of claims against generative capacity derived at Section 12.29.1 proceeds underneath an arrangement that is, in its own terms, entirely stable. An equilibrium of this kind is not a resting place but a mechanism running at a fixed setting, and it terminates without its own configuration ever having become unstable (the boundary it terminates at, and its identity with the equilibrium locus, are derived at Appendix 12A, Section 12A.7).

The adjustment passes its own maximum through three mechanisms, each operating on the extractors themselves. The first is the comparator turned inward. By Section 12.15 any contest denominated in Money is presumptively Mimetic, and the contest among extractors is denominated in nothing else: each institution’s rate of extraction is a reference point for its rivals, restraint reads as falling behind and is punished by the flight of the funds being competed for, and the reference resets upward with each round. The second is the invisibility of the aggregate. By Section 12.9 no transacting party perceives the total; each extractor sees its own book, on which the claims perform, and the aggregate load on the population that must service every book at once is a quantity no participant computes and no ledger displays, so each is sincere in judging its own position sustainable while the sum is not: the Aggregation Confabulation operating inside the extraction system itself. The third is the temporal structure of Section 12.29.1: the extraction is collected now and the exhaustion arrives later, with the reference point resetting in between, so that by the time the cost is visible the rate that produced it has become the baseline from which restraint is measured as loss.

A maximum that could in principle be ridden is in practice overshot, not because any extractor errs in its own terms but because the architecture prices each book separately and presents the sum to no one. That crossing is Parasitic Overshoot: extraction passes the maximum the host sustains, so that what is taken is no longer the surplus but the substance.

Financialisation is the name for the economy’s migration up the Abstraction Layers under this equilibrium. As Section 12.23 established, each rung of abstraction, the share, the derivative, the claim upon the claim, frees M further from the Appetitive-Intrinsic substrate and offers a fresh surface for the Mimetic Premium. An economy in Parasitic Equilibrium therefore tends to grow its abstract layers faster than its productive base, because the abstract layers are where the unbounded source can inflate with least resistance from use. The growth of finance relative to production is not, on this account, a neutral maturing of the economy but the visible expansion of the surface available to extraction, and the widening gap between the abstract layers and the substrate beneath them is the same gap, identified in Section 12.23, that closes violently when the reference point collapses. The crisis dynamics this seeds are traced at Chapter 13, Section 13.6, and financialisation is the systemic expression of the same capture, scaled to the whole economy. That instantiation is given at Chapter 17, §17.5.

12.31 Mimetic Lock-In and Forced Participation

A further structural feature makes the equilibrium difficult to leave, and it has two arms. The first is that no participant can opt out. Because Money is the common currency, the single scale onto which all Appetitive and Intrinsic value must be projected to be exchanged, an Individual cannot satisfy even bounded Appetitive needs, food, shelter, medical care, without obtaining standing on the scale. Participation is therefore forced: the very universality that made Money the necessary solution in Movement A becomes, under capture, the impossibility of exit. One cannot decline to use the instrument that all subsistence now passes through, and so one is bound into a system one did not design and cannot escape, on pain of losing access to the satisfaction of bounded needs.

The second arm is that the capture is self-reinforcing at the level of standing. Because what M pursues is relative position, and because Money is the universal medium of that position, accumulation confers not only more of the instrument but more of the power to set the terms on which others obtain standing, which is the power to extend the extraction. Accumulation buys the capacity to accumulate further, deprivation deepens the dependence that makes deprivation exploitable, and the gap between the poles widens by its own operation. This is Mimetic Lock-In (the architectural conditions for which are formalised at Appendix A.5.7.5 and the irreversibility result at Appendix A.5.7.6): a configuration that concentrates the command of the common currency, forecloses exit, and reproduces and intensifies itself without external input. Deprivation of Money drives the unrest traced at Chapter 17, Section 17.5, and accumulation of Money drives the concentration of power traced at Chapter 17, Section 17.7 from the other pole, and the two trajectories are, once more, two faces of one mechanism.

12.32 The Network Layer and Systemic Contagion

The Movements have derived how capture operates within and through a single institution and across the aggregate national accounts, but the financial system is not a single institution and is not the national accounts alone. It is a network of institutions whose balance sheets are coupled by counterparty exposure, common collateral, shared funding sources, and overlapping portfolios, and the dynamics of that coupling are the natural application domain of the network extension. The reasoning that fixed the gain around a single institution’s loop fixes it around the network. Where that loop ran inside one Decision Hub, this one runs between balance sheets: a valuation shock at one institution moves the books of those exposed to it, their movement moves the books of those exposed to them, and the question is again how much of a disturbance survives one full circuit. What sets it is the strength of the strongest chain of exposures the network sustains, which is fixed by how much the institutions hold in common rather than by how many of them there are (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.4).

The cascade condition for this network is the slow-channel network gain of Appendix A.5.7.4, instantiated for the financial network: the strength of the strongest chain of exposures, compounded with the readiness with which a valuation shock in one institution propagates into the Abstraction Layers above its counterparties’ books, and with the strength of the valuation response at the Decision Hub of the marginal participant whose balance sheet sets the operating point. The compound is the network-layer counterpart of the single-institution loop gain stated at Section 12.26, and it is the quantity that governs whether a Fold transition in one institution propagates through the coupled network or is absorbed locally. When that compound crosses its own threshold, the Critical Coupling Strength (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.5), the network carries two resting states rather than one, and the upper of the two is the state in which a Fold at any one institution draws the rest into the same Fold, which is the architectural specification of systemic financial crisis.

The conditions that drive the network gain above that threshold are exactly the conditions financialisation produces. Each rung of the Abstraction Layers above Money raises the readiness with which a shock propagates, by detaching valuations further from the substrate that would dampen it. Each common-collateral arrangement, each common-counterparty exposure, each correlated-portfolio holding strengthens the dominant chain of exposures. Each tightening of the operating point onto the steep part of the valuation response raises how sharply that response moves. The architecture of a financialised economy in Parasitic Equilibrium is therefore, in the technical sense the appendix supplies, the architecture of a network whose gain is being driven toward and across its threshold by the same monotonic dynamic that drives a single institution’s gain across one, and the systemic crises that financialised orders periodically produce are not contingent failures of policy or prudence but Fold transitions in the network whose coupling has crossed its threshold. The systemic crises whose course Chapter 13, Section 13.6 traces are governed by that condition, and what remains outstanding for it is calibration.

12.33 The Turn to Correction

The four Movements have prescribed nothing. They establish what Money is and why its capture is fundamental to crisis. They have also charged no one. The accumulator’s bounded story is sincerely believed, no participant can read the source of the wanting, the mechanism tracks no position on the political spectrum, and the two faces of the one scarcity, accumulation at one pole and deprivation at the other, are the output of an architecture rather than the fault of any class of person. The accumulator and the poor person alike are running the same architecture that instantiates the parasite between them.

The description ends where the crisis begins, at Mimetic Lock-In and Forced Participation and at the coupled network that carries one institution’s Fold across the whole system. It hands forward two trajectories, unrest from deprivation and concentration from accumulation, traced at Chapter 17, Sections 17.5 and 17.7. And it is now complete enough to license what the Coda states. By the Normative Entailment Principle (Chapter 3, Section 3.10), what it states are entailments of that description rather than additions to it: the same reasoning that identifies the structural condition producing the harm specifies the condition whose alteration bounds it.



Coda: From Description to Correction

The mechanism is in hand, and it licenses a turn from what is to what the description indicates. The instruments are not designed here; their institutional form is work the description requires to be designed and built.

The turn is structural for the same reason the extraction was blameless. The Movements showed that no participant authors the extraction: Source Opacity strips the source before any account is formed, the Sincerity Guarantee makes the bounded story genuine, and lender and borrower alike are the medium of an architecture neither can read. A correction addressed to participants, censure of the lender or exhortation of the accumulator, would therefore miss its object entirely, because the object is not a choice anyone made but a structure that disposes every choice. The coercion identified is of exactly this kind, structural and not ill-motivated, the product of Confabulation rather than of malice, which is why the remedy for it cannot be moral and must be architectural. The correction must act on the architecture itself, and four corrections follow directly from the one move the Movements supplied, the disaggregation of the aggregate that concealed M.

12.34 Component-Managed Inflation

The first concerns inflation. If a price is a tag-stripped Scalar carrying A, I, and M magnitude with the source discarded, then a rise in prices is not one quantity but a sum of movements in those components, and the M-component, the unbounded premium compounding through the valuation architecture, behaves wholly unlike a genuine movement in Appetitive or Intrinsic demand. The decomposition is not merely notional here, because Section 12.27 has already shown that it can be read, approximately but far better than the present accounts manage, off the activity-statement data the State already holds, so the components inflation aggregates together are separately measurable in practice and not only in principle.

A monetary authority that cannot disaggregate must treat all price movement as one quantity and reach for one instrument, which is why it perpetually mistakes Premium inflation for genuine Appetitive and Intrinsic demand and mis-targets, tightening against one component while feeding another. The single aggregate hides the very distinction that would tell a genuine shortage of provision, an unmet Appetitive or Intrinsic deficit pressing on supply, apart from a compounding premium that no suppression of demand can reach, because the premium corrects no deficit of its own. Once the M-component is identified as such it becomes separately addressable, and inflation in the goods that actually serve A and I can be managed by acting on the premium directly rather than by suppressing the very demand the system exists to serve.

12.35 The Guaranteed Appetitive Floor

The second follows from the first. If the Appetitive floor can be secured without the act of securing it leaking into the Status component and inflating it away, then a guaranteed floor, an unconditional disbursement reaching Individuals directly (commonly referred to as universal basic income or UBI) rather than through the institutions that compound the premium, becomes not merely affordable but structurally indicated. It is indicated because the two-faces result has already shown that the unbounded source predictably strips the floor of others as it accumulates, so a floor that does not depend on winning the Status competition is the one correction that makes Well-Being across the whole population maintainable rather than perpetually breached. The objection that such a disbursement must be inflationary holds only on the undifferentiated aggregate, because money placed at the Appetitive floor and spent on provision adds to the bounded, self-terminating GDPA and GDPI components and not to the compounding GDPM, so the disbursement raises the components that satiate rather than the one that does not, provided its delivery is held clear of the channels that would route it into the premium. Disaggregation is what converts that floor from a transfer that would inflate the premium into one that need not, which is why it moves from possible to necessary.

12.36 Two Instruments in Place of the Single Lever

The third correction draws the first two together and follows from the same disaggregation. A monetary authority confined to the aggregate has, in substance, a single lever, the interest rate it raises to cool the whole economy and lowers to warm it, and because that lever acts on the undifferentiated sum it cannot help but move the bounded and the unbounded components in the same direction at once, throttling genuine provision in the act of restraining the premium and feeding the premium in the act of easing provision. Disaggregation replaces the single lever with two instruments that act on the two kinds of component separately.

At one end, the bounded provision components, the goods and services that serve real Appetitive and Intrinsic deficits, can be expanded through Quantitative Easing, Individual Recipient (QEIR), the direct-to-Individual disbursement that reaches Individuals without intermediation through institutional balance sheets, asset markets, or the banking system, so that new discharge capacity lands on GDPA and GDPI rather than on the financial layers where it inflates the premium. QEIR operates as an exogenous shock to the M(t) trajectory rather than as an endogenous oscillator, so its effect is to dampen the system rather than to cycle it. At the other end, the M-component can be held in check by the M-Tax, a levy on the Mimetic Premium embedded in each good and service, collected through the very activity-statement partition that Section 12.27 uses to measure it, the Business Activity Statement among them, so that the premium is restrained at its source rather than by suppressing the demand for provision that shares the aggregate with it. The instrument has a stateable target rather than a direction, and Appendix 12A supplies it: the critical fraction is derived at Section 12A.3, and the design target stated at Section 12A.6.

What the M-Tax does, in the terms of the accumulation derived at Section 12.29.1, is reduce the portion of the Interest received that remains available to be lent out again, and the condition separating an economy whose claims accumulate against production from one whose claims do not is a condition on exactly that portion. The instrument is therefore adequate when it holds that portion at or below the threshold, and inadequate above it, and its adequacy is not measured by the quantity it collects. The same appendix establishes why the target matters most before it is crossed rather than after: the time bought by restraint grows without limit as the threshold is approached from above, and shrinks sharply once the system sits well beyond it, so that an instrument applied early is worth many times the same instrument applied late. This is Subcriticality Maintenance in the monetary domain, and it is the reason the correction is stated as a standing instrument rather than as a remedy to be reached for once the difficulty is visible.

The same instrument fixes the bound left generic at Section 12.22. The administrative fee that lawfully recovers the operational-labour residue is capped here at the threshold where it passes into premium: any portion of the fee above the genuine cost of the work is Mimetic Premium under an administrative name, and the M-Tax reaches it exactly as it reaches the Premium charged anywhere else.

12.36.1 The Retained Band and the Backstop

Two features of the M-Tax follow from the impossibility of pricing on need alone, and they fix both how much of the Mimetic Premium is taken and when. A price cannot be set on Appetitive and Intrinsic need alone, because the future costs that need will present are, at the moment of any single exchange, a superposed state whose value is not yet available to be read (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.2, the Predictive Superposition Principle). A party transacting one exchange at a time against many unforecastable future ones must therefore carry a buffer, and the Mimetic Premium is the increment through which the buffer is carried. The buffer is bounded by the real future need it hedges; the increment above it is the unbounded surplus the second logic extracts.

But the two cannot be told apart at the moment of the exchange, because the future that would distinguish them has not arrived, so the M-Tax, were it charged at the point of sale, could not separate the prudent hedge from the extraction and would confiscate both. It is therefore applied after the fact, to the increment the decohered future reveals to have exceeded any need it could have hedged, which is why the M-Tax is post-hoc and why its adequacy is a matter of where it sets the boundary rather than of how much it collects.

It follows that the M-Tax does not take the whole Mimetic Premium. A bounded band is retained, and it is retained because below the boundary the Premium is still doing bounded work, steering supply toward the pole of greatest need and buffering the unforecastable future the Individual would otherwise meet unaided. Mimetic Desire supplies no terminus of its own (Section 12.3), so the boundary is not one the Premium finds by itself; the M-Tax is the terminus imposed from outside, set at the edge of the Premium’s bounded functions and no further. The band left standing is the fund from which entrepreneurial provision and private saving are financed, so the correction, far from suppressing enterprise, is what keeps the reward for it attached to the provision it answers rather than to the position it would otherwise inflate. Where that boundary lies is a question of calibration, carried by the design target of Appendix 12A and not settled here.

Direct disbursement stands to the retained buffer as backstop to first resort. Retaining the buffer lets Individuals provide for their own unforecastable contingencies, which is both more direct and less administratively burdensome than routing every contingency through a central adjudication of need; Quantitative Easing, Individual Recipient is held underneath it, guaranteeing the Appetitive floor and the Intrinsic necessities where private provision cannot reach, catching what exceeds the buffer rather than displacing it. An arrangement of that kind, enacted, funded and administered so that Appetitive essentials are supplied unconditionally on Status and on Mimetic performance, is an A-Floor Guarantee: the instrument by which a jurisdiction discharges the A-Floor Requirement, and assessed against that Requirement rather than against its own provisions. The two are ordered rather than alternative: private saving first, direct disbursement for the residual, so that the guarantee of the floor and the retention of the buffer reinforce one another instead of crowding one another out.

The same boundary governs what may be carried forward. A return reinvested rather than consumed is the fraction on which the accumulation of claims against capacity depends (Appendix 12A, Section 12A.3), and holding that fraction at or below its critical value is the whole of what confines the accumulation. Reinvestment that answers a bounded Appetitive or Intrinsic demand terminates when the demand is met; reinvestment that answers no such demand is the unbounded carry-forward the ratio records, and it is the portion the M-Tax reaches. Profit is therefore not carried forward without limit as a matter of course: what may be carried forward is what a bounded demand still calls for, and what may not is the increment that answers only the standing of the holder, which is the boundary the retained band draws at the level of the single price, now drawn at the level of the stock.

12.36.2 The Jubilee

The third correction, as stated so far, governs what accumulates. The M-Tax holds the portion of Interest received that is lent out again at or below its threshold, and in doing so it governs the accumulation still to come, and only that. It does not touch what has already accumulated, and Appendix 12A, Section 12A.8, states what that omission costs. Under the M-Tax alone, the accumulated claims decay no faster than the economy grows, which holds a population at or near the Interest-Only Threshold for generations while the claims bleed away; and where accumulated claims themselves depress the capacity that must service them, a channel the framework does not require but cannot exclude, there is a band of positions, serviceable today, from which no restraint of the M-Tax’s kind retrieves the system at all. An economy can be operating the M-Tax faithfully and still be lost. The correction is completed by the one operation that clears what has accumulated.

That operation is a Jubilee: a general settlement in which every outstanding instrument is discharged in full by the currency-issuer: the whole of the remaining stream, over the life of every instrument, is paid, so that every creditor receives everything they were owed and every debtor is released. The name is the oldest one the operation has, from the scriptural release of debts, and the framework keeps it and changes one thing: the condition under which the operation executes. Everything turns on the difference between a Jubilee that recurs and a Jubilee that stands. The payment is made in full because the lender was the medium of the extraction and not its author, holds their claims under the same architecture and the same sincere accounts as everyone else, and is made whole rather than made an example; a Jubilee that paid less than the full stream would be the scapegoating of creditors under an accounting name, and the correction acts on the mechanism, not on any person.

A second objection follows the first, that however full the payment, the lenders are disadvantaged by it, their income ended and their enterprise closed. The parties on whose behalf this is raised receive, in a single settlement, the whole of every stream they were ever promised: a sum exceeding, by orders of magnitude, what any Individual could spend in a lifetime on the correction of deficits. Measured against the bounded sources, the payment over-provides absolutely: no Appetitive deficit and no Intrinsic engagement exists that the funds received could fail to cover. And the payment settles the justificatory question on the doctrine’s own terms, because every ground ever offered for Interest claimed compensation for something (for waiting, for the alternative foregone, for the risk borne, for the convertibility surrendered) and a payment of everything owed under every one of those theories leaves nothing outstanding that any of them can name. What the objection mourns, once provision is covered many times over and every theory of compensation is paid out in full, identifies itself: not the loss of anything that corrects a deficit, but the loss of the accumulation without terminus (of standing) and a complaint that can name no deficit is the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle exhibited in the complainant.

The trade itself is not ended but returned to its bounded form. The genuine work of assessing, administering and settling loans survives as work, compensated by fees; the deployment of funds in production survives as equity, a share in what the deployment produces. What does not survive is the charge above bounded cost, and that is the correction operating, not a loss the correction owes anyone.

At the instant it executes, the Jubilee does not reduce what is owed at all. The creditor held an instrument; the creditor now holds Money of the same magnitude. What changes is that the instrument compounded and Money does not: the Jubilee converts the whole of the accumulated claims from the form that grows to the form that sits, in a single step, while labour goes on raising what can be produced beneath them. It does not shrink the debt; it stops the debt growing, permanently.

The objection the Jubilee will immediately attract is that an issue of Money on this scale must debase it. A price rises without bound only through its Mimetic component: the Appetitive and Intrinsic components terminate at satiation and adequacy, and Mimetic Desire is the only monotonic inflator (Section 12.25). And the volume of Money reaches prices only through that component, by the pricing result of Section 12.3.1: an Object pursued Mimetically commands a price up to the affordable ceiling itself, so that more Money in the buyer’s hands is a higher price on the Object, one for one, while an Object serving the bounded sources prices to adequacy and stops, however much Money its buyer holds.

The volume of Money therefore acts on prices through exactly one gate, the Mimetic Premium, and the M-Tax bounds the Premium while Blind Pricing, the withholding of transaction prices from public visibility, derived at Section 12.37, severs both the comparison that carries one price into the next and the sequence from which the next is anticipated. Once the Premium is bounded, the volume has nothing left to act through. The quantity of Money can be whatever provision requires, here and in the disbursement of the second correction alike: the danger was never the quantity, it was the unbounded source the quantity fed, and it is the source, not the quantity, that the corrections bound.

The Jubilee itself does not press even the bounded components. It creates no new claim (the debts it discharges already exist, and the payment changes their form) and it lands on parties whose funds were surplus at the moment they were lent, which is what lending is: beyond satiation, beyond sufficiency, with nothing left for further Money to buy but standing. Where a discharged claim was funding future provision, the household’s retirement held through a fund, the provision arrives in the same years it always would have, changed in form and not in timing. Where some of the payment does reach a genuine Appetitive or Intrinsic deficit, what follows is provision meeting existing capacity, which is what the scale is for. The monetary expansions that followed the crisis of 2008 issued enormous sums to the holders of claims with the Premium left unbounded, and the outcome divided as the decomposition requires: the prices of the goods that serve the bounded sources barely moved, while the prices of the Objects that carry standing soared. The issue inflated the one component that was open to it. The Jubilee executes with that component closed.

The published quantity of Money is itself a reference point, and the expectation of rising prices it manufactures acts on the next price the only way an expectation can, by injecting Premium into it (Section 12.9). A Premium taxed as it arises is an expectation the next transaction disconfirms, and a loop that runs on confirmation runs backward without it; the published aggregates stand under the same observability governance as the prices whose reference points they are. What is left, for a recipient who cannot spend past satiation, cannot lend at a Premium, and cannot buy standing, is holding, and holding is what the architecture predicts. The number itself is the standing, and Money that neither buys nor lends nor displays lies fallow. The Jubilee is therefore inflation-safe under the operating instruments and not otherwise; the ordering is the mechanism. What crosses the boundary of an economy operating these corrections (trade, and claims held against economies that do not) is not settled here, and turns on the Jubilee’s institutional form.

A clearance executed with the Premium unbounded resets the claims and leaves the accumulation running, so the same arithmetic restarts from the new baseline and arrives at the same condition on the same schedule (the schedule is computable, and shortens as the clearance is less complete: Appendix 12A, Section 12A.8). The periodicity of the misharum and the scriptural Jubilee is not evidence that cancellation fails but evidence that cancellation alone was all those societies could operate: each clearance scheduled the next, because the source that refilled the claims was never bounded. The M-Tax without the Jubilee leaves generations under a burden it cannot lift and strands the economies already past retrieval. The M-Tax bounds what accumulates; the Jubilee clears what has accumulated; and the Jubilee Theorem, stated at Appendix 12A, Section 12A.8, establishes that safety requires both. Together they need to act exactly once and stand thereafter.

Exactly once is a statement of sufficiency under maintained conditions, not a promise binding the future. The clearance is final for as long as the M-Tax stands, because the standing instrument is what bounds the flow that would otherwise refill the claims. Maintenance is an ongoing task (Subcriticality Maintenance names it as one) and where the instrument is relaxed and the accumulation resumes, the conditions that demand a Jubilee can arise again, and the architecture permits meeting them the same way. What the principle rules out is not a second Jubilee but the need for one under a standing first correction: the periodicity of the historical clearances was the signature of clearing without bounding, and a repetition, if one ever came, would be the signature of maintenance abandoned, not of the correction having failed.

12.36.3 Disincentive Without Prohibition

A prohibition and a full levy differ in what each does to the act. A prohibition says the act may not be done and punishes the doing. A full levy says the act may be done as often as anyone likes and returns what the doing extracted. Nothing in the correction prohibits Interest. It may be charged as freely as any party wishes, and the party who charges it commits no offence and incurs no sanction; what the M-Tax removes is not the freedom to charge but the gain from having charged. The disincentive is therefore complete and consists in nothing but the absence of a benefit to keep, which is M-management in the precise sense, the premium taken at its source rather than the person penalised for producing it.

The reason the correction does not reach for a ban is the reason Section 12.22.1 gave for the failure of the moral prohibitions. A prohibition addresses the party who deliberates, and the two logics that fix the charge run beneath deliberation, so it condemns the output while the mechanism goes on producing it, and it falls on a party who is the medium and not the author of the structure it targets. The same fact fixes what the levy may expect. Interest will go on being charged, because those logics operate beneath the level any instrument addressed to a deliberating party can reach, and the correction does not require that it stop. Where Interest is charged, the premium above the bounded, terminating residues of Section 12.22 is recovered in full, and the residues, the inflation adjustment, the work-bounded fee and the mutualised expected-loss share, are untouched, because they are not premium and the M-Tax reaches only premium. Interest is neither forbidden nor sanctioned but permitted and then disaggregated at the point of collection, which is the operation the whole chapter performs, carried through to an instrument that recovers rather than condemns.

One objection does not deny the M-Tax but tries to re-admit Interest through the ground on which profit was retained: if a premium on goods and services is permitted for the allocative function the architecture grants it, and Money is as necessary to a market as any other good, then lending it should attract the same permitted premium. It fails where the demolition already reached, that Interest is different in kind because Money is different in kind. The premium retained on a good is the Mimetic Premium riding an Appetitive or Intrinsic host, retained because it steers that host toward the pole of greatest need. Interest rides no such host, Money being not a good but the external Scalar through which goods are acquired, so a premium steers nothing. The market benefit the objection invokes presupposes a scarcity relieved only by producing more of the good, and Money has no such scarcity: its shortage is manufactured, and it is relieved directly by supplying the Scalar, which is what the bounded-provision end of the correction does. The allocative work by which profit earns its retention is, in the case of Money, done without pricing access to it at all, so the premium on Money is left with no work to justify it.

Interest does not survive Movement D in any part. By Section 12.28 it is the Mimetic Premium levied not on any Object but on access to the Scalar’s standing itself, and compound Interest is that premium written as the arithmetic of an unbounded source, which makes it the fastest driver of the monotonic accumulation. The single rate cannot therefore be retained as a corrective lever: the policy rate is the reference point that coordinates Interest across lenders, so to set it is to coordinate the most insidious form of the premium rather than to restrain it.

What the rate did by rationing scarce Money is done instead by supplying provision directly, and what it never did, restraining the premium, is done by taxing the premium at its source wherever it accretes, in the price of a good, in the valuation of a share and in the charge on a Debt alike. What the tax recovers differs by host: on a good or a service the increment above the bounded allocative-and-buffer band is taken and the band that steers supply toward need and hedges the unforecastable future is left in place; on Interest, which rides no host, the Mimetic Premium is recovered in full. Interest appears nowhere among the corrections because it has already been dissolved, leaving the premium taxed wherever it sits, the provision met directly, and no rate left to set.

12.37 The Suppression of Price Observability

The fourth correction restores the level at which Money actually functions, and it is required because the first three, however completely they are implemented, still price against a scale that the population reads through its most visible transactions rather than through the deficits those transactions correct. Section 12.9 established the level: acceptance is exercised dyadically, one transaction at a time, and the question a Decision Hub answers is never a fact about the aggregate, which no participant perceives, but a local expectation, whether this token, tendered now, will be accepted by the next counterparty. That is the level Money’s function is actually discharged at, and it is also, per the closing result of Section 12.9, the level a financial system stops optimising for whenever the aggregate’s observable proxies, the published price, the reported rate, the visible terms of whichever transaction commands the greatest Salience, are allowed back into the dyadic decision through the same observability that makes a price a reference point for the next.

By the Comparator Capture Principle of Section 12.15, Money is the optimal Mimetic comparator, cardinal, observable, commensurable, and without terminus, and by the selection principle of Section 12.23 the Premium is drawn to whichever surface offers the greatest available magnitude of standing, the largest, most observable, most continuously priced transaction in the field. That surface is set by Status and Salience rather than by need, because the party whose price becomes the population’s reference point is, generically, the party most watched, not the party whose transaction most nearly discloses the bounded Appetitive-Intrinsic cost the first three corrections are built to isolate. A financial system left to optimise at this macro, most-salient-party level is, on the architecture’s own terms, a system optimised for the accumulation of the Mimetic Premium around whoever is currently most visible, Comparator Capture operating at the scale of the whole price system rather than of any single Object.

An observable price presents two facts to the Decision Hub that reads it, and each is repriced against by a different operation. The first is the figure, the number at which some transaction cleared, which enters as a reference point and is answered by matching; this is Comparator Capture operating on a single number. The second is the movement, the difference between that figure and the figure before it, which enters not as a reference point but as a direction, and a direction is answered by anticipation rather than by matching. A party who sees one price asks what the counterparty paid. A party who sees a sequence of prices asks where the sequence is going and transacts on the answer, at a figure no transaction has yet charged.

Section 12.9 established the loop this opens for the published aggregates: a population shown the rate of price change forms its expectation of the next price from the figure and transacts on the expectation, manufacturing the rise the figure appeared merely to report, and the loop sits in the observability of the figure rather than in any property of the quantity behind it. The loop is not a property of aggregates. It runs on any sequence of prices a population can watch, and it runs there more directly, because a sequence of transaction prices is local evidence a Decision Hub reads without aggregation of any kind. It also runs there carrying only one component of the price, because the Appetitive and Intrinsic components terminate at satiation and adequacy while the Mimetic component is the only one without a terminus (Section 12.25), so an extrapolation of a price sequence is an extrapolation of the Mimetic Premium and of nothing else.

Neither fact is a defect of the price. A figure charged and known does no architectural work, and the disaggregation requires that the figure be knowable, to the parties who transact at it and to the regulator who audits its components. What does the architectural work is a figure made ambient, by which one dyad’s terms become another dyad’s premise, and a sequence made ambient, by which a population’s expectation of the next price is formed from the movement of the last few rather than from the deficit the transaction was meant to correct. The danger was never the price, exactly as it was never the quantity of Money; it is the observability that turns a price into evidence about a price not yet charged.

The two facts require different things to be withheld, and the second is the harder. Withholding the figure of a single transaction leaves the sequence intact wherever prices are reported at intervals rather than one by one, and a sequence carries its direction whether or not any term in it is attributable to a party. What Section 12.9 identified as Money’s own optimisation target is itself an expectation, whether this token, tendered now, will be accepted by the next counterparty, and an expectation formed on the direction of an observable price sequence is an expectation of the same shape, which is why the second displaces the first so readily. A forecast of what the scale will read substitutes for a judgment of what the counterparty will take, and by Source Opacity the substitution is unavailable to the Individual it occurs in, so a population comes to transact against a projection of the Mimetic Premium while each party continues to experience the decision as the local acceptance judgment it has ceased to be.

An expectation about the direction of a price is a prediction, and a prediction occupies a superposed classification state, neither Confabulation nor verified True Belief, until the Decoherence Time of its domain expires (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.2, the Predictive Superposition Principle). This second superposition does not resolve as the first one does. A future Appetitive or Intrinsic cost decoheres: the need arrives or it does not, and the retained band is judged after the fact against a future that has since become readable, which is why the M-Tax is post-hoc. A forecast of a price does not decohere on those terms, because the population holding the forecast is not observing the price from outside. Each party who acts on the direction transacts at it, and that transaction is the next term of the sequence the next party reads, so the forecast supplies the evidence that confirms it and fit within the system is the expected output of the coupling rather than any contact with the deficit the price was meant to answer (Chapter 14, Section 14.10.4.1). A prediction a population has been coupled to fulfil is not a prediction the world was free to refute.

What arrives in place of decoherence is the Fold: the priced claim holds inflated and stable while the buffers of the Abstraction Layer absorb the compounding, and settles only when reality intrudes and drags the claim back to the Appetitive and Intrinsic substrate beneath it (Chapter 14, Section 14.10.4.10), which is the same discontinuous transition the Interest-Only Threshold reaches by the accounting route at Section 12.29.1.

This is why a shared direction is not corrected by the parties best placed to correct it. Correction requires evidence generated outside the loop, and a party who transacts on the direction generates evidence inside it, whichever way the direction points: a party positioned for a fall supplies the falling term to the market as surely as a party positioned for a rise supplies the rising one. What separates the two is not the conduct of either but the boundedness result of Section 12.25. The Appetitive and Intrinsic components terminate, so a downward run folds back onto a substrate that arrests it, and the Mimetic component has no terminus, so an upward run has nothing beneath it to fold back onto until the buffers are exhausted. No party is accused of anything by this. The parties are nodes in a coupled system reading a sequence the architecture made observable, and it is the observability, not their conduct, that the fourth correction removes.

The correction is Blind Pricing, the suppression of price observability, of the figure at which any transaction clears and of the sequence of figures it belongs to alike, while quality, function, and every other non-price differentiating fact remain visible, so that the terms on which any transaction clears cannot become the focal point through which Mimetic comparison reprices the next one, and so that no observable sequence of those terms can supply the direction from which the next is anticipated. A party who needs a price for a genuine Appetitive or Intrinsic purpose, a purchaser checking whether a good is within reach, a regulator auditing a firm’s own disaggregation under Section 12.27, retrieves the figure the purpose requires on demand; what is withheld is only the ambient feed that would otherwise carry the highest-Salience party’s price into every other Decision Hub in the field, exactly the distinction the Coupling-Decoherence Content Qualification Gate draws for ambient information generally.

Blind Pricing acts on what is observed rather than on any coupling inside the Individual, and Appendix A, Section A.5.1 places interventions of that kind in a class of their own, naming price opacity among them: they lower the operating point the whole loop runs at rather than weakening any link within it. At the scale of a population the same intervention is stated formally at Appendix A, Section A.5.7.7, as a reduction in the observability structure through which one Individual’s realised valuations reach another’s salience field. This is not a restriction on what any transaction may charge, and it prohibits nothing, in keeping with the non-punitive posture the other three corrections keep throughout; it removes only the channel by which one dyad’s terms become another dyad’s premise.

With that channel closed, the optimisation target the four corrections jointly restore is the one Section 12.9 identified as Money’s own: whether this token will be accepted at the next transaction, decided locally, on the terms of that transaction, rather than at the aggregate level where the most significant party’s Salience would otherwise set the reference the whole population reprices against. The fourth correction closes the loop the first three could not reach alone, because a component-managed inflation rate, a guaranteed floor, and a two-instrument monetary policy still price against a scale that remains, absent this correction, organised around whoever is loudest rather than around the deficit each transaction was meant to correct.

Blind Pricing also removes the route by which a monetary collapse proceeds. Section 12.11 located collapse in the moment the population’s shared expectation that the scale will hold ceases to be shared, and that expectation is organised around what the population can see: the published aggregates and the observable sequence of prices. With both withheld from ambient view, the expectation has nothing to organise around but the local fact of acceptance, which is the level at which Money functions. The regulator is not blinded by this. The activity-statement disaggregation of Section 12.27 supplies the provision aggregate and the Mimetic aggregate directly, and so supplies what a unit of the scale commands against Appetitive and Intrinsic need, which is the value of Money measured in the discharge capacity Section 12.8 requires. What the regulator can compute, the population no longer reads off a feed, and the expectation that would otherwise unwind the scale finds no sequence to extrapolate. The same reading is what allows the regulator to discharge the stewardship Section 12.11 assigns to the centre. Where the value of Money, measured in discharge capacity, falls away from what the Appetitive floor and the Intrinsic necessities require, or the portion of Interest received that is lent out again rises toward its threshold (Appendix 12A, Section 12A.3), the drift is legible in the returns, and the same partition shows whether it lies in the distribution of the scale or in the provision behind it. Quantitative Easing, Individual Recipient answers a shortfall in distribution and the M-Tax answers an accumulating Premium; a shortfall in provision is answered by provision, from within the economy where it can be met there and, where it cannot, from another economy operating the same corrections and then in surplus, on the push polarity the Push-Pull Obligation Principle fixes (Chapter 18, Section 18.10), so that the provision crosses as a reciprocal obligation and not as a claim bearing a return that would compound against the capacity the shortfall has already reduced. The readings and the interventions they direct stand under the same observability governance as the prices they answer, so that the correction of one drift does not become the reference point from which the next is anticipated.

12.38 The Five Channels and the Network Layer

The framework’s general remedy for capture by an unbounded source is the Knowledge Patch (the Patch), set out at Chapter 18 as five channels. Four of them are things an Individual does: intercepting a Mimetically weighted impulse before it becomes action, holding open a Hypothesis Space in which a Mimetic cause can be entertained at all, keeping a Belief from collapsing onto the first account that fits, and discounting what others express as the coupled output it is rather than as independent evidence. These are not instruments a monetary authority holds, and the corrections above are not institutional versions of them. The fifth channel is the institutional one. It reduces what a population sees of what others value, and Blind Pricing is that channel in the monetary domain, which is why it is the one correction that acts on the field rather than on any transaction in it (Appendix A, Section A.5.5, the Observability matrix).

The other three act elsewhere. A guaranteed Appetitive floor, and the disbursement that delivers it, are provisioning, which Appendix A, Section A.5.5 registers as an exogenous input rather than a coupling in the loop: provisioning moves where the threshold sits, not how hard the loop amplifies. The M-Tax acts on the quantity Section 12.29.1 identified, the fraction of Interest received that is lent out again, and its target is stated at Appendix 12A, Section 12A.3. Component-managed inflation is not a lever at all but the measurement that lets the other three be aimed, since none of them can be set against an aggregate that does not separate what it sums.

At the network layer the corrections reach the gain of Section 12.32 through the factors that gain compounds, and the network adds constraints of its own on each. The Abstraction Layers raise the readiness with which a shock propagates, so their height is limited. Common collateral, common counterparties and correlated portfolio holdings strengthen the dominant chain of exposures, so each of those is limited. The operating point can be held off the steep part of the valuation response, where the smallest disturbance moves the most. And the underlying institutions are held below their own thresholds. What institutional form these take, prudential ratios, exposure limits, segregation requirements and the rest, the diagnosis requires and does not supply.

Their form is constrained even so. A structure that holds a network quantity below a threshold has to read that quantity, and any body assessed on such a reading is bound by the four conditions of Chapter 20, Section 20.6. The quantity must lie within the body’s reach, or the body is answerable for what it does not control. The reading must be produced by someone other than the body itself. The path by which the reading improves must raise no coupling in the loop gain. And the reading must have a live Referent able to contradict it within a useful interval.

12.39 An Objection Anticipated

The corrections draw a predictable objection. The objection is sincere and the answer to it is already contained in the architecture. The objection runs that to treat a monetary shortfall as an uncorrected deficit is to undermine fair exchange itself, since exchange rests on each party giving up something of commensurate value, and an account that weights the deprived Individual’s need appears to threaten the terms on which exchange proceeds. The answer turns on a single point about what reciprocity requires.

Exchange completes only when both poles are corrected. The Scalar crosses in one direction and the Object in the other, and each party’s deficit is repaired by the crossing. This is what reciprocity is, and the framework depends on it entirely, since the recovery half of the common-currency operation runs through exactly this reciprocal transfer. It follows that the condition for fair exchange is not the suspension of anyone’s price but the sufficiency of the Scalar in every Individual’s hands. An Individual who lacks enough of the Scalar to complete the exchange cannot transact at all, and their deficit goes uncorrected not because exchange is unfair but because they have been left without the means to enter it. The remedy is therefore to ensure that each Individual holds enough of the Scalar (i.e. Money) to meet their genuine Appetitive and Intrinsic needs, so that exchange can complete and reciprocity is preserved on both sides. This protects fair exchange rather than undermining it, because it equips every party to give commensurate value rather than excusing any party from doing so.

The reciprocity at stake is not confined to the single exchange or to a clock-bound return between the same two parties; as the Push-Pull Obligation Principle applied at Section 12.20 holds, a deficit corrected now lays down a reciprocal obligation dischargeable against the correcting party’s own future deficit, by whoever in the network is then in surplus, so that what must be preserved is the closure of reciprocity across the network rather than the balancing of any one transaction in isolation.

The requirement that everyone hold enough of the Scalar is not redistribution and not charity. It is Subcriticality Maintenance. A population held in persistent, uncorrected Appetitive deficit is not in a static condition of hardship, it is one of the two precise conditions under which Mimetic cascades escalate into the Fold, since the two faces of one scarcity, accumulation without terminus at one pole and unmet need at the other, are themselves a driver of the supercritical regime the later chapters trace. Supplying the floor keeps the system below the threshold at which those cascades become self-reinforcing. The provision is a stability condition derived from the architecture, not a moral preference imposed upon it, and it operates through exchange rather than against it, by equipping every Individual to transact rather than by altering the terms on which any of them does.

Beneath the objection lies a deeper error. The prevailing conception of exchange was built for an Individual who does not exist, one who can read the source of their own wanting, defer any non-urgent demand at no cost, and halt acquisition at sufficiency, with preferences transparent to themselves and desires that terminate. The architecture instantiated is not that Individual. It integrates three unlike sources into one tag-stripped Scalar that conceals their composition, confabulates a sincere account of the result, and carries one source that honours no satiation bound. A system designed for the imagined architecture will misprice as a matter of course, because it takes the confabulated account for the operating reality and builds its notion of fairness on top of it. The corrections proposed here do not destroy a fairness that was real. They reveal where the inherited conception was tracking a Confabulation, and they redesign the institution to track the actual sources instead. The operation is the same throughout: an aggregate that concealed its components replaced by a disaggregation that resolves them. The principle is exacting to apply: design for the architecture we have, not the one we imagine we have.

The force with which this objection is felt is itself something the framework predicts. Standing constituted by the present pricing of the Scalar will register any repricing as a threat to standing, and under the Sincerity Guarantee will return a genuinely believed defence of what the incumbent Belief calls fair exchange to account for the felt threat. The objection is sincere, not strategic, and noting its predictability is not a dismissal of the objector but a recognition that the source of the felt threat has been stripped before it reaches awareness. The fear and pain that accompany it are no less real. That the framework anticipates its own resistance, and locates that resistance in the same architecture it describes, is corroboration of the account rather than a difficulty for it.

Establishment Summary

The four Movements have established what Money is, how it is captured, and why the capture extracts. Money is the external Common-Currency Scalar that stands in for Appetitive and Intrinsic deficits, its function fixed by architecture and its substrate free, its self-understanding scattered by population-scale Confabulation (Movement A). Its scarcity lies not in any substrate but in the rivalrous, reference-dependent standing of the scale, which is Mimetic before it is institutional (Movement B). As an Object constituted by pure convertibility, Money is the ideal host for the one motivational source that never terminates, and under capture it becomes the generic Veblen good and the optimal Mimetic comparator, binding accumulation at one pole to deprivation at the other (Movement C).

The Mimetic Premium, recovered as the increment of price above Appetitive and Intrinsic return, is the mechanism of extraction: Interest is that Premium charged on the valuation architecture itself, compound Interest is the same Premium as the arithmetic of an unbounded source, shares and the layers above them carry the capture further from the substrate at each rung, the system settles into a Parasitic Equilibrium that financialises, locks in and forecloses exit, and at the network scale the loop gain that drives one institution past its threshold drives a financialised economy across the critical coupling at which a local Fold becomes systemic contagion (Movement D). The accumulation of wealth at one pole and deprivation at the other are two faces of one mechanism, and it is the mechanism, not any participant, that the chapter has characterised.

The Coda states what that description licenses and nothing beyond it. Four corrections follow from seeing the Mimetic Premium where the aggregate concealed it: inflation managed by component rather than as one quantity (Section 12.34); a guaranteed Appetitive floor disbursed directly to Individuals (Section 12.35); two instruments in place of the single interest-rate lever, Quantitative Easing, Individual Recipient expanding bounded provision at one end and the M-Tax restraining the Premium at the other, with a Jubilee clearing the stock of claims the M-Tax alone cannot reach (Section 12.36); and Blind Pricing, the suppression of price observability that closes the channel by which one dyad’s terms become another dyad’s premise (Section 12.37). The M-Tax bounds what accumulates and the Jubilee clears what has accumulated, and neither is sufficient alone. Each correction acts on the architecture and not on any participant: none prohibits, none punishes, and each reaches the mechanism rather than the party through whom it runs. Their institutional form, the indices that separate the components, the visibility conditions that keep the disbursement from feeding the premium, and the design of the floor itself, is work the corrections require and the architecture does not supply.

What Would Falsify This?

The claims in this chapter would require significant revision if:

Willingness to pay were found to be insensitive to whether a deficit stands uncorrected: if an Individual facing an uncorrected Appetitive or Intrinsic deficit paid no more, at the margin, than an Individual in surplus facing the same Object at the same affordable share. The ratchet of Section 12.2 predicts the opposite, that valuation is driven upward by the persistence of the deficit and is comparatively rigid where no deficit presses, and it is this asymmetry that discriminates the account. The cognitive and stress load of financial scarcity does not discriminate it, because that load is reproduced under scarcity of time as readily as under scarcity of Money (Shah, Mullainathan, & Shafir, 2012), and time is not a store of the Scalar: it cannot be held, transferred, or handed to a counterparty in exchange for a gated Object. A signature shared with a resource that is not the external common currency cannot establish which resource is.

The systemic crises of financialised economies were shown not to track the network loop-gain conditions the chapter identifies (rising Abstraction Layer transmission, common-collateral and common-counterparty coupling, and operating-point steepness) but to arise independently of them, which would falsify the claim that systemic financial crisis is a Fold transition in a coupled network rather than a contingent failure of policy.

These criteria are not already established by the phenomena this chapter explains; they remain open empirical questions.
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Appendix 12A: Claims Against Generative Capacity

12A.1 Scope and Relation to the Main Text

This appendix formalises the result developed in prose at Chapter 12, Section 12.29.1. The main text establishes that a claim bearing a return compounds against a producer that cannot, that the compounding is conditional on the return being reinvested rather than consumed, and that the architecture supplies no holder for whom some level of the scale is enough. What the main text does not establish is the exact condition separating the regime in which claims accumulate from the regime in which they do not, nor where intervention in that condition is worth making. Those are questions about a dynamical system, and they admit an answer of that kind.

The system set out below is not the fast valuation layer of Appendix A in another vocabulary. Its state variables are population aggregates over claims and production, and neither is a state of any Individual’s valuation. The two systems meet at two junctions and nowhere else: the reinvested fraction of Section 12A.4, which the architecture fixes, and the control-parameter coupling of Section 12A.7, at which the accumulation derived here lowers the stability threshold of the fast layer. Both junctions are stated explicitly rather than assumed, and the second is stated with what it carries and with what it does not: the direction of the coupling follows from the architecture, its rate is named as a calibration task, and the two transitions that meet at the service boundary are ordered by that rate.

The appendix is qualitative in the sense the treatise uses throughout. It commits to the structure of the relations and to the sign conditions that follow from them, and it commits to no parameter values. Three calibration tasks are named in Section 12A.9, and falsification criteria in Section 12A.10. The mathematical register is that of a two-variable growth system, and the relevant neighbouring literature is the empirical work on the long-run relation between returns to capital and the growth of output (Piketty, 2014, 2015), whose steady-state condition is recovered below as the boundary case of the present system rather than contradicted by it.

12A.2 State Variables and Parameters


	D(t) — the stock of outstanding claims denominated in the external common-currency scale, in units of the scale.

	K(t) — generative capacity per unit time: the product of labour supplied and the rate at which that labour produces. K is not the conventional output aggregate. By the decomposition of Chapter 12, Section 12.27 the conventional aggregate contains the Mimetic Premium (PM, the Premium), and K is the Appetitive and Intrinsic remainder once it is removed. The distinction is load-bearing, since the premium is precisely the quantity whose accumulation this system tracks, and it is the subject of Task 12A.1.

	Λ(t) ≡ D(t)/K(t) — claims per unit of generative capacity, and the only quantity the system requires. Since D is a stock and K a flow, Λ carries units of time: it is the number of years of current generative capacity that the outstanding claims represent, the convention by which a debt of two and a half times a year’s output is two and a half years of it. The service threshold (1−s)/r introduced below is a time in the same units, and the comparison between them is exact. This Λ is the claims-to-capacity ratio of the present system and is distinct from the Observability matrix Λ of Appendix A, Section A.3, whose spectral radius is an intervention locus at the network layer.

	r — the return borne by outstanding claims, per unit time.

	g — the growth rate of generative capacity, per unit time.

	φ ∈ [0, 1] — the reinvested fraction: the share of the return received that is lent out again rather than consumed. Fixed by the architecture; see Section 12A.4.

	s ∈ (0, 1) — the subsistence share of K, unavailable for the service of claims.



12A.3 The Minimal System

Claims accumulate at the reinvested portion of the return they bear, and capacity grows at its own rate:

dDdt=rφD,dKdt=gK \frac{dD}{dt} = r\varphi D, \qquad \frac{dK}{dt} = gK 

The ratio therefore obeys a single linear equation:

dΛdt=(rφ−g)Λ⇒Λ(t)=Λ0e(rφ−g)t(12A.3.1) \frac{d\Lambda}{dt} = (r\varphi - g)\,\Lambda \qquad\Longrightarrow\qquad \Lambda(t) = \Lambda_0\, e^{(r\varphi - g)t} \qquad\text{(12A.3.1)} 

Define the critical reinvested fraction

φ*≡gr(12A.3.2) \varphi^{*} \equiv \frac{g}{r} \qquad\text{(12A.3.2)} 

so that the sign of the drift is fixed by a single comparison:

sgn⁡(dΛdt)=sgn⁡(φ−φ*) \operatorname{sgn}\!\left(\frac{d\Lambda}{dt}\right) = \operatorname{sgn}(\varphi - \varphi^{*}) 

Three regimes follow. For φ < φ* the ratio decays and no accumulation of claims against capacity occurs however large r may be. For φ = φ* the ratio is constant, and a return exceeding the growth of capacity is compatible with a system that never encounters difficulty. For φ > φ* the ratio grows without bound.

The return is therefore not the variable that determines the outcome. The reinvested fraction is. The condition φ = φ* is exactly the steady state of the standard treatments, in which a holder reinvests the fraction g/r of capital income sufficient to keep the holding growing at the rate of the economy and consumes the remainder (Piketty, 2015), and it is recovered here as the boundary case of the same system rather than denied.

One structural term is deliberately absent from (12A.3.1). Where principal is amortised at a rate ρ, the drift becomes rφ − ρ − g and the critical fraction becomes (g+ρ)/r, so that sufficiently fast amortisation forecloses divergence at any reinvested fraction whatever. Amortisation is a brake of exactly the kind the Mimetic channel lacks internally, and the interest-only arrangement identified in the main text is, in these terms, the removal of that brake: as ρ falls to zero the critical fraction falls back to g/r and the naked condition of (12A.3.2) is restored. The results below are stated for the un-amortised system and carry through with the effective drift wherever ρ is positive.

Prose derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.29.1.

12A.4 The Reinvested Fraction Is Architecturally Determined

The reinvested fraction is a fact about holders, and the architecture fixes it. A holder whose demand terminates releases what exceeds the demand; a holder whose demand does not terminate has nothing that would prompt release. By the absence of self-terminating negative feedback on the Mimetic channel, carried in the fast-layer formalism at Appendix A as M5b and derived in the main text as the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, an accumulation driven by the Mimetic source supplies no level at which the increment becomes surplus to a demand already met, and φ is driven toward unity rather than resting at φ*.

The presumption established at Chapter 12, Section 12.15 fixes the default. A pursuit denominated in the scale is taken to be Mimetic unless evidence of satiation displaces the presumption, so the system is taken to satisfy φ > φ* unless φ ≤ φ* is demonstrated. In the limiting case of full capture the divergence condition reduces to

φ→1⇒dΛdt>0⇔r>g(12A.4.1) \varphi \to 1 \qquad\Longrightarrow\qquad \frac{d\Lambda}{dt} > 0 \iff r > g \qquad\text{(12A.4.1)} 

which is the condition the historical record reports as obtaining across three centuries and twenty countries (Piketty, 2014). The empirical regularity and the architectural result meet at this point, and the relation between them is exact: the regularity is not itself pathological, and it becomes pathological precisely as φ departs φ*.

This is the first junction between the two systems. The relations of Section 12A.3 supply the drift; the architecture supplies the parameter that decides its sign.

Prose derivation: Chapter 12, Sections 12.14 and 12.29.1 (the captured holder and the refusal of the bounded one); the equity distinction, Section 12.22.

The conclusion carries one further architectural dependency. Where the lending that carries the premium also raises generative capacity — where g rises with Λ strongly enough — the ratio saturates below the service threshold and no divergence follows. The divergence conclusion therefore rests on Object Parasitism: the premium is levied on access to the scale and finances no capacity of its own, so the claims it compounds do not raise the denominator they are measured against. Lending that genuinely finances production is, by the same token, outside the result, which is the appendix-level form of the main text’s distinction between a contingent share in what was produced and a fixed charge on the scale.

The reinvested fraction the M-Tax fixes is not driven to zero but to the critical value or below, and strictly below it wherever growth falls with the ratio (Section 12A.8). Holding φ ≤ φ* leaves a positive Mimetic Premium retained and reinvestable, which at the level of the single price is the allocative-and-buffer band of the main text; the M-Tax is calibrated to the threshold, not to full recovery, and its adequacy is the sign of φ − φ*, not the quantity it collects. Interest is the limiting case in which the retained band is zero: the Mimetic Premium on access to the Common-Currency Scalar (the Scalar) rides no Appetitive or Intrinsic host and hedges no future the disbursement backstop does not already cover, so its reinvestable fraction is driven to zero and the whole of its Premium is recovered. This sits within the condition φ ≤ φ* as its boundary case, not outside it.

12A.5 The Service Threshold

Claims are serviceable while the return borne on them does not exceed the surplus above subsistence:

rD(t)≤(1−s)K(t)⇔Λ(t)≤1−sr(12A.5.1) r\,D(t) \le (1-s)\,K(t) \qquad\Longleftrightarrow\qquad \Lambda(t) \le \frac{1-s}{r} \qquad\text{(12A.5.1)} 

Write Λ_max ≡ (1−s)/r. For φ > φ*, and for any Λ_0 < Λ_max, the threshold is reached in finite time:

t*=1rφ−gln⁡(1−srΛ0)(12A.5.2) t^{*} = \frac{1}{r\varphi - g}\,\ln\!\left(\frac{1-s}{r\Lambda_0}\right) \qquad\text{(12A.5.2)} 

For φ ≤ φ* it is never reached. Equation (12A.5.1) is the formal statement of the Interest-Only Threshold: the condition under which servicing the premium alone consumes the entire surplus above subsistence, so that principal is never reduced and the Object borrowed for is never acquired.

Prose derivation: Chapter 12, Section 12.29.1; canonical entry, Chapter 2.

12A.6 The Marginal Value of Boundedness Diverges at the Threshold (qualitative result)

Differentiating (12A.5.2) with respect to the reinvested fraction:

∂t*∂φ=−r(rφ−g)2ln⁡(1−srΛ0)(12A.6.1) \frac{\partial t^{*}}{\partial \varphi} = -\,\frac{r}{(r\varphi - g)^{2}}\,\ln\!\left(\frac{1-s}{r\Lambda_0}\right) \qquad\text{(12A.6.1)} 

so that, for any system not already past the threshold, the logarithm is positive and

|∂t*∂φ|∝1(rφ−g)2(12A.6.2) \left|\frac{\partial t^{*}}{\partial \varphi}\right| \;\propto\; \frac{1}{(r\varphi - g)^{2}} \qquad\text{(12A.6.2)} 

The marginal effect of a change in the reinvested fraction diverges as φ approaches φ* from above — in the minimal system as the inverse square of the distance, per (12A.6.2), and in every extension examined the divergence itself survives where the exact exponent does not. A given reduction in φ is worth incomparably more applied near the threshold than applied far above it.

The result has a state-dependent sharpening. Where rising claims depress growth, the quadratic feedback is destabilising and subcriticality in the reinvested fraction is no longer sufficient on its own: a basin boundary appears in Λ itself, and an economy already carrying claims above it diverges at a reinvested fraction that would otherwise be safe. Restraint is cheapest early in both variables, not merely in one.

This is Subcriticality Maintenance derived in the monetary domain rather than asserted within it. The posture is correct not because remaining below the threshold is preferable but because it is cheap, while returning below it from far above is not. A system held near φ* has time in abundance; a system well past φ* has bought little by whatever restraint it has achieved, and will buy little more by further restraint of the same size.

The result also fixes the design target for the M-Tax, stated in the main text at the third correction of the Coda. The target of the M-Tax is to hold φ at or below φ* in the minimal system, and strictly below φ* wherever growth falls with the ratio, for the reason Section 12A.8 gives; its adequacy is measured against that condition rather than against the quantity it collects.

Prose derivation: Chapter 12, Coda (third correction).

12A.7 The Claims-to-Capacity Ratio as a Slow Control Parameter on the Fast Layer

Nothing in (12A.3.1) produces a collapse. It produces a slowly rising quantity. Where the fast valuation timescale τ_V satisfies

τV≪1rφ−g(12A.7.1) \tau_V \ll \frac{1}{r\varphi - g} \qquad\text{(12A.7.1)} 

the arrangement is the standard one in which a slow variable carries a fast system toward a boundary, and it is the arrangement the treatise already adopts for the Belief Register at Appendix A.5.6. Λ is the slow variable, and the fast system is the valuation dynamics carried on the claim.

Two transitions stand at the boundary and they are not the same event. The first belongs to this system. Λ is bounded above by serviceability while (12A.3.1) carries it upward without bound, so the constraint is met by a discontinuous reduction in D and by no adjustment the smooth system admits, and the discontinuity is a property of the constraint rather than of any bifurcation. The second belongs to the fast layer. The valuation carried on the claim is a price whose Mimetic component is belief-constituted and has no fundamental to revert to (Appendix A, Section A.12.5), and where the loop carrying that component is supercritical its loss of stability is a Saddle-Node by the argument of Appendix A.5.3, in which the absence of a restoring force on the M-channel, Source Opacity blocking error correction, and the monotone accumulation of Concealment Infrastructure jointly force the Fold geometry.

What the slow variable does to the second transition is fixed in direction and open in rate. A rising ratio consumes the surplus above subsistence, so it draws first on what funds the Intrinsic domain and afterwards on subsistence itself, and the loop gain of the Mimetic Treadmill (the Treadmill) at Appendix A.9.7 runs in that same order, drawing Decision Hub share from the Intrinsic channel while any remains and from the Appetitive channel once none does, with the effective threshold falling as each gap widens. Λ therefore lowers the threshold monotonically, and Λ_max is the locus at which the drawdown passes from the one channel to the other, which is the territory of the Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary at Appendix A.5.8.7. Whether the threshold has fallen to meet the gain before the serviceability boundary is reached or at it depends on the rate of that fall, which is Task 12A.3. The two transitions are ordered by a quantity this appendix does not yet carry.

The constant-r treatment above is the unmanaged case. Section 12.30 holds that extraction adjusts toward the maximum the host sustains, and in the present system that maximum is exactly the service boundary rD = (1−s)K, which is Λ = Λ_max. The threshold locus of Section 12A.5 is therefore the Parasitic Equilibrium itself: an extraction that adjusted perfectly would not cross the boundary but ride it, holding the population at the Interest-Only condition indefinitely, with the whole surplus above subsistence flowing to service. That the crossing nonetheless occurs is not a failure of this correspondence but its confirmation, since the main text supplies the three mechanisms by which the adjustment systematically overshoots — mimetic competition among extractors, the opacity of aggregate load, and the temporal mismatch between present extraction and deferred collapse.

Two consequences follow for the main text. Default, write-off, erosion of the scale, and cancellation are the forms the single discontinuous transition takes, and not four alternatives to it: which form obtains is an institutional matter, and that the transition is discontinuous is architectural. And the stability named by Parasitic Equilibrium at Chapter 12, Section 12.30 is stability of the configuration and not of the quantities the configuration generates, the arrangement reproducing itself while what it accumulates does not settle. An equilibrium of that kind terminates without ever having become unstable in its own state variables.

Prose derivation: Chapter 12, Sections 12.29.1 and 12.30.

12A.8 The Jubilee Theorem

The two instruments of the main text act on different terms of the system, and the correction is a property of their conjunction. The M-Tax fixes φ; the Jubilee is the map Λ → Λ_J, the one operation that moves the accumulated ratio discontinuously, converting the claims it discharges to a form that carries no rφ term.

Jubilee Theorem. In the system of Section 12A.3 with g(Λ) = g₀ − γΛ, γ ≥ 0: neither instrument alone confines Λ below the service threshold from every serviceable initial condition, and their conjunction does, executed once — clearance to Λ_J below (g₀ + ρ − rφ)/γ under a standing φ < φ* leaves the cleared state forward-invariant, and a clearance complete enough satisfies that condition at every finite γ.

Neither is sufficient alone. For the M-Tax: at φ = φ* the drift vanishes and any existing ratio holds indefinitely; for φ < φ* the decay rate is bounded by g₀ − rφ + ρ ≤ g₀ + ρ, so correction from a ratio near Λ_max runs on the timescale of generations; and where g falls with Λ, the ratio (g₀ + ρ)/γ bounds a band below Λ_max from within which no φ ∈ [0, 1] prevents the crossing. For the Jubilee: clearance with φ unbounded restores the positive drift of (12A.4.1) and re-crosses in the finite time of (12A.5.2), the schedule shortening as the clearance is less complete — a partial clearance is a nearer re-crossing, which gives the fullness of the payment a dynamical ground alongside the ground the main text states.

Their conjunction is sufficient, and once. Clearance to Λ_J with standing φ < φ* gives dΛ/dt < 0 in a neighbourhood of Λ_J whenever Λ_J lies below (g₀ + ρ − rφ)/γ, so the cleared state is forward-invariant, and the interior fixed point is strictly positive at every finite γ, so a sufficiently complete clearance meets the condition however steeply growth falls with the ratio. The condition is the band bound of the M-Tax limb with the standing fraction carried through rather than set to zero, and it sharpens what an incomplete clearance costs: the Jubilee alone makes one a nearer re-crossing, while under the conjunction a clearance landing above the boundary is no correction at all, the ratio diverging with the M-Tax standing. The fullness of the payment has a second dynamical ground in that. Below the boundary the Jubilee removes the quadratic term’s purchase, which at large Λ defeats any admissible φ, and the M-Tax removes the drift that refilled every clearance executed without it. The strict inequality carries weight exactly where γ > 0, since at φ = φ* the quadratic term alone regrows the residual; below φ* it decays. Each instrument supplies the condition the other needs, and the principle is named for the component that acts once.

Prose derivation: Chapter 12, Coda.

12A.9 Calibration Tasks

Task 12A.1 — Measurement of K net of premium. K is the Appetitive and Intrinsic remainder of the output aggregate, and the conventional aggregate is not a substitute for it, since the premium the aggregate contains is the quantity whose accumulation this system tracks. Operationalising the partition of Chapter 12, Section 12.27 against activity-statement data is the prerequisite for every quantitative use of this appendix, and no result below is measurable until it is done.

Task 12A.2 — Estimation of φ from observed drift. The reinvested fraction is not directly observable, and no survey of holders would recover it, since the account holders would give of their own accumulation is the confabulated one the main text derives. The drift of Λ is observable. Inverting (12A.3.1), an observed drift m ≡ d(ln Λ)/dt implies

φ̂=m+gr,φ̂≤1⇔m≤r−g(12A.9.1) \hat{\varphi} = \frac{m + g}{r}, \qquad \hat{\varphi} \le 1 \iff m \le r - g \qquad\text{(12A.9.1)} 

the bound serving as a consistency check, since an implied fraction above unity indicates that r or g has been mis-measured rather than that holders reinvested more than they received. Where principal is amortised the estimator returns the fraction net of amortisation, φ − ρ/r, which is the quantity the drift question requires.

Task 12A.3 — Coupling of the claims-to-capacity ratio to the fast-layer threshold. The closure of the intervention loci at Appendix A.5.5 fixes where the coupling can enter. A population ratio is not one of the host couplings that compose the loop gain and is not an input to the loop, so it reaches the fast layer only through an exogenous input, and the inputs a service burden moves are the Intrinsic and the Appetitive. Neither enters the gain. By Appendix A.9.7 both enter the effective threshold through the Treadmill gain, which draws Decision Hub share from the Intrinsic channel while any remains and from the Appetitive channel once none does, so that the effective critical gain falls as either gap widens. The object to be derived is therefore the dependence of the effective critical gain on Λ, and not a dependence of the loop gain on Λ: the slow variable lowers a threshold toward a stationary gain rather than raising a gain toward a stationary threshold.

The derivation has two prerequisites and neither is downstream of it. The first is the provisioning-to-input mapping, which is Task 13 of Appendix A, Section A.7. The second is distributional: the ignition condition of Appendix A.5.8.7 is referenced to the least-provisioned Individual while Λ is a population aggregate, so a map from the ratio to the floor deficit requires a commitment about how the service burden falls across a population that the two-variable system of Section 12A.3 does not carry. Required output: the effective critical gain as a function of Λ through the two exogenous inputs; the conditions under which a rising ratio carries a population across the Subcriticality Threshold; and the ordering of that crossing against the time to the service threshold at (12A.5.2). Specialist community: macroeconomists working with dynamical-systems theorists.

12A.10 What Would Falsify This

The results of this appendix would require significant revision if:

The reinvested fraction implied by (12A.9.1) were found to be stationary, or to have fallen, across the period over which financialisation is independently observed to have advanced. The architecture predicts that it has risen, since the capture derived at Chapter 12, Section 12.14 is what places φ above φ*, and a rising surface available to the premium should register as a rising reinvested fraction. The prediction is refutable on series that already exist, once Task 12A.1 supplies the denominator.

The ratio Λ were found to fall over long periods in economies where no default, write-off, monetary erosion, or cancellation occurred, and where no independent evidence of bounded accumulation among holders is available. Under (12A.3.1) a falling ratio requires φ < φ*, which requires holders whose demand for the scale terminates, and the observation would therefore stand against the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle as it applies to Money rather than against the arithmetic.

The transition at Λ_max were found to be systematically gradual rather than discontinuous, in economies where the approach to the threshold is observable. A ratio carried past what can be serviced admits no smooth resolution within the system of Section 12A.3, so a gradual resolution would indicate that some quantity absorbs the excess which the two-variable system does not carry.

A valuation collapse on the claims themselves were found to be systematically gradual, which is a separate observation from the one above and bears on Appendix A.5.3 rather than on this system. It would indicate either that the Mimetic component of the claim’s price is not belief-constituted in the sense of Appendix A.12.5 or that a restoring force operates on the M-channel that the architecture denies.

12A.11 Summary

A single quantity, the years of generative capacity that outstanding claims represent, governs the system. Its drift is positive exactly when the reinvested fraction exceeds the ratio of the growth rate to the return, and that threshold, not the size of the return, is what separates an economy in which claims accumulate against production from one in which they do not. The threshold is architectural rather than behavioural: the Mimetic channel carries no self-terminating feedback, so no level of holding is enough, and the fraction is driven toward unity — provided the claims so compounded finance no capacity of their own, which is Object Parasitism and is the premise on which the divergence rests. The marginal value of restraint diverges as the threshold is approached from above, which is why subcriticality is cheap and recovery is not. And the accumulation is a slow parameter on a fast system, lowering the threshold at which that system loses stability. The several institutional forms in which such episodes end are forms of one transition rather than alternatives to it, because a ratio the dynamics carry past what can be serviced is reduced discontinuously or not at all, and the boundary they end at is the Parasitic Equilibrium of the main text, ridden by a perfectly adjusting extraction and overshot by a real one. Whether the fast layer folds before that boundary or at it is fixed by the rate at which the threshold falls.
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Chapter 13: Bayesian Belief Dynamics

A Formal Account of Confabulation Compounding, Collective Convergence, and the Subcriticality Threshold



Chapter Opening

Position Statement: This chapter establishes a formal Bayesian account of how confabulated Belief compounds within an Individual and converges across a coupled population, and it defines the Subcriticality Threshold that separates a disturbance a population absorbs from a cascade that locks in. The updating that produces the lock-in is valid updating: the error is in the evidence, not in the inference performed on it.

Dependency Statement: This chapter requires prior understanding of:


	The three-source taxonomy (A-I-M) and why motivation requires disaggregation (Chapter 4)

	Source Opacity as a structural feature of neural integration: the loss of source-tags during common-currency processing (Chapter 9)

	Confabulation as the mechanism by which Individuals explain their opaque desires using plausible but unreliable narratives (Chapter 11)



Derivation Preview: The chapter’s central claims (the Bayesian Mimetic Crisis Principle, the Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary, and the Subcriticality Threshold) are derived from four axiomatic foundations:


	Axiom 3 (Source Opacity): After common-currency integration, Individuals cannot reliably introspect which source (A, I, or M) generated a given desire

	Axiom 4 (Confabulation): The narrative system generates plausible explanations for desires regardless of actual source, with systematic bias toward authentic-sounding attributions

	Standard Bayesian updating: Individuals rationally revise Beliefs in light of evidence, treating high-likelihood evidence as confirmatory

	Social proof as evidence: Individuals treat others’ expressed Beliefs as informative evidence for their own Belief-updating



Chapter Preview: The chapter demonstrates:


	How valid Bayesian reasoning, applied to Confabulated evidence, produces systematic convergence on false Beliefs (the Individual Confabulation Cascade)

	How individual cascades synchronise through social proof to produce population-level convergence (Collective Dynamics)

	Why M-coupled Beliefs lock in above the Subcriticality Threshold by an operation indifferent to their accuracy, which is what makes the Terminal Phase of the Crisis State Architecture an attractor region in the parameter space (Bayesian Mimetic Crisis Principle; the attractor result itself is the Unifying Crisis Principle, derived at Chapter 17, Section 17.2)

	Why the Bayesian machinery is content-agnostic, explaining both the infinite variation in historical crisis content and why comparative analysis failed to identify the common architecture (Content Independence)

	Why sustained deprivation at the worst-off segment raises amplification and lowers correction at once, so that a unique critical depth exists at which the Subcriticality Condition fails (Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary)

	Why population-level intervention is necessary and not sufficient, because a cascade inside one Decision Hub needs no population to complete it (the Leadership Compression Principle that states the condition is derived at Chapter 17, Section 17.7)

	How the same Bayesian machinery that produces crisis also permits prevention, through parameter shifts that maintain the system below the Subcriticality Threshold

	Why the crisis architecture is overdetermined by minimal conditions more general than AIM’s specific axioms, making the threat robust across theoretical frameworks (Robustness Analysis)





13.1 Introduction: Why Bayesian Formalism?

Confabulation is not a failure of reasoning. An Individual who cannot introspect the source of a desire, and who accounts for it from the two channels that remain legible, is producing exactly the account the architecture makes available; the account then enters the Belief Register as evidence, and is weighted there by a process doing nothing wrong. This is what makes a formalism necessary. Ordinary description can say that people deceive themselves and that the deception spreads. It cannot say why the spread is convergent rather than dispersive, why it accelerates instead of settling, or where the line falls between a disturbance a population absorbs and one from which it does not return. Those are quantitative questions about an updating process, and Bayesian formalism is the instrument that answers them.

The formal specification sits in Appendix A: the slow Bayesian layer at A.5.6 and the network extension at A.5.7. Where this chapter states a threshold, an amplification rate, or a condition on how Evidence propagates between Individuals, the corresponding Appendix locus carries the dynamical-systems statement of it, and the two treatments are of one object. One result of the pairing governs what the architecture licenses as intervention: the conditions under which a coupled population crosses into cascade and the conditions under which it is held below that crossing are the same parameters running in opposite directions. Crisis and prevention are not two mechanisms. They are one mechanism at two signs.

The argument proceeds through six stages. First, the Individual Confabulation Cascade shows how a single person’s Authenticity Belief, their confidence that their desires reflect genuine A or I sources rather than Mimetic transmission, updates toward certainty for the wrong Hypothesis through self-reinforcing feedback. Second, the Collective Convergence Mechanism demonstrates how Individual cascades synchronise through social proof, producing population-level Belief shifts that accelerate rather than correct the underlying error. This section introduces two structural parameters, Coupling Strength (κ) and Decoherence Time (τ), that govern whether Bayesian updating in a coupled system tracks Truth or merely tracks the system’s own dynamics, and presents a Domain Matrix classifying epistemic regimes by their Coupling Strength-Decoherence Time profile.

Third, the Bayesian Mimetic Crisis Principle establishes that M-coupled Beliefs compound through the population by a lock-in process indifferent to their accuracy once Coupling Strength exceeds the Subcriticality Threshold, which is the condition under which the Terminal Phase of the Crisis State Architecture becomes an attractor region in the parameter space, and that the principle’s Content-independence explains why comparative historical analysis has failed to identify the common crisis architecture. Fourth, the chapter marks the limit of its own account: crisis does not require population-level convergence, because concentrated authority allows M-Captured leadership to impose crisis dynamics regardless of where the collective posterior sits, and the Leadership Compression Principle stating that condition is derived at Chapter 17, Section 17.7. Fifth, the Subcriticality Threshold identifies the parameter space within which corrective mechanisms can outpace mimetic amplification, providing the formal foundation for intervention architecture. Sixth, the Robustness Analysis demonstrates that crisis dynamics depend on minimal sufficient conditions that are more general than AIM’s specific axioms, strengthening rather than weakening the conclusion.

Not all evidence is epistemically suspect. Direct sensory observation, physical measurement, logical inference from established premises, and testimony from sources with no stake in the observer’s Belief state remain reliable inputs to Bayesian updating. The problem identified here is specific: mimetically-transmitted information (Beliefs acquired through social channels where the transmitter’s own Belief may be M-influenced, and where transmission is amplified by prestige cues, visibility, and social proof) deserves particular scrutiny before adoption. The Confabulation Cascade corrupts precisely this channel, leaving other evidential sources intact but insufficient to overcome socially-amplified false Belief.



13.2 The Bayesian Framework: Standard Machinery, Novel Application

13.2.1 Bayes’ Theorem and Belief Updating

Bayesian inference provides the mathematical framework for rational Belief revision. For any Hypothesis H and evidence E:

P(H|E)=P(E|H)⋅P(H)P(E)
P ( H | E ) = \frac{P ( E | H ) \cdot P ( H )}{P ( E )}


where P(H) is the prior probability of H, P(E|H) is the likelihood of observing E given H, and P(H|E) is the posterior probability after incorporating E. P(E) is Evidence Probability: the overall probability of observing a particular piece of evidence regardless of which Source Hypothesis is true. This machinery is epistemically optimal when evidence is exogenous, generated independently of the Hypothesis being evaluated.

The AIM Framework applies this standard machinery to a novel domain: an Individual’s Belief about the source of their own desires. Let H_authentic represent the Hypothesis “my desires authentically reflect A or I sources” and H_mimetic represent the alternative “my desires are primarily M-driven.” Source Opacity ensures the Individual cannot directly observe which Hypothesis is true; the decomposition was discarded during common-currency integration. They must instead infer source from available evidence: the character of their desires, their behavioural patterns, and crucially, the explanations they generate for why they want what they want.

13.2.2 The Evidence Problem

Here the standard Bayesian framework encounters a structural difficulty. The primary evidence available to an Individual for evaluating their own motivational sources consists of:


	Phenomenological experience: How the desire feels (urgent, authentic, chosen)

	Behavioural observation: What they find themselves doing

	Self-generated explanation: Why they believe they want what they want



Categories (1) and (2) are ambiguous; M-driven desires feel as urgent and authentic as A or I desires after integration, and a single act driven by M looks like one driven by A or I; the difference shows only in how the behaviour runs under conditions that move one contribution and not the others (deficit corrected, audience removed, task completed). Category (3) is the critical failure point: self-generated explanations are Confabulations: plausible narratives constructed post-hoc by the narrative system, which has no privileged access to actual motivational sources.

The Confabulation is not a lie. The Individual genuinely believes their explanation. But the explanation is generated to account for the integrated output (“I want X”) using culturally available narrative templates (“because it aligns with my values,” “because I genuinely need it,” “because it reflects who I am”). These templates systematically favour authentic-sounding explanations because authentic motivation is more socially valued than mimetic motivation. The narrative system generates explanations that make the Individual look good, to themselves and others, regardless of actual source.

This produces a specific evidence structure: the primary evidence available for self-assessment is endogenously generated by the very system being assessed, and that generation process is biased toward confirming H_authentic regardless of Truth. That evidence structure is Endogenous Feedback: the Individual’s Beliefs about Hypotheses systematically shape the distribution of evidence the Individual observes, so evidence is co-produced by the Prior Beliefs being tested. That is the Problem of the Priors: classical washing-out assumed independent evidence would dominate initial probability assignments, and the assumption fails under Source Opacity because the evidence is endogenously generated through Confabulation.



13.3 The Individual Confabulation Cascade

The fast valuation layer and the Bayesian layer this chapter develops run on different timescales and feed into one another. The Decision Hub’s Common-Currency Scalar (the Scalar) reaches Conscious Cognition as Evidence in three stages. The Scalar-to-Likelihood Lift expands the single number back into a set of likelihoods: how expected that degree of wanting would be under each explanation the mind can represent. The Belief is updated on those likelihoods. The settled Belief is then emitted back to the fast layer, where it adjusts the weight each motivational source carries. Stability depends on all three gains together (the fast loop, the slow Belief loop, and the coupling between them) held below a joint threshold. The slow-layer gain is strictly positive wherever the Thinker is recruited, because Self-Coupling Strength never falls to zero, and on the inflated branch recall of the unresolved question keeps the Thinker recruited, which is why Bayesian Lock-In is structural rather than contingent. Three coupling parameters await empirical calibration: Self-Coupling Strength, the Restriction-Induced Concentration Factor, and the Evidence-Emission Coefficient. Appendix A.5.6 carries the formal specification.

13.3.1 The Self-Reinforcing Loop

Consider an Individual who begins in genuine uncertainty, giving even odds either way on whether their desires reflect authentic sources. The complementary residual on the mimetic Hypothesis is Mimetic Recognition: the probability an Individual assigns to the Hypothesis that their causal narrative about a want might be incomplete or structurally generated rather than reflecting the want’s true origin. They experience a want, generate an explanation for that want, and treat that explanation as evidence for source-assessment.

If the explanation sounds authentic (“I want this promotion because I care about the work”), the Individual updates:

P(Hauthentic|E1)=P(E1|Hauthentic)⋅P(Hauthentic)P(E1)
P \left( H_{a u t h e n t i c} | E_{1} \right) = \frac{P \left( E_{1} | H_{a u t h e n t i c} \right) \cdot P \left( H_{a u t h e n t i c} \right)}{P \left( E_{1} \right)}


The explanation counts as evidence for authenticity because an authentic-sounding account is more expected if the desire really is authentic than if it is mimetic. The inference is sound on its face. What defeats it is that Confabulation generates authentic-sounding accounts at the same rate whichever the true source was, so the tilt toward authenticity is an artefact of the generating process rather than a fact about the desire.

The first update therefore moves the Authenticity Belief above even odds.

At t₁, the Individual experiences another want, generates another explanation. But now their prior has shifted; they are more confident in their own authenticity. This shifted prior affects both the new explanation generated (the narrative system draws on the “I am authentic” self-model) and the interpretation of that explanation (confirming evidence is weighted more heavily than disconfirming evidence through standard confirmation bias).

The second update moves it higher again, above where the first left it.

13.3.2 Cascade Dynamics

Iterating this process across many decisions and explanations produces systematic drift of the Authenticity Belief toward certainty. That iterative process is the Bayesian Confabulation Mechanism: Source Opacity produces stable false Beliefs about motivational source through narrative generation that becomes incorporated into the Self-Model as Bayesian priors for interpreting subsequent evidence. Each cycle:


	The current self-model (increasingly confident in authenticity) shapes explanation generation

	Generated explanations sound authentic (because the narrative system optimises for this)

	Authentic-sounding explanations are treated as evidence for authenticity

	The posterior shifts further toward H_authentic

	The updated posterior becomes the prior for the next cycle



The interpreted wanting that enters each cycle is Evidence at Iteration: each Posterior becomes the Prior for interpreting the next iteration.

The cascade has a direction; it moves toward higher Authenticity Belief, not toward Truth. This directionality emerges from the asymmetry in Confabulation: the narrative system generates authentic-sounding explanations regardless of actual source, but these explanations are interpreted as evidence for authenticity. The process is not symmetric; there is no corresponding mechanism generating mimetic-sounding explanations that would update toward H_mimetic.

13.3.3 The Individual Fixed Point

The cascade terminates at a Bayesian Fixed Point: a stable Belief state where the Authenticity Belief has approached certainty and the Individual’s self-model has become resistant to revision. At this point:


	The prior Authenticity Belief is so high that even genuinely disconfirming evidence produces minimal posterior shift

	The explanation-generation system, drawing on the “I am authentic” self-model, produces increasingly elaborate justifications

	Alternative interpretations (perhaps this is M-driven) are dismissed as implausible given the accumulated “evidence”



The Fixed Point is stable in the technical sense: small perturbations (occasional doubt, external challenge) are absorbed without shifting the equilibrium. The Individual has achieved certainty about a Hypothesis that may be false, and that certainty was achieved through valid Bayesian updating on invalid (endogenously generated, systematically biased) evidence.

The Individual Fixed Point is not a state in which the Thinker falls silent. Ground-Resolution is invoked only by an open question (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3), and a Belief held at near-certainty would seem to leave none. Structural Restlessness supplies one. Structural Restlessness is the architecturally necessary condition whereby stable, final satisfaction is unavailable to any Individual: an Appetite closes when its deficit is repaired and then recurs, a want for an Intrinsic Object closes when the Object is sufficient for the task and the next task brings its own, and Mimetic Desire has no closure event at all (Chapter 9, Section 9.7). An A-framed or I-framed account of a want predicts how strongly the want is felt, and that the want closes on a definite event: the repair of the deficit, or the acquisition of an Object sufficient for the task. The first prediction is confirmed on every cycle, because the Scalar carries no source-tag and matches the felt level whichever source drove it. The second is refuted wherever the want is M-driven: the closure event arrives and the want does not close, because each acquisition moves the comparison against which the next want is computed (Chapter 8, Section 8.5.2), and the felt deficit regenerates. Each refuted closure is a departure from what the Belief Register predicts, and the departure recruits the Thinker.

Between events the Thinker is recruited by recall. An unresolved question is an open question whether it arrives from the field or from memory, and recall falls most often on the most urgent unresolved questions, which is rumination: the want that should have closed and did not is returned to the Thinker without any fresh observation.

Each recruitment resolves onto the incumbent Hypothesis again. Where the Hypothesis that the want is Mimetic is absent from the Hypothesis Space or is not recalled, the refuted closure is absorbed by the next account the incumbent frame supplies (“the better version will do it”), and at near-certainty that resolution is written with full weight. Recruitment at the Individual Fixed Point therefore confirms the Belief rather than relieving it. The slow-layer gain accordingly stays positive at exactly the point where the Belief is most certain: the refuted closures that Structural Restlessness guarantees, and the rumination that follows them, keep the Thinker recruited, and every recruitment is a further write of Bayesian Lock-In (Appendix A, Section A.5.6).

13.3.4 Empirical Signatures

The Individual Confabulation Cascade generates testable predictions:


	Confidence-accuracy divergence: Self-reported confidence in motivational self-knowledge should increase with age and decision-making experience, while accuracy (measured behaviourally) should not show corresponding improvement. The cascade predicts growing certainty without growing accuracy.

	Explanation elaboration: Individuals further along the cascade should generate more elaborate, detailed justifications for their choices, not because they have better self-knowledge, but because their narrative systems have accumulated more material from which to construct explanations.

	Resistance asymmetry: Challenges to the “I am authentic” self-model should produce more defensive response than challenges to specific Beliefs, because the self-model is protected by accumulated Bayesian confidence.

	Choice blindness persistence: In experimental paradigms where choices are covertly switched (Johansson et al., 2005), participants generate confident explanations for choices they did not make. The cascade predicts this effect should be stronger in participants with longer decision-making histories: more accumulated confidence in their own authenticity.

	Deficit-irrelevant attribution shift: The only quantity Conscious Cognition receives about a focal Object is the Decision Hub’s integrated Scalar, and that Scalar carries the Body Manager’s contribution whether or not the Body Manager’s current deficit has anything to do with the Object. The cascade therefore predicts that a bodily deficit irrelevant to an Object changes the source attribution an Individual gives for wanting it: matched Individuals valuing the same Status-laden Object under induced hunger, thirst, or pain, against a sated baseline, should return systematically different posteriors over why they want it. Which way the attribution moves is a measurement rather than a prediction, since it turns on the state-dependence of the likelihood lift, but the presence of a difference follows from tag-stripping alone.



The criteria that would disconfirm these predictions are stated at Section 13.12.5, Predictions 1.1 to 1.4; the deficit-irrelevant attribution shift bears on Scalar-Only Delivery, which is stated with the third commitment of the falsification surface at Appendix B, Section B.2.

The Individual Confabulation Cascade has a formal articulation in Appendix A.5.6 as three axiom restatements drawn from Common-Currency Integration, Source Opacity, Confabulation, and Bayesian Updating. Together they specify that conscious cognition receives only the Decision Hub’s integrated Scalar, that conscious cognition converts that Scalar into an evidence proposition by selecting the highest-posterior Hypothesis in the representable Hypothesis Space, and that the Belief Register updates on that evidence by canonical Bayesian updating, regardless of whether the evidence accurately decomposes the Scalar. The three restatements are the formal correspondent of the prose treatment in this section, the architectural reason individually rational Bayesian updating produces convergence on false Hypotheses about motivational source.



13.4 Collective Convergence: From Individual Cascades to Population Dynamics

13.4.1 The Social Proof Mechanism

Individual Confabulation Cascades do not operate in isolation. Individuals observe others’ expressed Beliefs, stated preferences, and public behaviours, treating these observations as evidence for updating their own Beliefs. This produces a collective dynamic: Individual A’s expressed Confabulation becomes evidence that Individual B incorporates into their own cascade, and vice versa.

The population-level counterpart is the shared level of expressed Belief: the share of expressed Beliefs, public narratives and cultural messages affirming authentic motivation. Each Individual updates their own Authenticity Belief using that shared level as evidence:

Pi(Hauthentic|Pcollective)∝P(Pcollective|Hauthentic)⋅Pi(Hauthentic)
P_{i} \left( H_{a u t h e n t i c} | P_{c o l l e c t i v e} \right) \propto P \left( P_{c o l l e c t i v e} | H_{a u t h e n t i c} \right) \cdot P_{i} \left( H_{a u t h e n t i c} \right)


A high shared level is itself strong evidence: if most people affirm authentic motivation, this is more expected under the Hypothesis that authentic motivation is common than under the Hypothesis that people are systematically self-deceived.

But that shared level is itself nothing more than the aggregate of the Individuals’ own Beliefs. The system is reflexive: the shared level affects individual updating, and individual Beliefs constitute the shared level. What makes it more than an average is the coupling: each Individual’s publicly expressed Confabulation functions as social proof that updates other Individuals’ Prior Beliefs, producing synchronised convergence rather than independent averaging.

13.4.2 Convergence Dynamics

This reflexive structure produces convergence dynamics. The distribution those updates begin from is the Collective Prior: the population-level starting assumption that shapes how new Individuals interpret evidence before they have formed independent judgments. If the Collective Prior starts above even odds, most expressed Beliefs affirming authenticity, then:


	Individuals observe a high shared level of expressed Belief and update their own Authenticity Belief upward

	These updated Beliefs are expressed, raising the shared level

	The now higher shared level provides stronger evidence for the next round of individual updating

	The process iterates, the population’s mean Authenticity Belief climbing toward unanimity



The convergence has three important properties:

Self-reinforcement: Each round of updating strengthens the signal for the next round. Early convergence produces evidence that accelerates later convergence.

Correlation creation: Even if Individual cascades began independently with varied priors, social proof synchronises them. Individuals who started sceptical observe a high shared level and update toward the consensus. The population moves together toward the Fixed Point.

Acceleration: The rate of convergence increases as the population’s mean Authenticity Belief rises. Where three in five expressed Beliefs affirm authenticity the social proof signal is moderate; where nine in ten do, it is overwhelming. The cascade accelerates as it progresses.

13.4.3 The Collective Fixed Point

The system converges on a Collective Fixed Point, the Collective Prior having approached certainty, with the vast majority of expressed Belief affirming authentic motivation. At this point:


	Social proof overwhelmingly supports H_authentic

	Individuals who privately doubt face a choice between their doubts and the unanimous evidence of social consensus

	Expressing doubt becomes socially costly (it challenges the collective self-model)

	The collective Belief state is stable, resistant to revision even by accumulating external evidence



The Collective Fixed Point is the Bayesian architecture of mimetic crisis. It is the state in which a population has achieved collective certainty about a false Hypothesis, and that certainty was achieved through individually rational updating on socially-transmitted evidence that was generated by the same Confabulation process in others.

Two features of that stability are worth separating, because only the first is usually noticed. The Collective Fixed Point resists incoming evidence, which the preceding points describe. It also does not depend on the conditions that produced it. The low-Belief state and the Collective Fixed Point are both stable states of the same population, separated by an unstable boundary, and a population rests at one or the other rather than between them. What carries a population across that boundary is Confabulated private evidence accumulating alongside social proof. What does not carry it back is the withdrawal of either. Remove the pressure that drove the cascade and the population does not drift toward the low state, because nothing about the Collective Fixed Point requires the original pressure to persist; the state is held by the mutual evidence the population now supplies itself. Returning a population requires pushing collective Belief back across the boundary, which is a different operation from removing a cause, and a more expensive one.

This is the collective form of the Ignition-Release Asymmetry (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.13.2, with the formal statement at Appendix A.5.8.3). Withdrawal of the driver is sufficient to prevent a cascade that has not begun and insufficient to end one that has.

13.4.4 Grievance Beliefs and Scapegoat Convergence

The same mechanism operates for any socially-transmitted Belief, not only Beliefs about motivational authenticity. Of particular importance for crisis dynamics are Grievance Beliefs: Beliefs attributing experienced suffering to the conduct of an identifiable agent or agent-class (Appendix A, Section A.11.8; prose derivation at Chapter 16, Section 16.3). A Grievance Belief is not a Source Belief. A Source Belief is the Individual’s distribution over the source Hypotheses for their own want; a Grievance Belief is about who caused the deficit, and it carries a Source Belief about that deficit with it, which is what the Grievance Gateway’s A-Check and I-Check test.

When a population experiences diffuse harm (economic precarity, status anxiety, A-insufficiency, loss of I-meaning), the Information Gap Principle (Chapter 2) predicts that explanations will converge on agent-based causes. Confabulation generates narratives attributing suffering to identifiable actors rather than systemic dynamics, because agent-based narratives satisfy the brain’s causal-attribution requirements while systemic explanations do not.

If Individual A generates and expresses a scapegoat explanation (“Group X is responsible for our suffering”), this becomes evidence that Individual B incorporates:

PB(HGroupX|A′stestimony)∝P(Awouldsaythis|HGroupX)⋅PB(HGroupX)
P_{B} \left( H_{G r o u p X} | A ' s \ t e s t i m o n y \right) \propto P \left( A \ w o u l d \ s a y \ t h i s | H_{G r o u p X} \right) \cdot P_{B} \left( H_{G r o u p X} \right)


Individual B treats A’s testimony as informative: if Group X really were responsible, we would expect people to say so. B updates toward H_GroupX and expresses their own (now higher) Belief. This expression becomes evidence for Individual C, and so on.

The convergence mechanism is identical to the authenticity-Belief case: expressed Confabulations become social proof that amplifies further Confabulation expression, producing collective convergence on a scapegoat explanation that may have no correspondence to actual causation. Content-Independence holds within the type and not across it: any agent and any deficit can fill a Grievance Belief, and the cascade dynamics do not vary with what fills it, but the Belief type that carries a population across the threshold does not vary either.

13.4.5 The Evidential Asymmetry

The corruption of evidence identified here is specific to mimetically-transmitted information. Not all evidence is suspect.

Reliable evidence channels include:


	Direct sensory observation of physical states

	Measurement through calibrated instruments

	Logical inference from established premises

	Testimony from sources with no stake in the observer’s Belief (and no M-amplification in transmission)

	Historical records created without knowledge of current debates



Suspect evidence channels include:


	Socially-transmitted Beliefs where transmission is amplified by prestige cues

	Testimony from sources whose own Beliefs may be M-influenced

	Information that has passed through visibility-amplification (viral spread, trending topics)

	Explanations for collective suffering generated during crisis conditions

	Self-reports about motivational sources



The Bayesian corruption operates specifically on the second category. An Individual can still trust their thermometer, their direct observations of physical reality, and their logical inferences. What they cannot trust, without additional scrutiny, is information that has passed through social transmission channels where M-amplification and Confabulation may have operated.

This asymmetry has practical implications: the Two-Question Diagnostic and the Presumption Against Scapegoating are not generalised scepticism about all evidence. They are targeted filters for the specific evidence channel that the Confabulation Cascade corrupts. Rigorous evaluation of mimetically-acquired information does not require abandoning epistemic trust in other domains.



13.4.6 Two Parameters Governing Coupled Dynamics: Coupling Strength and Decoherence Time

The preceding sections established that Bayesian updating in a coupled system (where expressed Beliefs constitute evidence for other Individuals) produces convergence dynamics qualitatively different from Bayesian updating on independently sampled evidence. Two structural parameters determine whether a given system’s updating dynamics track Truth or merely track the system’s own internal dynamics. These parameters are implicit in the analysis already presented; naming them provides the vocabulary this chapter requires. This section introduces them and does not derive them: their derivation requires the generalised-probability apparatus of Chapter 14, and it is given at Chapter 14, Section 14.7, with the formal treatment at Appendix 14A.3 and 14A.4.

Coupling Strength (κ) measures the degree to which a system’s evidence base is endogenously generated. In a system with zero Coupling Strength, each Individual’s evidence is sampled independently from external reality. No Individual’s expressed Belief constitutes evidence for any other Individual’s updating. This is the regime in which standard Bayesian inference operates as textbooks describe it: rational updating on independent evidence converges toward Truth. In a system with high‑coupling‑strength, expressed Beliefs circulate as evidence, and each Individual’s posterior is partly constituted by other Individuals’ posteriors (which are in turn partly constituted by theirs). The evidence base becomes reflexive. The Collective Convergence mechanism described in Sections 13.4.1 through 13.4.4 is the description of what happens when Coupling Strength is substantially above zero: Individual A’s Confabulation enters Individual B’s evidence stream, B’s updated Belief enters C’s evidence stream, and the system converges on a collectively held position that may bear no relationship to external reality.

Coupling Strength is not a property of Individuals. It is a property of domains, information environments, and institutional structures. The same Individual operates at near-zero Coupling Strength when reading a calibrated thermometer (the thermometer’s output is independent of the reader’s Beliefs about temperature) and at high‑coupling‑strength when evaluating a political candidate (the Individual’s assessment is partly constituted by their social environment’s expressed assessments, which are partly constituted by theirs). What shifts between these cases is not the Individual’s rationality or intelligence but the evidential structure of the domain.

Science achieves its epistemic power not because scientists are smarter or more rational than other people, but because the institutional architecture of science (blinded peer review, replication requirements, methodological transparency, adversarial collaboration) systematically reduces Coupling Strength. The evidence that enters a scientist’s updating process is, by institutional design, less contaminated by other scientists’ expressed Beliefs than the evidence that enters a voter’s, an investor’s, or a social media user’s updating process. Science is institutional engineering that forces the claims it processes toward decoherence against an accessible Referent, migrating them into the Truth-Tracked regime and holding Coupling Strength low for those claims, rather than a property that makes the field low-coupling as a whole. (On the tracked-state and Referent-attachment treatment of this regime, see Appendix A, A.12.4 and A.12.6.) This is why science works where individual rationality, operating without institutional support in high‑coupling‑strength environments, does not.

Decoherence Time (τ) measures the delay before external reality imposes costs that coupled dynamics cannot absorb. In a system with short‑decoherence‑time, reality intrudes quickly. An engineer’s false Belief about load-bearing capacity is corrected by structural failure within hours or days. The bridge collapses, the evidence is unambiguous, and no amount of social consensus can sustain the false Belief against the physical evidence. In a system with long‑decoherence‑time, reality’s corrective signal may be delayed by years, decades, or generations. A population’s false Belief about the cause of its economic suffering may persist for decades because the connection between the Belief and its consequences is diffuse, delayed, and mediated by institutional complexity. During this delay, the coupled dynamics have time to drive the system toward the Collective Fixed Point before reality can interrupt the process.

Decoherence Time is determined by the relationship between a domain’s buffering capacity (the resources available to absorb the costs of divergence from reality) and the rate at which those buffers are consumed. A well-capitalised financial institution has long‑decoherence‑time: it can sustain positions divergent from fundamental value for extended periods because its capital reserves absorb interim losses. A subsistence farmer has short‑decoherence‑time: false Beliefs about planting seasons are corrected by crop failure within a single growing cycle. Long Decoherence Time is not intrinsically dangerous (it can provide time for deliberation and self-correction) but it becomes dangerous in combination with high‑coupling‑strength, because it gives the coupled dynamics time to reach the Collective Fixed Point before external correction arrives.

At the architectural level (Appendix A.5.7.5), Coupling Strength and Decoherence Time govern different things. Coupling Strength sets where the threshold sits, in the sense that a population whose evidence base is sufficiently endogenous crosses into the regime where coupled dynamics outpace exogenous correction. Decoherence Time does not move the threshold. It governs how long a coupled system that has crossed the threshold has to run before reality intrudes. The same crossing in a short-Decoherence-Time environment produces a self-limiting episode (bank runs, market panics, brief moral panics) because reality-contact arrives before the collective fixed point stabilises. The same crossing in a long-Decoherence-Time environment produces a crisis because the coupled dynamics reach the fixed point first. The architectural reason long-Decoherence-Time environments are more dangerous, then, is not that they lower the threshold but that they extend the period over which a population that has already crossed the threshold can compound before correction reaches it. The formal correspondent of this distinction is given in Appendix A.5.7.5.

The conjunction of Coupling Strength and Decoherence Time defines four epistemic regimes, summarised in the following Domain Matrix (the target being an Optimal Coupling Strength above zero rather than zero, per the Positive Mimesis Preservation commitment of Appendix A.5.7.1):









	
	Short Decoherence Time (rapid reality-contact)
	Long Decoherence Time (delayed reality-contact)





	Low Coupling Strength (independent evidence)
	Classical Domain. Standard Bayesian updating tracks Truth. Engineering, experimental science, calibrated measurement. Errors are corrected quickly by independent evidence.
	Slow Classical Domain. Updating tracks Truth but slowly. Deep scientific questions (cosmology, evolutionary biology) where evidence is independent but accumulates over long timescales. Errors persist but do not compound socially.



	High Coupling Strength (endogenous evidence)
	Unstable Coupled Domain. Coupled dynamics operate but reality interrupts before the Collective Fixed Point is reached. Bank runs, market panics, short-lived rumours. Intense but self-limiting because Decoherence Time is too short for full convergence.
	Coupled Domain. The crisis regime. Coupled dynamics drive the system toward the Collective Fixed Point, and reality’s corrective signal arrives too late (or not at all within the relevant timescale). Ideology, political polarisation, asset bubbles with deep institutional buffering, scapegoat convergence. This is the regime in which the Bayesian Mimetic Crisis Principle operates.





The Crisis State Architecture’s five Phases (Section 13.6.2) can be understood as a trajectory through this matrix. The Grounded Phase corresponds to the Classical or Slow Classical domain (low‑coupling‑strength, short to moderate τ). An exogenous shock increases Coupling Strength (A-precarity makes Individuals more susceptible to social evidence) and begins extending Decoherence Time (institutional complexity delays reality-contact). The Drift Phase marks the transition into the Coupled Domain. The Calcified Phase represents deep entrenchment within the Coupled Domain (high‑coupling‑strength, long‑decoherence‑time, with institutional capture actively extending Decoherence Time by destroying the channels through which reality would otherwise intrude). The Terminal Phase represents the point at which Decoherence Time has been extended beyond the system’s capacity to self-correct before catastrophic reconfiguration.

Coupling Strength and Decoherence Time as introduced here are conceptual parameters describing structural properties of epistemic environments. What they measure is evidence endogeneity and reality-contact delay, and their combination determines whether updating tracks Truth. Chapter 14 develops the formal apparatus demonstrating that Coupling Strength and Decoherence Time are not merely useful labels but mathematically necessary parameters characterising the boundary between probability systems that can be modelled on a single classical (Kolmogorovian) sample space and those that cannot. The formal treatment shows that above a critical coupling strength (Critical Coupling Strength, formally specified in Appendix A.5.7.5), the probability space itself becomes non-Boolean, meaning that certain joint measurements (such as simultaneously assessing one’s status satisfaction and one’s welfare adequacy) are not merely difficult but algebraically undefined. That formal result strengthens every claim made in this chapter but is not required for it. The classical Bayesian analysis presented here is sufficient to establish the crisis architecture; the non-classical analysis of Chapter 14 shows the problem is deeper than the classical treatment alone reveals.

The social proof mechanism operates with differential weighting that the preceding analysis did not specify. Not all expressed Beliefs carry equal evidential weight in the observer’s Bayesian updating. The observer’s Decision Hub assigns greater credibility to testimony from Individuals who carry higher PM-valuation in the observer’s motivational system. This is narrative authority yield (the third transfer channel identified in Chapter 8): the higher-Status party’s claims are treated as more informative, producing larger likelihood ratios in the observer’s updating equation. The mechanism is not deliberate deference to authority (which I-Override could in principle detect and correct) but preconscious weighting: the PM-component of the observer’s valuation of the source has been integrated before the testimony is evaluated, inflating the perceived reliability of the testimony before conscious assessment begins. The consequence is that Bayesian cascade velocity is not uniform across the population. Testimony from high-PM Individuals accelerates convergence disproportionately, because each expression of their Belief produces larger posterior shifts in observers than equivalent expressions from low-PM Individuals. This is the architectural basis of what is colloquially called “influencer effects” and provides the formal mechanism through which the Leadership Compression Principle operates even below the threshold of formal authority: high-PM Individuals can shift collective priors through narrative authority alone, without commanding institutional levers.

The Build-Up Time Decomposition

Coupling Strength and Decoherence Time govern whether a system enters the regime in which Bayesian dynamics are coupled to within-population evidence and how long the coupled dynamics have to operate before reality intrudes. They do not, by themselves, decompose the integral that determines when cumulative Mimetic Premium crosses the supercriticality threshold. That decomposition is necessary because it is the integral, not the rate, that drives the phase trajectory of the Crisis State Architecture.

Cumulative Mimetic Premium accumulates by compounding small per-transaction extractions across very large numbers of transactions. The supercriticality build-up time is decomposable into four factors. The first is per-transaction Mimetic-Premium magnitude, the mean fraction of the integrated valuation in typical transactions that is Mimetically derived. By the Per-Transaction Minority Claim, this is small in well-functioning societies. The second is transaction frequency in the population, which rises as the share of essential goods and services markets in which Mimetic-Premium extraction occurs increases. The third is the absorption capacity of the A-I-Buffer, the rate at which a society’s A-Floor and Intrinsic Infrastructure (I-infrastructure) can absorb cumulative Mimetic-Premium extraction before A-sufficiency or I-access begins to fail. The fourth is active Subcriticality Maintenance, any institutional reduction in the integration through measures that limit per-transaction extraction, distribute A-sufficiency universally, protect I-infrastructure, and preserve opt-out from Mimetically dominated networks.

The decomposition matters for trajectory deflection. Per-transaction Mimetic Premium cannot easily be reduced because Source Opacity is architectural. Transaction frequency, A-I-Buffer absorption capacity, and Subcriticality Maintenance can all be operated on. The intervention architecture appropriate to the framework is therefore not arbitrary. It targets the three factors in the decomposition that are tractable, leaving the architectural floor untouched and operating on the integrand to keep the integral below threshold.

This decomposition also explains why supercriticality typically takes very long periods of distributed mimesis to develop. The integral grows slowly when per-transaction Mimetic Premium is small (the typical case), transaction frequency is moderate, A-I-Buffer absorption is robust, and Subcriticality Maintenance is operating. It grows quickly when any of those factors degrades. It grows extremely quickly when an M-captured Individual gains executive authority, which is the subject of the next subsection.

The formal apparatus for this decomposition, including the four-factor parameterisation of the M-component drift coefficient and its connection to Coupling Strength and Decoherence Time, is set out in Appendix A.

13.4.7 Path-Dependence and the Order of Belief

When Evidence reaches an Individual, that Evidence does not arrive into a blank space. The Evidence arrives into a Belief Register that already holds a distribution of weight across competing Hypotheses. The weight the new Evidence receives depends on what is already in the register, and what is already in the register depends on what arrived before. The order in which Evidence reaches an Individual is therefore not a neutral administrative fact. It shapes the Belief the Individual ends up holding.

This much is familiar from everyday experience. What the framework adds is a more precise account of why order matters and why the problem is structural rather than correctable by good reasoning alone.

Think of the Belief Register as a folder. The folder contains every Hypothesis the Individual currently holds as a live candidate for what is true. Each Hypothesis in the folder carries a weight: the Individual’s current assessment of how likely it is to be correct. When new Evidence arrives, the weights are updated. An Individual with good epistemic practices updates them in a principled way, giving more weight to Hypotheses that would have predicted the Evidence and less to those that would not.

Two distinct problems can arise, and both are architectural rather than matters of individual failing.

The first problem is that the right Hypothesis is not in the folder at all. A Hypothesis that is absent from the Belief Register cannot receive any weight, regardless of how compelling the Evidence for it would be if the Hypothesis were present. Evidence that points toward a Mimetic source arrives into a register that contains no Mimetic Hypothesis, and so it is absorbed by whichever A-framed or I-framed Hypothesis fits it best. This is the mechanism behind Bayesian Lock-In: the Belief Register does not resist the Evidence; it simply has nowhere to put it that would implicate the correct source. AIM Vocabulary Acquisition addresses this problem directly by adding the missing Hypothesis to the folder.

The second problem arises even when the right Hypothesis is present. If the Individual has already landed on near-certainty about another Hypothesis, new Evidence arriving in favour of the correct one finds almost no weight available to it. The existing dominant Hypothesis absorbs the Evidence before the correct one can take hold as the leading candidate. The order in which the Evidence arrived determined the outcome, not the balance of the Evidence itself. Had the Evidence pointing toward the Mimetic source arrived first, the register would have been in a different starting state, and the update would have gone differently. Epistemic Suspension addresses this problem by keeping the register from collapsing to near-certainty prematurely, maintaining enough distributed weight across Hypotheses that subsequent Evidence can still shift the outcome. The same dependence on order runs in the other direction: a True Belief that arrived first, on testimony, can be worn away by Evidence that arrives later in small items, none of which moves it far (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.2).

Both problems have a further consequence at the network scale. When an Individual expresses a conclusion to neighbours, that conclusion arrived at through a particular Evidence sequence in a particular starting register. Neighbours who receive it as Evidence are then in the position of updating their own registers on a conclusion that was itself shaped by sequence. Across a network of Individuals, each updating on conclusions that were themselves sequence-dependent, the population’s collective Belief state reflects the order in which information flowed through the network’s coupling structure, not only what information was available. Two populations with access to identical bodies of Evidence, receiving it through different institutional sequences and different coupling strengths, can arrive at dramatically different collective Beliefs.

This is the architectural basis for the framework’s claim that the sequence and structure of Evidence flows is not a second-order concern for institutional design. It is a first-order determinant of whether a population navigates a mimetic crisis or is consumed by one. The formal treatment of this path-dependence, including the conditions under which Belief trajectories through a network become irreversible, is developed in Appendix A.5.7.2.

The intervention consequences follow directly. The network Evidence-coupling channel (Channel 4 of the Knowledge Patch footprint) is sensitive to sequence and coupling structure for exactly the reasons set out above. Patch-competent Evidence intake operates not only by attenuating the weight an Individual assigns to neighbours’ expressed conclusions, but by maintaining a Belief Register that is still open to the influence of sequence: one that has not yet collapsed to the point where no incoming Evidence can shift the dominant Hypothesis. Epistemic Suspension, by keeping the register from fully collapsing, preserves this openness. Once the Individual Fixed Point is reached and the register has collapsed to near-certainty on a single Hypothesis, the architecture that would allow resequencing to matter is gone.

Appendix locus: Appendix A.5.7.2, N3 Non-Commutativity Propagation.

13.4.8 The Ambient Evidence Amplification Effect

Information received from other Individuals reaches the Thinker as Evidence through ordinary sensory intake, weighted by the coupling between the Individuals (Section 13.4.6), and enters Bayesian Updating on the same terms as any other Evidence. That Evidence moves the Belief Register on the question the Evidence bears on while the Thinker is resolving that question, and the Thinker is recruited to a question in three ways (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3): no committed posterior exists, as with the first report of a distant event; an item departs from what the committed posterior predicts, as a doubt about a settled question does; or the question is recalled unresolved, which is rumination (Section 13.3.3). Three properties of the channel then fix what continuous exposure does to a population.

First, an item’s Salience bears on whether the Thinker is recruited and not on the weight the item carries once the Thinker is. A strongly Salient Object, of either sign, can move the Scalar away from what the Belief Register predicts and so recruit the Thinker, but the network term of each Individual’s likelihood depends only on the coupling to the source and on how firmly the source emitted the item, and contains no Salience (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.3). On a question the Thinker is already resolving, a routine item moves the posterior as far as an alarming item from the same source.

Second, the channel credits restatement as corroboration. An Individual holds no channel that distinguishes a restatement of one attribution from independent corroboration of that attribution, so arrivals are credited one by one, and the weight an attribution accumulates tracks how often the attribution has been repeated rather than the weight of what stands behind it (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.2).

Third, the race among Hypotheses cannot circle. Coupling weights are non-negative, so each arrival adds support to the attribution it carries, and by the Monotone Belief-Race Lemma the race sorts steadily toward the best-supported Hypothesis (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.13.2). Where coupled Evidence makes up most of what arrives, the best-supported Hypothesis is the one repeated most.

Together these entail the Ambient Evidence Amplification Effect: a continuous inflow of coupled Evidence through the routine channels a population attends to accumulates in the Belief Registers of that population item by item, toward the attribution the channels repeat most, with no single item large enough to register as a change of mind and no ignition event required. The Ambient Evidence Amplification Effect does its work on matters whose Referent the recipients never contact, which is most of what lies outside their own Appetitive and Intrinsic circumstances. On those matters each recipient’s updating is Contactless Updating (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.2): no Evidence arrives from outside the coupled flow to correct the Belief, and the accumulation that installs a False Belief carries a True Belief away by the same operation. Near certainty the probability scale is compressed, so the accumulation is least visible where a Belief is held most firmly. The Ambient Evidence Amplification Effect runs one way until contact with the Referent arrives, through forced visibility or exogenous Evidence, and where the Ambient Evidence Amplification Effect has carried a population to an inflated state, that state ends at once rather than by degrees (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.6).

The Ambient Evidence Amplification Effect is the network counterpart of Bayesian Lock-In within one Individual. Within the Individual, Self-Coupling Strength returns the Individual’s own recalled Beliefs as Evidence; across the network, the coupling between Individuals returns the population’s restatements as Evidence, and the slow-channel network gain carries that coupling where the Individual’s slow-layer gain carries Self-Coupling Strength (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.4).

The Ambient Evidence Amplification Effect is distinct from the Information-Cascade Amplification Effect (Chapter 20, Section 20.4.3). The Information-Cascade Amplification Effect acts on how many couplings reach an Individual at once: a denser structure of Evidence couplings carries a network toward the critical threshold, and a denser structure of observation lowers the threshold, while the attention Individuals can spend on others has room to spare. The Ambient Evidence Amplification Effect acts at a fixed structure, through the constancy of what that structure delivers, and is bounded by what the Thinker can take in, so that once the Thinker’s capacity is spent the Ambient Evidence Amplification Effect grows only as routine channels take a larger share of that capacity. The rate at which items arrive moves the operating point at which the network sits and not the threshold, which is fixed by the topology of the coupled loop and not by any timescale (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.5).

Appendix locus: Appendix A.5.7.2, N2 Evidence as Coupling-Mediated Input.

13.5 The Two Accumulation Rates

Distributed mimesis builds cumulative Mimetic Premium slowly. No single Decision Hub controls more than its own integrated valuations and the small fraction of network influence its Status entitles it to, so the accumulation runs across very large numbers of interpersonal transactions and the Build-Up Time Decomposition of Section 13.4.6 governs how long it takes.

That decomposition should not be read as a civilisational constant. The build-up time it describes is the time distributed mimesis takes, and a second rate operates alongside it: an Individual holding executive institutional authority can raise both the magnitude and the frequency of Mimetic-Premium extraction across an entire governed population within a single executive term, which is a step-change rather than an increment in the rate. Distributed mimesis is the slow build and executive capture is the fast finish, and the second is why transitions into terminal-phase trajectories are observed unfolding across years even though the precondition for them required centuries to assemble.

Two consequences bear on the Bayesian account. The build-up time of Section 13.4.6 is an upper bound on how long a population has, not an estimate of it, because the four factors it decomposes can all be moved from a single institutional position. And the corrective rate that Section 13.8.3 sets against amplification is itself a target: the channels through which the framework’s vocabulary propagates, the density of concealment within the population, and the recognition that would otherwise translate into exit are all reachable from the same position. The mechanism by which they are reached, and the five institutional channels through which it operates, is Executive M-Capture, derived at Chapter 17, Section 17.7.4.

13.6 The Bayesian Mimetic Crisis Principle

13.6.1 Statement of the Bayesian Mimetic Crisis Principle

The preceding analysis enables a formal statement of what the Bayesian architecture delivers at population scale, connecting the cascade dynamics to the Crisis State Architecture of Section 13.6.2:

Bayesian Mimetic Crisis Principle (derived here from the spectral threshold of Appendix A.5.7.5 and the failure-mode analysis of A.6.3): Given (1) Source Opacity, (2) Confabulation as the mechanism for explaining opaque desires, (3) content-agnostic Bayesian updating on Confabulated evidence (Axiom 8), and (4) social proof as evidence for individual updating, M-coupled Beliefs compound through the population by a lock-in process that operates identically on accurate and inaccurate Beliefs once Coupling Strength exceeds the Subcriticality Threshold, and the felt crisis is delivered through A-precarity, I-domain destruction, and Status displacement with no true deficit beneath it.

The Bayesian Mimetic Crisis Principle is a statement about updating rather than about outcomes. The machinery that consolidates an accurate Belief about the physical world consolidates an inaccurate Belief about a scapegoated group by the same operation, because it weights evidence by its evidential form and has no access to its accuracy. Once the coupling is high enough that the population is supplying most of its own evidence, the consolidation no longer depends on anything outside the population, and the Belief holds because it is circulating.

What a population in that condition then does is a separate question, answered in the domain where the architecture reaches ground: the Terminal Phase region of the Crisis State parameter space functions as an attractor, a configuration toward which the system evolves under its own dynamics absent exogenous intervention. That result is the Unifying Crisis Principle, derived at Chapter 17, Section 17.2. The two are one result at two levels of description. This chapter establishes that the updating locks in; Chapter 17 establishes what follows from a population in which it has.

The Crisis State Architecture’s phases read as a trajectory in the cascade parameters, which is what makes the attractor claim available at all.

13.6.2 Crisis State Phases as Cascade Progression

The Four Crisis State Variables

A population’s position among the five phases of the Crisis State Architecture is read from four quantities measurable in the population. Each is the population-scale trace of a result derived elsewhere, and none has dynamics of its own: each measures a quantity whose dynamics the architecture already fixes. The four are the Crisis State Variables, and where the boundaries between phases lie in the Crisis State Variables is a matter of measurement.

Status Integrity is the degree to which an Individual’s position in a field is predicted by the two Referent-backed components of the Status the Individual receives, Status-A and Status-I, rather than by the Mimetic component, Status-PM (Chapter 8, Section 8.12.3): the Referent-backed share of that prediction, taken across the fields of a population. Where Status Integrity is high, position tracks contribution to other Individuals’ Appetitive needs and to their engagement and mastery; as Status Integrity falls, position tracks position already held. At a share of one half the Mimetic component predicts position as well as the two Referent-backed components together, which is the Calcification Threshold (Chapter 8, Section 8.12.9). The Calcification Threshold is crossed field by field, so a population can hold fields on both sides of the Calcification Threshold at once. No observer can read which source composes the valuation the observer directs at another Individual (Chapter 4, Section 4.3.3), and contribution goes on being valued after the ceiling hardens, so the legitimacy a population perceives in its hierarchies is a Belief about Status Integrity, and that Belief falls later than Status Integrity does, latest where Concealment Density is high.

Price Inflation Ratio is the ratio of the Mimetic Premium in the prices of essential goods to the Appetitive and Intrinsic components of the same prices, under the Price Decomposition (Chapter 8, Section 8.13.1; Appendix A, Section A.12.5). The Price Inflation Ratio is taken over transactions and aggregated across transactions, because a purchase has a decomposition only relative to its purchaser and a good has none of its own (Chapter 8, Section 8.13.2). In the markets an Individual cannot forgo, the Price Inflation Ratio reads the first two of the four factors of the Build-Up Time Decomposition (Section 13.4.6): the Mimetic Premium each transaction carries, and the share of essential markets in which transactions carry a Mimetic Premium. Mimetic Premium financed by debt enters the claims that Appendix 12A sets against generative capacity, whose service limit is the Interest-Only Threshold (Appendix 12A, Section 12A.5).

Exit Capacity is the degree to which the Individuals of a population can refuse the markets and arenas that carry the Mimetic Premium without the refusal taking them below the A-Floor or out of their I-domains. Refusal is the weaker half of exit: an Individual who refuses the arena but stays among its Models goes on observing them, so Exit Capacity also counts the capacity to leave a Reference Set’s observation for an interval long enough for the Reference Set’s priors to release, with provisioning maintained (Chapter 20, Section 20.8). Exit Capacity measures how far the Opt-Out Paradox has run (Chapter 17, Section 17.2): where access to Appetitive sufficiency or to an I-domain has become contingent on continued participation, recognising the dynamic opens no exit. Exit Capacity is lowest where an Appetitive need can be met only in a market the Mimetic Premium occupies, as shelter is met in housing, where renting moves the Mimetic Premium into the rent rather than escaping it (Chapter 8, Section 8.13.2). At the worst-off margin low Exit Capacity closes both routes: an Individual who exits falls below the A-Floor, and one who stays pays the Mimetic Premium out of the provision the A-Floor protects, deepening the deficit whose critical depth Section 13.8.4 derives. Exit Capacity is the quantity Opt-Out Preservation maintains (Chapter 17, Section 17.22).

Concealment Density is the degree to which the Mimetic Hypothesis is unavailable to a population’s Individuals at the point where a want or a price is resolved. The Mimetic Hypothesis can be unavailable in two ways (Appendix A, Section A.8.4). The Mimetic Hypothesis can be absent from the Hypothesis Space, which is the Vocabulary Gap of the Camouflage Architecture (Chapter 5, Section 5.8.4) and is what suppressing the channels that would carry the Hypothesis brings about (Chapter 17, Section 17.7.4). Or the Mimetic Hypothesis can be held and not applied, because the decomposition that would apply the Mimetic Hypothesis exceeds what the Thinker can carry and the decision settles on Social Proof instead. That second way is Complexity as Concealment: the structures that persist where the Mimetic Premium is large are the ones that leave the Mimetic Premium illegible, and their complexity scales with the Mimetic Premium they protect (Chapter 12, Section 12.26). Where the Mimetic Hypothesis is unavailable, Evidence pointing to a Mimetic source is absorbed by the Hypotheses that remain (Section 13.4.7), so correction does not take hold and Decoherence Time lengthens. Concealment Density acts on the attribution and not on the signal: the Macro-Residues of Mimetic Premium extraction accumulate and remain measurable at population scale however high Concealment Density rises (Appendix A, Section A.8.4). Concealment Density falls discontinuously when forced visibility admits the missing Hypothesis, and that fall belongs to the Calcified-to-Terminal transition, at which the Concealment Infrastructure collapses to the A-I functional baseline (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.6).

The Crisis State Variables move together through derived mechanisms. Status-elevation of extraction pathways lowers Status Integrity and accelerates Mimetic transmission, which raises the Mimetic Premium carried in prices (Chapter 17, Section 17.7.4). A Mimetic Premium in the markets for essential goods lowers Exit Capacity, as the Housing Exception Principle shows for shelter (Chapter 8, Section 8.13.2). The complexity that conceals the Mimetic Premium scales with the Mimetic Premium, which is Complexity as Concealment (Chapter 12, Section 12.26), so a rising Price Inflation Ratio raises Concealment Density. And a high Concealment Density delays the reading of a fall in Status Integrity, since the hardening of a hierarchy is then accounted for by the Hypotheses that remain. A population’s phase is therefore located by all four Crisis State Variables at once.

The Crisis State Architecture’s five phases map onto cascade dynamics as follows:

Grounded Phase: Baseline M-Activity. Individual Confabulation Cascades operate at low intensity. Authenticity Belief drifts upward but slowly in each Individual, and the population’s mean Authenticity Belief remains moderate. The system is in a subcritical regime where corrective mechanisms (direct experience contradicting Confabulations, I-domain engagement providing alternative reference points, A-floor security enabling deliberative assessment) outpace mimetic amplification. Crisis State Variables remain within safe bounds: Status Integrity is high, Price Inflation Ratio is low, Exit Capacity is adequate, and Concealment Density is manageable. In Coupling Strength-Decoherence Time terms, the system operates in the Classical Domain: Coupling Strength is low (evidence is predominantly exogenous), Decoherence Time is short (A-floor security and I-domain engagement provide rapid reality-contact), and corrective mechanisms outpace mimetic amplification.

Drift Phase: Trigger Amplification and Scapegoat Convergence. An exogenous shock (economic crisis, military defeat, pandemic, technological disruption) produces widespread A-insufficiency or I-disruption. The shock increases M-weight in population motivation (A-urgency makes Individuals more susceptible to M-following; I-disruption removes alternative value sources). Cascade velocity increases. As Status Integrity declines toward the Drift/Calcified boundary, the Information Gap Principle activates. Populations experiencing diffuse harm generate agent-based explanations (Axiom 9). Grievance Belief in the guilt of the named group begins climbing through social proof dynamics. Early adopters of the scapegoat narrative provide evidence for later adopters. The narrative gains momentum. The exogenous shock has shifted the system’s Coupling Strength-Decoherence Time profile: Coupling Strength rises as A-precarity increases susceptibility to social evidence, and Decoherence Time begins extending as institutional complexity delays the corrective signal. The system is transitioning from the Classical Domain into the Coupled Domain.

Calcified Phase: Institutional Capture and Sacrificial Preparation. Grievance Belief in the guilt of the named group approaches the threshold where collective action becomes possible. Institutional capture begins, with leadership positions occupied by Individuals whose personal cascades align with the collective dynamics. Legal, economic, and social restrictions on the scapegoated group are implemented, experienced as legitimate response to confirmed threat. Concealment Density reaches levels where structural analysis becomes impossible from within the system. Exit Capacity collapses as participation in M-escalation becomes the precondition for A-sufficiency. Institutional capture actively manages both parameters: Coupling Strength is maximised through state media saturation, loyalty-signalling requirements, and the elimination of independent information channels, while Decoherence Time is extended through concealment infrastructure that prevents reality-contact from reaching the population before the Collective Fixed Point stabilises.

Terminal Phase: Sacrificial Violence and Catastrophic Reconfiguration. The restrictions escalate to violence. The Collective Fixed Point has been reached, Grievance Belief in the group’s guilt having approached certainty, and the violence is experienced not as aggression but as necessary defence against a confirmed enemy. The Confabulation Cascade has converted M-driven targeting into felt moral necessity. The system is now deep within the Coupled Domain, Coupling Strength at its maximum and Decoherence Time effectively infinite within the crisis timescale, and the Collective Fixed Point has been reached before any corrective signal could arrive. The violence either succeeds (destroying the scapegoated group, but leaving underlying M-dynamics unresolved) or fails catastrophically (war, civilisational collapse, mutual destruction). The Terminal Phase is the attractor region in the parameter space, the configuration toward which the system evolves through its own dynamics.

Fast-Layer Correspondent of the Calcified-to-Terminal Transition

The Calcified-to-Terminal transition is a collapse rather than a decline, and the difference decides what can be done about it. The Concealment Infrastructure is the network-scale structure that holds valuation at its inflated level until visibility is forced. While the three couplings of the mimetic loop stay positive, and while more realised valuation always produces more environmental Salience up to the Salience Ceiling at which it saturates, the loss of stability at the critical threshold takes one particular form, which the mathematics calls a fold. The inflated state does not wobble its way down. Sitting just below it is a second, precarious state, and as conditions tighten the two move toward one another until they meet and both cease to exist. With nothing left to hold it, the system drops all at once to what Appetites and Intrinsic Motivation alone would have sustained: the functional baseline, with the mimetic contribution gone. It does not settle into a sustained oscillation instead, the alternative the mathematics would otherwise allow and calls a Hopf cycle, in which the system rises and falls around its resting state and can be corrected on each downswing, where a fold leaves no way back down through intermediate states (Appendix A, §A.5.7.6).

Three architectural properties force this geometry: the absence of self-terminating negative feedback in the M-channel, Source Opacity suppression of error-correction before collapse, and the monotone accumulation of Concealment Infrastructure up to the point of forced visibility. The phenomenology follows: bubble collapses without pre-crash oscillation, scapegoating cascades that do not taper, and institutional consensus that does not negotiate its way back to Truth.

The same geometry runs in the other direction, and this matters for how the phases are read. A population does not ease into the Calcified Phase and it will not ease out of the Terminal Phase. Pressure accumulates while very little appears to change, and then the whole configuration moves at once, which is why the phases above describe states rather than points on a slope.

What sits at the inflated state is the population’s Belief about the scapegoated group, and it holds there because it is circulating rather than because it is supported: each person’s conviction arrives at everyone else as Evidence, so the Belief is supplied from inside the population rather than from anything outside it. Above a threshold of collective Belief, that circulation outpaces whatever doubt the population still generates, and the Collective Fixed Point is reached from anywhere above it. Below the threshold, doubt outpaces circulation and the descent completes itself without further help. The threshold is therefore a point to be crossed downward rather than a level to be approached: Belief reduced but left above it returns, because circulation is still supplying more than doubt removes, which is why measures that visibly moderate a population’s expressed convictions can be followed by their full return.

And the conditions that carried the population over the threshold sit higher than the conditions it must be brought back below. The state media saturation, the loyalty-signalling requirements, the elimination of independent information channels and the concealment infrastructure that lengthened Decoherence Time do not have to be returned to their pre-crisis levels. They have to be taken below them, and how far below grows with the coupling and concealment the Calcified Phase has accumulated. Section 13.10 takes up what this means for the cost of prevention set against the cost of release. The derivation is given in Appendix A §A.5.3, where the fold is the Saddle-Node Default and the sustained oscillation, which arises only under externally supplied damping, is the non-generic Hopf Sub-Case.

Subcriticality Maintenance, the normative goal of this chapter, operates by reducing all five gain components sufficiently to bring their total below the critical threshold, keeping the system in the subcritical (decaying) regime. Adding damping to the existing mimetic loop cannot produce the oscillation; converting the collapse into a cycle requires the introduction of a new dynamical variable with intrinsic negative feedback, and Appendix A.5.3 and A.5.7.6 establish that such a variable converts the crossing at moderate gain and lag. What remains open is which institutional structures instantiate one, and the spectral conditions a specific augmented system must satisfy. Where the system cannot be brought subcritical fast enough by gain reduction alone, a second correction is available alongside conversion rather than instead of it: the structural distribution of authority specified by the Leadership Compression Principle (Chapter 17, Section 17.7) and its Time-Buying Principle, which lengthens the interval between leadership M-shock and crisis imposition and buys the time within which the other two can complete their work. The three responses operate on different objects and none substitutes for another, which Section 13.10 develops.

Reset Phase: Post-Crisis Return to Grounded. Catastrophic reconfiguration destroys accumulated Mimetic Premium. The system’s Crisis State Variables return to the Grounded region of the parameter space, but the underlying architecture (Source Opacity, Confabulation, Mimetic dynamics) remains intact, and drift toward Terminal recommences absent intervention. The reductions in inequality that follow catastrophe are therefore resets in a recurring cycle rather than stable departures from the stratifying dynamic, because the Reset Phase destroys the accumulated Premium and leaves intact the architecture that accumulated it. That is the Stratification Inevitability Principle: in a high-M system, stratification is the standing output of Mimetic escalation and Mimetic Premium extraction, and a post-crisis levelling is the Grounded Phase of the next cycle rather than an equilibrium of its own.

In the monetary domain the recommencement is a derived result. The Jubilee Theorem (Appendix 12A, Section 12A.8) establishes that a clearance of accumulated claims executed with the Mimetic Premium unbounded re-crosses the Interest-Only Threshold in finite time, on a schedule that shortens as the clearance is less complete, which is why the historical clearances were periodic, and that the drift does not recommence where the clearance executes under a standing M-Tax. The Reset Phase’s recommencement is therefore not a fate but a parameter condition.

The Reset Phase is not a passive return to equilibrium. It is produced by the specific forms that catastrophic reconfiguration takes: war that physically destroys infrastructure, displaces populations, and eliminates the institutional channels through which endogenous evidence circulated; economic collapse that exhausts the financial buffers sustaining divergence from fundamental value, forcing direct confrontation with material scarcity; environmental catastrophe (famine, resource exhaustion, ecological breakdown) that imposes biological reality with a force no social consensus can override; or institutional disintegration that dismantles the media, bureaucratic, and coercive apparatus through which high‑coupling‑strength conditions were maintained. Each of these is a form of Decoherence Time reaching zero: reality arriving with such violence that the system’s remaining buffers are overwhelmed in a compressed timescale. The endogenous evidence structure collapses because the infrastructure sustaining it (functioning media, stable institutions, material surplus, physical safety) has been destroyed. Coupling Strength does not gradually decline but is broken by the catastrophe itself. In Coupling Strength-Decoherence Time terms, the system is forced back into the Classical Domain not by corrective intervention but by the sheer material weight of the catastrophe eliminating the conditions under which coupled dynamics could operate. Populations amid rubble, famine, or economic ruin update on exogenous evidence (hunger, displacement, physical danger) because endogenous evidence channels no longer exist.

But the architectural capacity to regenerate high‑coupling‑strength, long‑decoherence‑time conditions remains entirely intact: Source Opacity persists, Confabulation persists, Preconscious Transmission persists. The moment material conditions stabilise sufficiently for endogenous evidence channels to reconstitute (functioning media, surplus production, institutional regrowth), Coupling Strength begins rising again and the cycle recommences. This is why the historical record shows not single crises but recurring cycles of crisis separated by periods of relative stability: each catastrophe resets the parameters, and each recovery regenerates the conditions for the next escalation.

13.6.3 The Cycle and the Termination Condition

The Crisis State Architecture describes a cyclical dynamic: Reset returns the system to the Grounded region, from which drift toward Terminal recommences absent intervention. Successful scapegoating does not resolve the underlying architecture, as Source Opacity persists, Confabulation continues, and M-dynamics remain operative. The “resolution” of the Terminal Phase merely resets conditions for the next cycle, often with intensified parameters (accumulated grievances, depleted institutional buffers, normalised violence).

This cyclical structure has characterised human civilisation. The historical record, from Rome’s cycles of crisis and recovery through European history’s recurring pogroms and wars to the twentieth century’s unprecedented destructions, represents iterations of the same architectural dynamic operating at varying scales.

At the civilisational scale, and specifically in relation to the risk of nuclear war between states in the grip of supercritical Mimetic rivalry, the framework’s claim rests on entailment from the dynamics validated at survivable scales, extended under the Precautionary Asymmetry. It is stronger than speculative extrapolation and weaker than a directly tested prediction: an architectural entailment under a declared asymmetry between non-equivalent error modes. The Asymmetry is derived at Chapter 17, Section 17.18, its formal statement is at Appendix A.6.3, and the falsification section of this chapter states what would disconfirm the claims it covers.

However, a termination condition now exists that did not exist historically: nuclear weapons. Previous cycles, however catastrophic, permitted recovery. Populations survived. Civilisations could be rebuilt. The nuclear termination condition removes this assumption. A sufficiently severe nuclear exchange could produce civilisational collapse from which recovery is impossible, not merely another cycle, but the end of cycles.

In Coupling Strength-Decoherence Time terms, the nuclear termination condition is the scenario in which catastrophic reconfiguration is so total that the preconditions for Coupling Strength-regeneration are permanently eliminated, not because the architecture has been repaired, but because there is no surviving population, infrastructure, or institutional substrate from which to regenerate it. Every previous cycle in recorded history has been survivable in the specific sense that the catastrophe, however devastating, left enough material and social substrate intact for endogenous evidence channels to eventually reconstitute: cities were rebuilt, trade networks reformed, media institutions re-emerged, and Coupling Strength began climbing again. The nuclear termination condition is unique because it threatens to destroy the substrate itself. A sufficient nuclear exchange does not merely reset Coupling Strength to zero; it eliminates the possibility of Coupling Strength ever rising again, because it eliminates the civilisation within which Coupling Strength operates. The cycle does not restart. The architecture is not repaired. The species-level experiment in cumulative cultural evolution, sustained by the same coupling infrastructure that generates crisis, terminates.

This transforms the crisis architecture from an iterating pattern that humanity has survived (barely, repeatedly, at enormous cost) into an existential risk. The cycle continues until interrupted or until a nuclear-armed iteration reaches the Terminal Phase with sufficient intensity to trigger the termination condition.

13.6.4 Content Independence: Why Crisis Architecture Permits Infinite Variation

The Bayesian machinery formalised in this chapter is Content-independent. The cascade dynamics (Individual Confabulation producing self-reinforcing Belief, collective convergence through social proof, progression toward the Fixed Point) operate identically regardless of what specific Content fills the Hypothesis slot (Appendix A, Section A.5.8.6).

Let H represent any scapegoat Hypothesis: “Group X is responsible for our suffering.” The Bayesian updating proceeds:

P(H|E)=P(E|H)⋅P(H)P(E)
P ( H | E ) = \frac{P ( E | H ) \cdot P ( H )}{P ( E )}


Nothing in this equation constrains what H contains. The architecture processes:


	H = “Jews are responsible” (Nazi Germany)

	H = “Kulaks are responsible” (Soviet Union)

	H = “Tutsis are responsible” (Rwanda)

	H = “Intellectuals are responsible” (Cambodia)

	H = “Immigrants are responsible” (various contemporary cases)



with identical dynamics. The cascade velocity, convergence pattern, and Fixed Point stability are determined by the structural parameters (observability, A-precarity, I-domain vitality, social proof intensity), not by the specific group designated or the specific grievance articulated.

This Content-independence means the Bayesian architecture permits infinite variation in crisis Content while maintaining identical crisis dynamics. Any group can fill the scapegoat slot. Any grievance can serve as trigger. Any narrative can provide the Confabulated explanation. The surface features of crises vary enormously; the underlying architecture is invariant.

13.6.5 Why Comparative Historical Analysis Failed

Content-independence explains why traditional comparative analysis of historical crises has failed to identify the common causal architecture.

Comparative methodology proceeds by identifying similarities and differences across cases, seeking patterns that distinguish crisis from non-crisis outcomes. The analyst asks: What did Nazi Germany, Stalinist Russia, and Rwandan genocide have in common that peaceful societies lack?

The search for Content similarities produces limited results:


	Different target groups (Jews, kulaks, Tutsis: no common demographic feature)

	Different triggering events (economic collapse, revolution, assassination: no common trigger type)

	Different ideological frameworks (racial theory, class theory, ethnic nationalism: no common ideology)

	Different political systems (democracy collapsing, post-revolutionary consolidation, post-colonial fragility: no common regime type)

	Different economic conditions (industrial depression, agricultural collectivisation, post-colonial poverty: no common economic profile)



The comparative method, focused on Content, concludes that crises are heterogeneous, each explained by its particular historical circumstances, with no general theory possible. This conclusion is methodologically sound given Content-focused premises, but the premises are wrong.

The architectural analysis reveals what Content-comparison cannot see: identical Bayesian dynamics operating on different Content. The structure is invariant; only the Content varies. Comparative analysis focused on Content is analogous to comparing the words in different books while ignoring that all books share the same grammatical architecture. The grammar is invisible to word-comparison; the crisis architecture is invisible to Content-comparison.

13.6.6 Methodological and Predictive Implications

This analysis explains why the crisis architecture was not identified through historical scholarship despite centuries of crisis documentation. Historians, trained in contextual specificity, correctly identified the unique features of each crisis. But the methodology that enabled this contextual richness (attention to specific Content, particular actors, contingent sequences) systematically obscured the architectural commonality.

The architectural perspective requires a different methodological orientation:


	Treating specific Content as instantiation rather than explanation

	Asking what structure different crises share rather than what Content they share

	Recognising that surface dissimilarity can mask deep structural identity



Content-independence generates specific predictions:

Novel Content, identical dynamics: Future crises will designate scapegoats that cannot be predicted from past content (new groups, new grievances, new narratives) but will exhibit the same cascade dynamics, convergence patterns, and Phase progression. Content-prediction is impossible; structural prediction is possible.

Content-focused intervention failure: Interventions targeting specific Content (“never again” focused on anti-Semitism specifically; anti-racism focused on particular racial categories) will fail to prevent crises with different Content. The architecture will route around Content-specific barriers, finding new H to fill the scapegoat slot. Only architecture-targeted intervention (Subcriticality maintenance) can prevent the general class of crises.

Cross-cultural generality: The architecture should produce crisis dynamics across all cultures and historical periods where the minimal conditions obtain, not because cultures share Content, but because the Bayesian machinery is species-general. Apparent cultural variation in crisis susceptibility should trace to structural parameters (A-floor security, I-domain vitality, authority distribution), not to cultural Content.

13.6.7 The Infinite Variation Problem for Prevention

Content-independence poses a specific challenge for prevention: you cannot enumerate and prohibit all possible scapegoat contents. Any list of “protected groups” is finite; the space of possible H is infinite. A society that successfully prohibits persecution of Groups A, B, and C has done nothing to prevent persecution of Group D, E, or any group not yet conceived.

This is why AIM’s intervention architecture targets the mechanism rather than the Content:


	The Knowledge Patch (the Patch) teaches recognition of any scapegoat dynamic, not protection of specific groups

	Observability Governance reduces amplification of any false evidence, not specific false claims

	A-floor provision reduces susceptibility to any Confabulated explanation by restoring deliberative capacity

	Authority distribution prevents any M-captured leadership from imposing crisis, regardless of their specific ideology



The Presumption Against Scapegoating is explicitly Content-neutral: it applies whenever a population converges on any designated enemy, asking whether the attribution passes the Three-Test Battery regardless of who the target is. This Content-neutrality is not a limitation but a feature; it addresses the infinite variation problem by targeting the invariant architecture rather than the variable Content.



13.7 Why Population-Level Subcriticality Is Not Sufficient

The account to this point locates the crisis transition in the population. Individual cascades synchronise, the collective posterior climbs, and Section 13.8 gives the condition under which amplification outruns correction. Read on its own, that account carries an assumption: that a crisis trajectory is settled by where the collective posterior sits, with leadership as the instrument through which a population’s Belief is executed rather than as a determinant in its own right.

The assumption does not hold, and saying so is a limit on what this chapter’s own machinery delivers rather than a qualification of it. Where authority is concentrated, the Individual Confabulation Cascade of Section 13.3 runs to certainty inside one Decision Hub on self-generated evidence, and an Individual who has crossed the threshold for action and holds command over crisis-relevant resources, control of the dominant information channels, appointment power, and Appetitive leverage over dependent populations can impose crisis dynamics whatever the collective posterior is doing. The route bypasses the collective layer entirely: nothing in it requires the population’s Belief to have moved at all.

Two rates decide whether that matters, and both are already in hand. Imposition through concentrated authority operates on timescales of days to months. The interventions this chapter’s Subcriticality analysis specifies, distribution of the Knowledge Patch, Appetitive floors, protected Intrinsic domains, visibility governance, operate on timescales of months to decades. So population-level Subcriticality is necessary and is not sufficient, and the insufficiency is structural rather than a matter of execution.

The Leadership Compression Principle that states the condition, the four capacities that define its threshold, and the architectural requirements that follow from it are derived at Chapter 17, Section 17.7, where the apex route stands beside the floor route as the second of the two ignition loci. What this chapter establishes is the Bayesian half: why a cascade inside one Decision Hub needs no population to complete it, and why the corrective mechanisms that operate at population scale cannot reach a decision taken on the apex timescale.



13.8 The Subcriticality Threshold

13.8.1 Defining the Threshold

Subcriticality is the parameter space within which corrective mechanisms outpace mimetic amplification. Below the threshold, Individual Confabulation Cascades are interrupted before reaching the Fixed Point, collective convergence is slowed or reversed by counterevidence, and the system remains in the Grounded or early Drift region of the Crisis State parameter space.

Formally, the chapter works with two rates: the mimetic amplification rate (cascade velocity) and the corrective intervention rate, the combined speed of Knowledge Patch penetration, I-domain engagement, A-floor security, and reality-testing through direct experience. The system is subcritical when the corrective rate exceeds the amplification rate. The Subcriticality Threshold is the parameter configuration where the two rates balance: the boundary between regimes where correction dominates and regimes where amplification dominates. The rates are defined formally in Appendix A.5.8, and the condition they stand in at Appendix A.5.8.4. The Subcriticality Maintenance Principle that governs operation below this threshold is formally specified in Appendix A.5.7.5 (three-lever formulation) and A.5.7.7 (five-channel Knowledge Patch footprint).

The Subcriticality Threshold can be expressed in Coupling Strength-Decoherence Time terms. The mimetic amplification rate rises with Coupling Strength, which enters it through the weight expressed Beliefs carry as evidence in other Individuals’ updating (Appendix A.5.8.4): at high Coupling Strength, expressed Beliefs constitute strong evidence for other Individuals’ updating, which accelerates cascade velocity. The corrective rate is an inverse function of Decoherence Time: short‑decoherence‑time means reality-contact arrives quickly, providing exogenous evidence that competes with the endogenous evidence circulating in the coupled system. The subcriticality condition therefore translates to: reality-contact must arrive faster than the coupled dynamics can drive the system toward the Collective Fixed Point. Equivalently, the institutional environment must maintain Coupling Strength below the critical coupling strength (Critical Coupling Strength) at which cascade velocity exceeds corrective capacity, and Decoherence Time short enough that exogenous evidence interrupts the cascade before convergence stabilises.

13.8.2 Parameters Affecting the Amplification Rate

Mimetic amplification rate increases with:

Observability infrastructure: Social media, continuous news cycles, real-time information feeds accelerate social proof dynamics. Each expression of Belief reaches larger audiences faster, providing more evidence for more Individuals’ updating cycles. Delivered without pause, the same channels accumulate an attribution by repetition even at a fixed audience, which is the Ambient Evidence Amplification Effect (Section 13.4.8).

A-precarity: Populations experiencing A-insufficiency have reduced deliberative capacity. Cognitive resources consumed by survival computation are unavailable for cascade-interruption. A-urgency also increases M-susceptibility; desperate Individuals follow models more readily.

I-domain collapse: When Intrinsic engagement is unavailable (education reduced to credentialing, work reduced to compensation-seeking, community reduced to status display), Individuals lack the alternative reference points that would reveal M-capture through contrast.

Reference group homogeneity: When Individuals’ information environments contain only confirming voices, social proof is unanimous. Heterogeneous reference groups provide counterevidence that slows convergence. The operative quantity is homogeneity, together with how live the coupling is, and not the number of Individuals: once attention is fully spent, observing fewer Individuals redistributes it rather than reducing it (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.4). The restructuring that answers homogeneity is set out at Chapter 18, Section 18.2.2.

Crisis conditions: Exogenous shocks (economic collapse, pandemic, military defeat) simultaneously increase A-precarity, disrupt I-domains, and provide the diffuse harm that triggers scapegoat-seeking. Crises are amplification-rate accelerators.

The Knowledge Patch as Access Pathway, Not as Cure

The Knowledge Patch is the first and most architecturally consequential of the five intervention channels enumerated in Appendix A.5.7.7, not because it reduces any channel parameter directly, but because it opens the access pathway through which all five reductions become available to the Individual and therefore society as a whole. In the same way that an intravenous line cures no condition of its own but opens the route by which medicine can reach a patient who cannot receive it otherwise, the Patch does not correct Source Opacity, does not eliminate Confabulation, and does not dissolve Bayesian Lock-In. What the Patch does is route around these architectural conditions, providing the behavioural proxies (the Two-Question Diagnostic, the Presumption Against Scapegoating, Epistemic Suspension, and AIM Vocabulary Acquisition) through which the Individual can direct the other four channels against dynamics that the Individual cannot introspect on directly.

The architectural force of this framing is that each of the five channels of Appendix A.5.7.7 requires the Patch to be operative at the level of the Individual. Channel 1, the I-Override gate reducing the fast-layer loop gain by intercepting some fraction of M-driven actions, requires the Individual to recognise that M-weighted action is occurring, and Source Opacity denies the Individual introspective access to that recognition unless a behavioural proxy is in place. Channel 2, Hypothesis-Space enlargement reducing the Restriction-Induced Concentration Factor, the distortion a missing explanation forces onto the explanations that remain, is operationalised through AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, which is itself a Patch component. Channel 3, Interference-Term maintenance reducing the Evidence-Emission Coefficient, how firmly a settled Belief is sent back to drive fast reactions, is operationalised through Epistemic Suspension, which is itself a Patch component. Channel 4, attenuating the Evidence coupling between Individuals, is operationalised through Patch-competent Evidence intake that recognises coupling-mediated Evidence as coupling-mediated rather than as observation. Channel 5, reducing the Observability coupling across the network, is nominally institutional but requires Patch-competent institutional designers to recognise why the intervention matters at all. The Patch is the common prerequisite of all five.

The Patch is therefore necessary but not sufficient. Patch adoption without the five-channel treatment behind it is an intravenous line with no medicine flowing through it: the access is open, but nothing is administered. Attempting the five-channel treatment without Patch adoption is an attempt to administer medicine by a route the condition does not admit (like squirting the medicine in a syringe onto skin): the treatment cannot reach its target because the architectural conditions that would permit it to are not in place. The AIM Framework’s interventionism is accordingly ordered. Patch adoption is the first move. The four channels the Patch makes available are the treatment. Institutional design at the fifth channel is the collective-action complement that closes the gap between individual Patch efficacy and population-scale stability.

This ordering refines the non-utopian commitment recorded in Appendix A.6 and the Positive Mimesis Preservation Principle (Chapter 8, Section 8.15.2). The Patch does not cure any architectural condition. It cannot cure Source Opacity, which is an information-theoretic entailment of Common-Currency Integration and is architecturally irreducible. It cannot cure the Bayesian Lock-In that follows from Self-Coupling Strength being structurally positive. It cannot cure the path-dependence of cross-Individual Belief dynamics that follows from N3 Non-Commutativity Propagation. What the Patch does, and what no other intervention in the AIM Framework’s architecture can do, is open the pathway through which the reductions of all five gain components (the fast-layer loop, the slow Belief loop, the coupling between them, and the two network channels) become operations that an individual or an institution can actually perform. Everything downstream in the prevention programme depends on this opening.

13.8.3 Parameters Affecting the Corrective Rate

Corrective mechanism rate increases with:

Knowledge Patch distribution: The Two-Question Diagnostic and the Presumption Against Scapegoating, once acquired, enable manual Source-tagging by inference. Individuals with the Patch can recognise Confabulation and decline to incorporate Confabulated evidence into their updating.

A-floor security: When basic needs are reliably met, Individuals retain deliberative capacity. They can pause before updating, consider alternative explanations, and resist social proof when it conflicts with direct experience.

I-domain vitality: Active Intrinsic engagement provides experiential contrast; the Individual knows what non-M-driven motivation feels like and can use that knowledge to diagnose M-capture.

Institutional buffering: Independent judiciary, free press, distributed authority, and protected civil society provide structural resistance to cascade progression. They create friction that slows amplification even when individual-level correction is insufficient. At the population scale, formal democratic and civic design often institutionalises these forces as constitutional checks, independent media norms, low-theatre dispute resolution, and social insurance.

The framework’s architectural analysis assigns each of these arrangements a formal role that extends beyond the normative case for their value. That role is visible in what happens to a system that is already in crisis.

Earlier in this chapter the Crisis State Architecture was described in terms of a trajectory: escalation builds, the Belief Register locks in, Concealment Infrastructure holds the inflated state together, and eventually the whole structure collapses. The collapse, when it comes, is not gradual. It is a jump: the system moves discontinuously from the inflated state to a post-cascade baseline. Think of it as a bridge that holds under increasing load until it does not, and then fails all at once rather than bending slowly into a safe position. The architecture predicts this as the default outcome for a supercritical system, because nothing in the individual-level architecture supplies a brake. The Mimetic channel has no self-terminating feedback. Source Opacity withholds the compounding from the Individual’s introspection, so it goes uncorrected unless inferred from behaviour. The Concealment Infrastructure that sustains the inflated state does not oscillate; it accumulates until a forcing event breaks it. The result is a one-way collapse rather than a recoverable correction.

This is where institutional design enters the architecture in a formal rather than merely normative sense. Constitutional checks, independent media norms, low-theatre dispute resolution, and social insurance each operate, at the level of the population’s coupled Belief dynamics, as braking forces that the individual-level architecture does not supply on its own. They push back against deviation. They slow the approach to the point of no return. And where they are strong enough and correctly structured, they can convert the system’s trajectory from a one-way collapse into something that oscillates: a cycle of escalation and correction from which within-episode recovery is possible, rather than a jump from which recovery must wait until after the collapse has run its course.

The difference between these two outcomes is not a matter of degree but of type. A system that oscillates can be corrected while the episode is still in progress. A system that collapses can only be reconstructed afterward, under the conditions that follow a Terminal Phase. The formal conditions under which institutional buffering is sufficient to convert a collapsing trajectory into a recoverable one rest on the bifurcation-type derivation at Appendix A.5.7.6, and the specification of what sufficient buffering requires structurally is in Appendix A.5.7.8.

The practical implication is direct. The erosion of any one of the four buffering mechanisms named above is not merely a reduction in the network’s normative quality. It is a reduction in the braking force that keeps the system in the recoverable regime. This matters at every scale the framework addresses, from organisational rivalry to geopolitical competition between nuclear-armed states. At that last scale, the difference between a system that can correct within an episode and a system that collapses without recovery is the difference between a crisis that ends and a war that does not.

Appendix locus: Appendix A.5.7.8.

Observability Governance: Reducing unnecessary observability of status markers, comparison data, and prestige cues reduces the information that amplifies M-dynamics.

Each intervention dimension operates on Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, or both. The Knowledge Patch reduces Coupling Strength at the Individual level by introducing a conceptual vocabulary that enables Individuals to discount endogenous evidence (recognising that socially transmitted Beliefs may be M-contaminated rather than independently informative). A-Floor Provision shortens Decoherence Time by restoring direct reality-contact through material security (an Individual whose basic needs are met has less reason to accept social consensus uncritically and more cognitive capacity for deliberative assessment). I-domain protection reduces Coupling Strength by providing alternative evidence sources (engagement in I-domains generates evidence about one’s own capacities and satisfactions that is independent of social consensus). Observability Governance reduces the network Observability gain by limiting the channels through which realised valuations are amplified into observed Model signals (reducing the rate at which one Individual’s choices become inputs to other Individuals’ comparison).

The preceding analysis treats “institutional buffering” and “social capital” as quantities that resist cascade dynamics. The Social Capital Decomposition Principle, which follows from the Unidirectional PM Flow Principle (Chapter 8, Section 8.14.2), refines this treatment by identifying that what is conventionally called social capital decomposes into two structurally distinct components. The first is A-I Buffer: genuine trust, cooperation, mutual aid, shared I-engagement, and the institutional arrangements that sustain these. A-I Buffer is the component that actually resists cascade dynamics, because it provides alternative value-sources (I-domain engagement) and material security (A-floor provision) that reduce susceptibility to M-amplification. The second component is PM: the extraction mechanism that operates through Status hierarchy, producing the deference patterns, credibility differentials, and attention asymmetries analysed throughout this chapter. PM does not buffer against cascade dynamics. It accelerates them, because PM-differential is the mechanism through which high-Status testimony carries disproportionate evidential weight (as established at Section 13.4.1).

When institutional analysis treats “social capital” as uniformly protective, it conflates a genuine buffer (A-I component) with an extraction mechanism (PM component) that is itself part of the crisis architecture. The Subcriticality Threshold should therefore be understood as sensitive to A-I Buffer depth specifically, not to “social capital” as a composite measure. Societies with high aggregate social capital but extreme PM-concentration may have less crisis-resistance than societies with lower aggregate social capital but deeper A-I Buffer, because the PM-component of the former’s social capital is accelerating the very dynamics the A-I component is attempting to resist.

13.8.4 The Critical Depth of Worst-Off Deprivation

Sections 13.8.2 and 13.8.3 set an amplification rate against a corrective rate, and the Subcriticality Condition holds where the second outpaces the first. One parameter appears in both, and its appearance in both is what makes it decisive rather than merely important.

The corrective mechanisms of Section 13.8.3 presuppose that exogenous evidence retains enough weight to displace Mimetically-sourced priors. Sustained Appetite deficit erodes exactly that weight. An Individual whose bodily provision is chronically insecure downweights incoming evidence, and a reduction in the weight carried by exogenous evidence is observationally indistinguishable from a rise in Effective Coupling Strength, the coupling an Individual actually experiences in a given context once the raw parameter has passed through the filters of content-distance and recency: in both cases the posterior tracks the population’s own output rather than the world’s. The same erosion drains the Belief Heterogeneity Buffer, since reality-contact that no longer displaces priors no longer sustains the cross-Individual Belief variance from which the Buffer’s damping derives. So deprivation raises the amplification rate and lowers the corrective rate at once, and both movements are monotone in the depth of the deficit.

The deficit that matters is the worst-off segment’s, not the population mean’s. The mean can sit comfortably above the A-Floor while a segment sits below it, and the segment below it is where the rate condition first fails, because the Subcriticality Condition has to hold across the guarded range of collective Belief rather than on average across Individuals.

It follows that there is a unique critical depth of sustained worst-off deprivation at which amplification first outruns correction across that whole range. Below it the population self-corrects. At it the Subcriticality Condition fails. This is the Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary, stated formally at Appendix A, A.5.8.7, on the collective mean-field dynamics of A.5.8.3 and the rate condition of A.5.8.4.

Two consequences follow, and the second is why the result is stated here rather than left implicit in Section 13.8.3. Universal Appetite-floor security is an entailment of Subcriticality Maintenance rather than a commitment adopted alongside it: the A-Floor Requirement is referenced to the worst-off Individual for the reason just given, and a floor that holds on average does not hold at all. And nothing about leadership appears anywhere in the condition, which means the population route into crisis is complete without an apex. The Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary is therefore one locus of a paired result whose other locus sits at the opposite extreme of the distribution of provision and authority. The pairing is the Dual-Locus Ignition Theorem, derived at Chapter 17, Section 17.7.8, where the apex condition it pairs with is established, and the discharge the floor condition produces is the mass-mobilised rupture whose economic face is developed at Chapter 17, Section 17.5.

13.8.5 The Buying-Time Strategy

Subcriticality maintenance is not a one-time achievement but a continuous process. The strategy is not to eliminate M-dynamics (impossible given human architecture) or to achieve permanent safety (there is no “mission accomplished” moment), but to buy time: maintaining the system in the subcritical regime indefinitely through sustained intervention.

The mathematics that permits crisis also permits prevention. The same Bayesian machinery that produces convergence on false Beliefs can be interrupted by:


	Changing the evidence: Distribute the Knowledge Patch so that Confabulated explanations are recognised as such rather than incorporated as evidence

	Changing the priors: Build strong I-self-models through I-domain engagement, so that alternative Hypotheses (“this is M-driven”) have higher initial probability

	Changing the updating: Provide A-security so that deliberative assessment replaces desperate M-following

	Changing the transmission: Implement visibility governance to reduce social proof intensity



Each intervention shifts the balance of the two rates toward correction dominance. Cumulative intervention compounds; a higher corrective rate now produces more Individuals with the Patch, who are less susceptible to future amplification and who can transmit correction to others.

In Coupling Strength-Decoherence Time terms, the engineering objective is to maintain the system in the Classical or Slow Classical quadrant of the Domain Matrix, where updating tracks Truth (even if slowly), rather than allowing drift into the Coupled Domain where updating tracks system dynamics. This does not require eliminating Coupling Strength (which would destroy the social coupling infrastructure on which positive mimesis, cultural transmission, and I-driven relatedness depend) but maintaining Coupling Strength below‑coupling‑strength_c while keeping Decoherence Time short enough that exogenous evidence remains competitive with endogenous evidence. The goal is parametric management, not parametric elimination.

The goal is trajectory deflection, not cure. Deferral maintained over centuries is civilisation-scale success. Demanding ultimate solutions is itself a mimetic trap, often a status display; vast improvement over the status quo is achievable even if perfection is not.

13.8.6 Subcriticality and the Content of Belief

Convergence to Truth and convergence to consensus are different events with different mechanisms, and they are told apart by what does the converging.

Where a Referent is available and a population’s Beliefs are in contact with it, the evidence reaching each Individual is sampled from the world. The washing-out result holds: posteriors move toward the true Hypothesis regardless of where the priors started, and the agreement that results is held in place by the Referent rather than by the agreeing. Agreement of that kind is stable and cheap to maintain, because what corrected the population into it goes on correcting the population within it. This is the short-Decoherence-Time regime of the Decoherence Trichotomy, and a population that has come to agree that water carries cholera has been corrected by cholera.

Where the Referent is absent, or present but not tracked, the evidence reaching each Individual is not sampled from the world. It is expressed Belief, generated by the Beliefs under test, and the Washing-Out Principle records this as the exact boundary at which classical convergence fails. Convergence still occurs, and occurs faster, because endogenous evidence is unanimous by construction. What it converges on is consensus, and the destination is the Collective Fixed Point of §13.4. Nothing outside the population holds that agreement in place, so it must be maintained by the mechanisms that produced it, and it discharges rather than corrects when a Referent finally arrives.

Crisis lives in the second case. The Beliefs that carry a population across the threshold are Grievance Beliefs, attributions of diffuse harm to agents: who is responsible for the decline, which group is taking what is owed, whose presence explains the loss. The Agent-Based Causal Default supplies the agentic reading before any evidence is in, and the harm is diffuse precisely because no Referent is in contact to settle the attribution. A population cannot be corrected into agreement about who is to blame for a distributed cause. Whatever agreement it reaches on such a question, it has reached by coupling.

Heterogeneity of Belief is a corrective resource on those terms, and §13.8.3 has already counted it as one: the counterevidence a heterogeneous reference group supplies is a term on the corrective side of the threshold. Where no Referent supplies exogenous evidence, competing Hypotheses are the only exogenous evidence available. Each faction’s account of what has gone wrong contradicts every other faction’s account, so contrary evidence arrives as a routine event rather than an exceptional one, and each cascade draws probability mass from the others before any reaches the action threshold. This is the Belief Heterogeneity Buffer, and its damping comes from the count of live Hypotheses because in this class of Belief the count is what is available: accuracy cannot supply the damping where accuracy cannot be established.

What makes heterogeneity rather than volume the damping term is the way this population differs from a merely noisy one. In a system of independent evaluators, a faulty member can corrupt the reports it sends but not the procedure the others run to assess them, so faulty members are outvoted and error stays bounded. The Confabulation Cascade has no such separation. Each Confabulation becomes a prior shaping how the next evidence is read, so what is corrupted is not the report but the procedure that evaluates it, and the population is not a set of sound evaluators receiving some bad inputs. Adding Individuals therefore does not help, because more Individuals running a corrupted evaluation produce more confident agreement rather than correction. What damps the cascade is the number of live Hypotheses among them, not the number of them, which is why the Buffer is a property of the Belief distribution rather than of population size.

The configurations order by count. Many competing accounts is stabilising, and stabilising even where every account is substantially Confabulated. Two accounts locked against each other is destabilising, and two is the specific number at which the damping inverts, because mutual targeting manufactures its own confirming evidence: each side’s hostility toward the other is real, observable, and exactly what the other side’s Grievance Belief predicts, so the interference that damped the multipolar case becomes amplification (Buffer Inversion). One account is the completed cascade. What carries the system toward the threshold is the consolidation itself, from many to two, and not the arrival of any particular Belief.

Two consequences follow.

The first is diagnostic. Rapid convergence of a population’s attributions in a long-Decoherence-Time domain is a warning indicator, and the accuracy of the attribution converged upon does not enter the indicator, because in that domain accuracy could not have caused the convergence. A society whose competing explanations of its own condition are collapsing into two is approaching the threshold while each side experiences the collapse as its own side finally being heard. Consolidation presents to the participants as progress and multipolarity as dysfunction, so the friction doing the protective work is felt as a failure to agree.

The second is architectural. The interventions this chapter has enumerated (Knowledge Patch distribution, A-floor security, I-domain vitality, institutional buffering, visibility governance) are specified on rates and thresholds and not on the content of anyone’s Beliefs. A-floor security operates through the deliberative capacity it restores, and restores it in a person of any political persuasion. Independent courts and an independent press slow cascade progression regardless of which cascade. An intervention conditional on shared Belief would have to obtain that agreement in a domain where agreement is available only by coupling, and would therefore manufacture the convergence the threshold exists to prevent.

Belief Multipolarity Principle: Where Decoherence Time is long relative to cascade velocity, so that expressed Belief rather than a Referent is the dominant evidence, collective subcriticality is sustained by the multiplicity of live Hypotheses in a population and not by their correctness. Convergence of a population’s attributions in such a domain is a movement toward the Subcriticality Threshold irrespective of the accuracy of the attribution converged upon, and the destabilising transition is the consolidation of many competing accounts into two, at which point mutual targeting supplies each faction with genuine confirming evidence and the damping the multiplicity provided inverts into amplification. Subcriticality Maintenance therefore requires institutional architecture whose operation is independent of the content of Belief. Multiplicity is necessary and not sufficient, because a spreading cascade consumes it. Where Decoherence Time is short, a live Referent re-imposes the Truth continuously and convergence upon the Truth is truth-tracking; the Belief Multipolarity Principle makes no claim against agreement of that kind.

The penultimate clause bounds the resource. Multiplicity is not a stock that stays where it is put: a cascade converts adherents off their prior Hypotheses as it spreads, so the heterogeneity that was damping it is drained by its own progress, and the drain accelerates as the count of live accounts falls. This is the ratchet of the Susceptibility-Dispersion Result, which pairs the protective content axis with an anti-protective dispersion of adoption thresholds. Disagreement buys the interval in which the other four interventions operate. It does not substitute for them.

The Belief Multipolarity Principle exempts its own transmission, and by its scope clause rather than as a special case. The framework’s claims about the architecture (the three sources, the destruction of source information at integration, the threshold structure of a coupled population) are governed by a live Referent, and the evidence for them is sampled from the world rather than generated by holding them. On the Hardness–Referent Matrix they sit on the truth side, in the regime where washing-out holds and convergence is the Referent’s work. Widespread agreement about the architecture is therefore agreement of the safe kind, which is what makes the distribution of the Knowledge Patch the first move of the intervention set rather than a contradiction of it. What the framework does not seek is agreement about the attributions the architecture is used to examine, or about the institutional route by which a derived condition is met. Its own derived requirements (that the floor be held, that authority be gated, that the vocabulary be supplied) sit with the substrate claims, and the boundary between what is derived and what is chosen is the one the Hardness–Referent Matrix draws. Uptake sufficient to hold the system subcritical is the standard in either case.

The Belief Multipolarity Principle constrains what institutions may be built on, not what Individuals may believe. The configuration of Belief across a population (how many accounts are live, how strongly they are coupled, how fast exogenous evidence arrives, how dispersed the adoption thresholds are) determines whether the system sits above or below the threshold, and that configuration is a governable quantity. The contents of any Individual’s conviction are not. The framework does not secure stability by securing agreement. It builds an environment in which disagreement is survivable indefinitely, and leaves the domains that have Referents free to converge on them.



13.9 Robustness: Minimal Sufficient Conditions for Crisis Architecture

13.9.1 The Independence of Crisis Dynamics from Specific Axioms

The preceding analysis derived crisis dynamics from the specific AIM architecture: Source Opacity prevents reliable introspection, Confabulation generates plausible but false explanations, and Bayesian updating on Confabulated evidence produces convergent false Belief. A natural objection asks: what if Source Opacity is less complete than claimed? What if Confabulation operates differently? What if the three-source taxonomy requires revision?

This section establishes that the crisis architecture is robust to axiom failure. The Bayesian mechanism requires only the following minimal sufficient conditions:

Condition 1: False Evidence Generation Some mechanism produces evidence that is treated as informative but does not reliably track Truth. This evidence may be self-generated (Confabulation), other-generated (propaganda, manipulation), or system-generated (algorithmic amplification of engagement-maximising content regardless of accuracy).

Condition 2: Social Transmission with Amplification False evidence spreads through social channels, with transmission probability positively correlated with features other than truth-value: prestige of source, emotional Salience, narrative coherence, visibility, and social proof.

Condition 3: Bayesian Incorporation Individuals treat socially-transmitted information as evidence, updating their Beliefs in accordance with (approximately) Bayesian principles. High-consensus social Belief is interpreted as evidence for the believed proposition.

Condition 4: Reflexive Constitution Individual Beliefs, once updated, are expressed and thereby become part of the social evidence that others incorporate. The system is reflexive: individual Belief → expression → social evidence → individual Belief.

These four conditions are jointly sufficient for crisis dynamics. If they obtain, the Collective Fixed Point is reachable regardless of the specific mechanism generating false evidence.

13.9.2 AIM as One Instantiation

The AIM Framework provides a specific explanation for how Condition 1 is satisfied: Source Opacity ensures that the primary evidence for self-assessment (phenomenological experience of desire, self-generated explanations) does not reliably track motivational source. Confabulation generates authentic-sounding explanations regardless of actual source.

But Source Opacity and Confabulation are not the only mechanisms that could satisfy Condition 1. Alternative mechanisms include:

Motivated reasoning: Individuals generate evidence that supports desired conclusions regardless of Truth, driven by emotional investment, identity protection, or cognitive dissonance reduction, without requiring Source Opacity specifically.

Information environment corruption: Deliberate disinformation, algorithmic content curation optimised for engagement rather than accuracy, and filter bubbles that systematically exclude disconfirming evidence: external mechanisms that produce false evidence without requiring any failure of individual cognition.

Cognitive limitations: Bounded rationality, heuristic reasoning under uncertainty, and systematic biases identified by behavioural economics: mechanisms that produce false evidence through processing limitations rather than architectural opacity.

Social construction of evidence: Standards of evidence that privilege consensus over accuracy, institutional capture of knowledge-production, and prestige-based rather than accuracy-based credibility attribution: mechanisms operating at the social rather than individual level.

Each of these mechanisms, alone or in combination, could satisfy Condition 1. The crisis architecture does not depend on AIM being the correct explanation for false evidence generation; it depends only on some mechanism satisfying the condition.

13.9.3 The Robustness Implication

This robustness has a counterintuitive implication: the crisis architecture is more concerning, not less, if AIM’s specific axioms are uncertain.

If Source Opacity and Confabulation were the only mechanisms capable of generating socially-amplified false Belief, then falsifying these specific claims would dissolve the crisis architecture. The threat would be contingent on AIM being correct.

But the minimal conditions analysis reveals that falsifying Source Opacity or Confabulation would not dissolve the crisis architecture; it would merely require identifying which alternative mechanism satisfies Condition 1. The crisis dynamics follow from any mechanism producing socially-amplified false evidence, and multiple such mechanisms plausibly exist.

This means:


	The crisis architecture is overdetermined; multiple independent mechanisms could produce it

	Falsifying AIM-specific claims shifts the explanatory burden but does not eliminate the threat

	The historical regularity of crisis trajectories (which the architecture explains) remains to be explained even if AIM is wrong about the specific mechanism



13.9.4 What Would Actually Dissolve the Crisis Architecture

Given the minimal conditions, genuine dissolution of the crisis architecture would require demonstrating that none of the following obtain:


	No false evidence generation: All mechanisms by which individuals form Beliefs about causes of suffering reliably track Truth. Self-generated explanations accurately reflect actual causes. Socially-transmitted information is systematically filtered for accuracy before transmission.

	No amplification of false evidence: Social transmission probability is uncorrelated with truth-irrelevant features. Prestige, emotional Salience, narrative coherence, and visibility do not affect transmission independent of accuracy.

	No Bayesian incorporation of social evidence: Individuals do not treat others’ expressed Beliefs as evidence. Social consensus does not update individual priors.

	No reflexive constitution: Individual Belief expression does not become evidence for others. The feedback loop between individual and collective Belief is broken.



Each of these conditions is empirically implausible. False evidence generation is documented across psychology, behavioural economics, and information science. Amplification of false evidence is the defining feature of misinformation dynamics. Bayesian incorporation of social evidence is a well-established feature of human inference (and often rational: others’ Beliefs are evidence, absent systematic corruption). Reflexive constitution is inherent in social communication.

The crisis architecture is therefore robust across a wide range of possible worlds, including worlds where AIM’s specific axioms are false but alternative mechanisms satisfy the minimal conditions.

13.9.5 Implications for Intervention

The robustness analysis clarifies intervention targeting. Effective intervention need not depend on AIM being the correct explanation for Condition 1; it must target the minimal conditions themselves:

Targeting Condition 1 (False Evidence Generation)


	If the mechanism is Source Opacity + Confabulation: Knowledge Patch enables manual Source-tagging by inference

	If the mechanism is motivated reasoning: debiasing training, adversarial collaboration, pre-commitment to evidence standards

	If the mechanism is information environment corruption: platform accountability, algorithmic transparency, institutional integrity

	If the mechanism is cognitive limitations: decision aids, structured deliberation, expertise systems



The specific intervention depends on the operative mechanism, but the category of intervention, reducing false evidence generation, is robust across mechanisms.

Targeting Condition 2 (Amplification) Observability Governance addresses Condition 2 regardless of the specific Condition 1 mechanism. Reducing prestige-based transmission, dampening emotional Salience in information design, and breaking engagement-maximising algorithmic amplification, all reduce transmission probability for false evidence whatever its source.

Targeting Condition 3 (Bayesian Incorporation) The evidential asymmetry analysis (Section 13.4.5) addresses Condition 3: not all evidence is suspect, but mimetically-transmitted information deserves particular scrutiny. This intervention is robust; it targets the specific evidence channel vulnerable to Conditions 1 and 2, whatever the mechanism producing false evidence.

Targeting Condition 4 (Reflexive Constitution) Low-visibility deliberation contexts, delayed expression requirements, and anonymised contribution to collective decision-making all reduce reflexive constitution by breaking the direct link between individual Belief and social evidence.

13.9.6 The Residual AIM Contribution

If the crisis architecture is robust across mechanisms, what distinctive contribution does AIM provide?

Explanatory specificity: AIM identifies why false evidence is generated in the domain of motivational self-assessment specifically; Source Opacity and Confabulation explain the particular phenomenology of sincere but inaccurate self-attribution. Alternative mechanisms explain false evidence in other domains; AIM explains it in this one.

Intervention precision: If Source Opacity is the operative mechanism, the Two-Question Diagnostic is precisely targeted; it reconstructs source-discrimination through deliberative inference, since Common-Currency Integration leaves no source-tag to read. If motivated reasoning or information environment corruption are operative instead, different interventions may be more effective. AIM provides the diagnosis that enables intervention selection.

Architectural understanding: AIM explains not merely that false evidence is generated but how it is generated through the integration of motivational signals in common-currency valuation with subsequent source-tag loss. This architectural understanding enables prediction about which contexts will produce more or less false evidence (high-visibility, high-stakes, A-urgent contexts should produce more Confabulation).

Connection to Mimetic Desire: AIM’s distinctive contribution is identifying Mimetic Desire as a third motivational source that is systematically disguised through Confabulation, mistaken for A-necessity or I-value. Alternative mechanisms might explain false evidence generally; AIM explains false evidence about M specifically, which is crucial for understanding crisis dynamics that hinge on M-driven scapegoating being experienced as genuine threat-response.

The crisis architecture is robust; AIM provides the specific instantiation that explains the particular domain where false evidence is most consequential for civilisational outcomes.

13.10 The Symmetry of Crisis and Prevention

Appendix locus: A.5.3 (Saddle-Node Default and Hopf Sub-Case architectural inaccessibility at the fast layer, and the Ignition-Release Asymmetry); A.5.6 (the Monotone Belief-Race Lemma, the slow-layer exclusion); A.5.7.6 (bifurcation-type preservation at the network scale, derived at decohered operating points). The Symmetry of Crisis and Prevention holds within the same bifurcation type, the Fold, in both directions of approach; conversion to a Hopf cycle is not available by attenuation of the existing couplings and requires introducing a new dynamical variable with intrinsic negative feedback, as set out at A.5.3 and A.5.7.6.

The architecture of crisis and the architecture of prevention are the same architecture. They draw on the same five channels, they are governed by the same stability threshold, and they move in opposite directions across it. The threshold is one value; the channel configuration at which it is met is not. A system ignites at one configuration and releases at a lower one, so the reduction that ends a crisis is larger than the reduction that would have prevented it. The claim is structural, not rhetorical.

The Total Stability Condition is the joint threshold below which mimetic compounding decays rather than escalates. Read as a working estimate, the condition is the sum of five contributions, one from each channel, and the estimate holds when the channels are weakly coupled, so that adding their separate contributions is a good reading of the whole. Each contribution measures how strongly that channel amplifies mimetic signal. When the sum sits above the threshold, compounding takes hold: the Belief Register locks in, and the trajectory runs toward the Terminal Phase. When the sum sits below the threshold, disturbances die away, and the Individual and the network return toward a functional baseline. The sum is that working estimate. Whether the coupled system as a whole is still settling is the exact test, and Appendix A, Section A.5.7.4 states the test. The five channels, and the Knowledge Patch interventions that reach them, are as follows. The interventions do not pair one to one with the channels: two of them act on the second channel, the third channel has none of its own, and the intervention on the first channel reaches the fifth as well (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.7).

The first channel is the fast-layer effective loop gain, the gain of the within-Individual mimetic loop before conscious access. This is the rate at which the Decision Hub converts observed Model behaviour into compounding Mimetic drive. The Knowledge Patch intervenes here through the I-Override gate, which inserts a step between the felt valuation and the motor output. The gate does not prevent Mimetic activation. It reduces the probability that activation converts directly into the behaviour that would sustain the loop. Because the fifth channel’s gain carries the same Decision Hub weight, the same interception attenuates it as well.

The second channel is the slow-layer loop gain, the gain of the Bayesian Belief-updating cycle. This is the rate at which Confabulation concentrates the Belief Register onto A-framed or I-framed Hypotheses, reinforcing the fast loop at the level of sincere Belief. The Knowledge Patch intervenes here through AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, which enlarges the Hypothesis Space the Individual holds available to include the Mimetic source as a live candidate. When the Hypothesis that a valuation is Mimetically driven is representable, the Belief Register can update toward it. When that Hypothesis is absent from the space entirely, no Evidence can place weight on it, and Bayesian Lock-In proceeds by architectural default.

The third channel is the cross-coupling remainder, the higher-order amplification the fast and slow layers generate between them beyond the leading loop that joins them. That leading loop belongs to the second channel. A locked Belief Register conditions the Observer’s templates, the template-coded Salience the Observer delivers raises the Mimetic contribution to the Decision Hub’s valuation, which raises the fast-layer gain, which generates further Evidence for the locked conclusion; the slow-layer loop gain is the gain of that cycle, bounded at the Belief Register although the cycle runs through the fast layer (Appendix A, Section A.5.6). No Knowledge Patch intervention acts on the remainder directly (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.7), but the remainder is built from the same couplings those interventions reduce, and falls with them. Epistemic Suspension, which maintains a non-zero Interference Term in the Belief Register, keeping competing Hypotheses in play rather than allowing the register to collapse to a single conclusion, acts on the second channel alongside AIM Vocabulary Acquisition: it lowers the rate at which the slow layer emits Evidence for a conclusion that has not been earned. Suspension does not require uncertainty about the facts. It requires the Individual to hold the source diagnosis open while the facts are assembled.

The fourth channel is the network Evidence-coupling gain, the gain with which neighbours’ emitted conclusions enter an Individual’s Belief Register. This is the gain of the social Belief-propagation pathway: each Individual’s locked Belief Register becomes Evidence for neighbours, and if coupling is strong enough the network cascades. The Knowledge Patch intervenes here through Patch-competent Evidence intake, which reduces the effective weight an Individual assigns to neighbours’ conclusions when those conclusions were formed under Source Opacity. Patch-competent intake is not scepticism in the colloquial sense. It is a specific operation: checking whether an emitted conclusion is consistent with a Mimetic source before treating it as diagnostic.

The fifth channel is the network Observability gain, the gain with which observed Model behaviour reaches Individuals across the network. This is the channel through which one Individual’s realised valuation becomes another’s Model signal, scaled by the institutional and technological structures that govern visibility. Observability Governance intervenes here by reducing the density and amplitude of Model signals flowing across the network, through disclosure norms, platform design, sumptuary arrangements, and analogous institutional structures.

The symmetry is this: the five channels that must be elevated for crisis to occur are exactly the five channels that must be reduced for prevention to take hold. There is no sixth channel that crisis uses and prevention does not, and no channel that prevention requires that crisis leaves untouched.

Class 1 interventions, as defined in Appendix A.5.1, target the ignition pathway: the stream of observed Model signals reaching the Individual. At the network scale, Observability Governance (Channel 5) is the institutional instantiation of that ignition-pathway reduction, operating on the network Observability gain that governs how one Individual’s realised valuation becomes another’s Model signal. Class 2 interventions target the internal loop gains: the within-Individual and cross-Individual coupling strengths that determine whether the cycle compounds. At the network scale, Channels 1 through 4 together constitute the Class 2 targets. The two framings are the same architecture described at individual and network scale respectively. See Appendix A.5.1 for the individual-scale definition and Appendix A.5.7.4 and A.5.7.7 for the network-scale extension.

The symmetry can be misread in three ways the architecture does not support.

The symmetry is directional rather than temporal. It does not entail that prevention and crisis take the same time, proceed at the same pace, or are equally easy to initiate. The Saddle-Node Default (specified in Appendix A.5.3) means that crisis, once supercritical, tends toward a discontinuous collapse: the system jumps. Prevention, operating through the Knowledge Patch and institutional design, works by gradual gain reduction across channels that are already coupled and already partially locked. Nor are the costs. The Ignition-Release Asymmetry fixes the difference: because the release configuration sits below the ignition configuration, prevention undertaken before a system ignites is cheaper than the reduction required to release it afterwards, and the gap widens the further the system has travelled. The direction is symmetric; the dynamics and the price are not.

The symmetry is architectural rather than moral. It does not imply that the causes of crisis and the causes of prevention are morally equivalent, that Individuals who sustain supercritical loops are culpable in the same way as those who undermine preventive institutions, or that any normative equivalence holds between escalation and de-escalation. The architecture describes what is coupled to what. Moral evaluation is a further question that the architecture informs but does not resolve.

The symmetry is cumulative rather than substitutive. Reducing gain in one channel does not substitute for reducing gain in the others. The Total Stability Condition adds the five contributions on that same working estimate. A partial intervention that drives one channel well below threshold while leaving the others near or above it may move the total downward without crossing it. Sustained subcriticality requires the sum to fall below threshold, which typically requires coordinated gain reduction across multiple channels rather than a single large intervention in one.

The symmetry is operable, in the current state of the architecture’s intervention tools, only through the Knowledge Patch. Its interventions reach every channel but the third directly, and the third is the higher-order remainder of the coupling between the two layers the first two interventions act on. No other specified intervention reaches as many at once. The relationship between the Knowledge Patch and the framework’s intervention architecture is developed in the Access Pathway subsection within §13.8, which establishes the Patch as the access pathway to the architecture rather than as a cure for Mimetic Desire.

The Symmetry of Crisis and Prevention is a property of the updating rather than a recommendation drawn from it. What follows from the Symmetry of Crisis and Prevention once a population has passed the point at which it can supply its own correction is derived at Chapter 18, Section 18.16.3.

The Three-Regime Resolution of Collapse and Oscillation

If the same five channels that drive a society toward crisis are the channels that prevent it, what does the trajectory look like in between? Does a society under mimetic pressure crash, or does it cycle, rising and falling without reaching the cliff? The answer is that it does both, in different conditions, and which one happens depends entirely on how many of the five channels are being managed and how deeply.

Three regimes cover every possibility.

The first is the unmanaged regime. Here, none of the five channels is meaningfully attenuated. People have not learned the vocabulary that would let them recognise mimetic pull as mimetic, so the corrective Hypothesis is missing from the list their minds can entertain. Institutions broadcast status comparisons rather than dampening them. The Salience feedback that turns one person’s wanting into the next person’s wanting runs unobstructed. Evidence flows through the population unchecked by anything resembling epistemic suspension.

In this regime, the system has no internal brake. The mimetic channel has no built-in stop, the way hunger has a built-in stop in eating. So when the loop is strong enough to compound on itself, there is no oscillation, no soft landing, no gradual return to fundamentals. The structure simply gives way all at once, and the system snaps to whatever functional baseline would have existed if the mimetic premium had never been there. Bubbles do not deflate, they pop. Calcified consensus does not negotiate itself back to Truth, it shatters when forced visibility arrives. And at civilisational scale, the fold is nuclear annihilation, the terminal one-way snap of an unmanaged supercritical system whose stakes have been escalated to species-level and whose architecture supplies no internal brake to stop the escalation short of detonation. This is the architecturally entailed outcome of running the system unmanaged. The technical literature names the geometry of this kind of one-way snap a fold, and the AIM Framework’s prediction that this is the default shape of unmanaged mimetic crisis is the Saddle-Node Default treated formally in Appendix A.

One escape from this verdict suggests itself. The fast loop may lack a brake, but a society also runs a slower machinery: Belief revision. Beliefs are supposed to correct. Evidence arrives, the Belief Register updates, and the updating itself might be expected to supply the swing the fast loop cannot, conviction overshooting, correction arriving, the system wobbling its way back toward Truth.

The Monotone Belief-Race Lemma (formal statement at Appendix A, Section A.5.6) establishes that this expectation fails, and that it fails for the same reason the updating works at all. Hypotheses inside a Belief Register are in a race: whichever best explains the delivered Evidence gains ground, and the others lose it. But the race has two properties that together fix its shape. The referee is blind: under content-agnostic updating (Axiom 8), how strongly the Evidence supports a Hypothesis does not depend on how popular that Hypothesis currently is, so no runner gains ground because a different runner is ahead. And the track tilts toward the front-runner: a Hypothesis’s gain is proportional to the mass it already holds, and the Self-Coupling channel feeds the leading Hypothesis’s own dominance back to it as endogenous Evidence, so the leader is biased toward growing its lead. The first property means the race can only sort; the second means the sorting compounds. A blind-refereed race tilted toward its leader converges faster and entrenches harder than a fair one, which is Bayesian Lock-In stated as a race, and it is why a front-runner that leads only because the true Hypothesis is missing from the field becomes harder to overtake the longer it leads.

What neither property can produce is circulation. For Beliefs to cycle, the tilt would have to run cross-wise, each Hypothesis gaining because a different one is currently ahead, around a closed ring, and that structure is a violation of content-agnostic updating rather than a setting of it. The same two properties fix what Belief reform requires and guarantee that it remains available. Because the referee is blind, a Hypothesis that enters the field with genuinely better support gains ground from the moment it enters, however unpopular it starts and however long the incumbent has led; this is the property on which AIM Vocabulary Acquisition depends, since a newly representable Hypothesis could never overtake if support were graded by popularity. The front-runner is a front-runner at a given moment, not by standing appointment. What the tilt sets is the price: overtaking an entrenched leader takes longer and costs more Evidence the longer the lead has compounded, which is why Belief reform is difficult in proportion to the delay in beginning it, and never impossible while the race is still being run.

And the tilt itself has a point of intervention, because it operates through emission: the leading Hypothesis’s dominance feeds back as endogenous Evidence at the strength the Interference Term permits, so Epistemic Suspension, by holding the Interference Term open, throttles the leader’s self-reinforcement at its source while leaving the blind grading untouched. The consequence is that collective Belief has no thermostat, and the correction must therefore be worked rather than waited for: what the architecture withholds is self-correction, not correctability. The Bayesian layer contributes gain to the loop and never a swing, and a population that does not act on the race’s open properties receives its return to reality as discontinuity.

The same result carries the Fold across scales. Because no Individual’s Belief layer can rotate, and the couplings between Individuals run one-signed, the network-scale bifurcation is a derived result rather than an inference from the fast layer (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.6): at the decohered operating points characteristic of the Calcified Phase, the first loss of stability of the whole coupled population is the same non-oscillatory crossing, and the three routes to genuine oscillation are each the installation of a named structure rather than a drift of parameters, a restoring node carrying intrinsic negative feedback, a prevalence-responsive Evidence ring, or a self-coupling memory driven past its threshold.

The second is the partially-managed regime. Here, some of the five channels have been engaged but not enough of them, or not deeply enough, to bring the system below the critical threshold. An institutional buffer absorbs the worst of the Salience feedback. A fraction of the population carries the Knowledge Patch and exercises I-Override at decisive moments. Some exogenous appetitive or intrinsic signal arrives periodically and pulls the system back toward reality. None of this is sufficient to remove the underlying instability, but it is sufficient to supply, from outside, the restoring force the architecture does not generate from inside.

The geometry of this regime is not an oscillation. The bifurcation type is unchanged from the unmanaged case (Saddle-Node Default, per Appendix A.5.3), and what the external buffering achieves is an extension of the time-to-fold rather than a conversion into a different attractor. A naive linear reading of the trajectory can mistake the resulting ratcheting-then-jump pattern for a Hopf cycle, but Appendix A.5.3 establishes that a Hopf cycle cannot be produced by attenuating existing positive couplings or by adding additive damping; it requires introducing a new dynamical variable with intrinsic negative feedback (Appendix A), which is an architectural augmentation rather than a parameter adjustment. What the partially-managed regime actually exhibits is a Fold whose time-to-fold has been lengthened by external work that the architecture itself cannot do.

The clearest historical illustration is the run of nuclear close calls during the Cold War. The species avoided terminal collapse not because the underlying competitive dynamic between the executive leaderships of the two superpowers had been brought below threshold, but because individuals positioned downstream of executive authority, at single points in the operational chain, declined to execute orders or forward signals whose execution would have completed the trajectory to detonation. The Soviet officer who declined to forward a false satellite warning of an American first strike in 1983, and the Soviet submarine officer who refused to authorise a nuclear torpedo launch during the Cuban Missile Crisis in 1962, were not exercising executive authority. They were exercising a refusal at a node through which the executive’s decision had to pass before becoming consequence.

The architectural lesson from these cases is not that the partial-management regime is safe; it is that under conditions of acute Leadership Compression at the executive level, the system can come to depend on downstream backstops at single operational nodes. Downstream backstops are not part of the Leadership Compression Principle’s intervention architecture (Chapter 17, Section 17.7). They are an ad hoc property of the operational chain, not a designed feature of governance. The restoring force they supply is not distributed and not architecturally guaranteed. The historical record over the second half of the twentieth century reflects the closeness of the calls, not the robustness of the configuration.

The partial-management regime is therefore the regime in which a society can persuade itself that the danger has passed when in fact the threshold has not been crossed and the architecture has merely been masked. Two architectural responses are available, and they are not substitutes for one another. The first is to continue reducing the gain components until the total gain falls below the critical threshold, which moves the system into the third (subcritical) regime and is the only response that removes the underlying instability. The second is to lengthen the time-to-fold by distributing the authority over crisis-relevant resources (the structural constraints specified by the Leadership Compression Principle, Chapter 17, Section 17.7, and its Time-Buying Principle, Chapter 17, Section 17.7.6), which does not convert a supercritical system into a subcritical one but does buy the interval within which the first response can complete its work. Under nuclear conditions, both responses are required concurrently, because the first response operates on a generational timescale and the second response operates on the timescale of a single decision cycle.

The third is the subcritical regime. Here, the combined effect of the five channels of the Knowledge Patch footprint, vocabulary, epistemic suspension, I-Override, governance of who-can-see-whom, and institutional buffering, has been deep enough to bring the loop below the threshold at which it could compound on itself in the first place. The mimetic signal still arrives. People still notice what other people want. But the signal does not feed back on itself fast enough or strongly enough to escalate. It decays, the way a sound decays in a well-damped room. There is no bifurcation, no fold, no oscillation. There is just ordinary social life, with mimetic activation present but not running away with the system. This is the only regime in which the question of collapse-versus-oscillation does not arise, because neither is occurring.

The everyday meaning of critical can mislead. Critical in the technical sense names the condition at which the loop gain exactly equals the threshold, and a real system passes through that condition rather than inhabiting it. The condition is met twice over a full excursion, at two different configurations of the five channels: once on the way up, where the low state gives way, and once further down on the way back, where the inflated state gives way. The two regimes either side of the boundary are subcritical (below the threshold, third regime above) and supercritical (above the threshold). Both the unmanaged regime and the partially-managed regime are supercritical. They differ only in whether external damping is supplying the restoring force the architecture cannot supply for itself. Oscillation is therefore not a milder, intermediate condition. It is the same condition as collapse, with a different shape imposed on it from outside.

The trichotomy clarifies what the AIM Framework is actually proposing as the normative target. The aim is not to convert a collapsing society into an oscillating one. Oscillation is not the goal. Oscillation is the signature of a system that is still above the threshold, still in the same supercritical regime as the system that folds, and depending on external damping that can fail, and the nuclear near-misses make vivid how thin that thread is. The aim is to bring the system below the threshold entirely, into the third regime, by acting on enough of the five channels to make the underlying instability go quiet rather than merely cycle. That is what Subcriticality Maintenance names, and it is the only regime in which the dynamics genuinely settle.

The choice between collapse, oscillation, and a settled society is therefore the choice of how many of the five channels are operative, and at what depth. There is no fourth option.

The trichotomy is exhaustive over the architecture as it stands. Three regimes are available to a system whose loop runs on the couplings the architecture supplies, because a fourth would require a state variable the architecture does not contain. Building that variable is not a fourth option within the choice. It is the engineering work of changing which choice a society faces, and it is the design goal the AIM Framework sets for institutional construction. A structure that introduces a variable of its own, acts on one of the couplings that form the loop gain, and acts against rather than with, holds the system in a Governed Band: bounded by the structure’s own feedback rather than by the Salience Ceiling, with margin preserved and the way back intact.

The structures a durable society accumulates have come closest to this without being built for it. Some introduce a variable of their own and some hold a setting; some act on the couplings and some act on coordinates the loop does not contain; and where all three conditions are met, they are met at strengths chosen for other purposes and engaged after the event they would have damped rather than before it. None of them converts. Qualification without conversion is what the partially-managed regime describes. That regime leaves two things to do, and they are not alternatives. The first is to reduce the five channels far enough that the loop can no longer compound at all, which removes the fold rather than deferring it. The second is to build a structure that converts, which does not remove the fold but holds the system away from it. The first is the more complete repair and the work of a generation. The second can be started on the timescale of a decision. A society with only the first has nothing holding it while the work proceeds. A society with only the second is depending on a structure that has to go on working indefinitely.

13.11 The Formal Specification of Cascade Dynamics

The cascade dynamics this chapter has developed narratively are formalised in Appendix A, Section A.5.8, which carries the individual Confabulation cascade, the cascade velocity profile, the collective mean-field dynamics, the rate form of the Subcriticality Condition, the Leadership Compression formalisation, and the Content-Independence result. Stated in prose, the formalisation establishes six results.

First, an Individual updating their Authenticity Belief on self-generated explanations converges to full false confidence from any starting point, because Confabulation manufactures authentic-sounding explanations regardless of source while the Individual reads them as diagnostic; the only stable resting point of the individual cascade is the Fixed Point. Second, cascade velocity follows an S-curve (slow initial movement, rapid mid-cascade acceleration, asymptotic approach) because there is little probability mass to shift early and little left to shift late.

Third, at the population scale the dynamics are bistable below a critical combination of private-evidence strength and social-proof strength: an interior threshold separates a self-correcting low-Belief basin from a cascading one, and at the critical combination the threshold collides with the low-Belief state, after which cascade is global. Fourth, Subcriticality is the condition that the corrective rate exceed the amplification rate everywhere above the safe Belief level: the phenomenological form of the same architectural condition that appears at the fast layer as amplification-per-cycle below unity and at the full coupled system as the Total Stability Condition. Fifth, population-level Subcriticality does not prevent crisis when leadership Belief and leadership authority both cross their thresholds (the Leadership Compression result, whose prose derivation is at Chapter 17, Section 17.7) so Subcriticality must be maintained at the leadership level as well, by selection constraints, authority distribution, or dismissal mechanisms. Sixth, no term of the updating dynamics indexes on the Content of the scapegoat Hypothesis: the architecture processes any candidate Hypothesis with identical dynamics, which is why comparative history organised around Content finds no common thread: the commonality lives in the parameters, not the Content.

13.11.1 Coupling Strength and Decoherence Time: Conceptual Definitions and Forward Reference

This subsection provides precise conceptual definitions for the two parameters introduced in Section 13.4.6, sufficient to support the analysis in this chapter. The full formal definitions, which require the non-Boolean probability framework, are derived at Chapter 14, Section 14.7, and are stated here in abbreviated form only.

Definition (Coupling Strength, κ). For a given epistemic domain, Coupling Strength measures the degree to which the evidence available to Individuals within that domain is generated by other Individuals’ Belief-states within the same domain, rather than sampled independently from external reality. Coupling Strength is zero when all evidence is exogenous (no Individual’s expressed Belief constitutes evidence for any other Individual’s updating). Coupling Strength approaches its maximum when evidence is predominantly endogenous (each Individual’s evidence base is substantially constituted by other Individuals’ expressed Beliefs, which are in turn constituted by theirs).

At the formal level developed at Chapter 14, Section 14.7.1, Coupling Strength is defined as the supremum of the non-commutativity of measurement operators across the Belief state space. This means Coupling Strength measures the maximum degree to which the order in which an Individual evaluates different aspects of a situation changes the outcome of the evaluation. When Coupling Strength is above zero, there is no single classical probability space that can simultaneously model all evaluation contexts within the domain. This is a structural property of the domain’s evidence architecture, not a cognitive limitation of the Individuals operating within it.

Definition (Decoherence Time, τ). For a given epistemic domain, Decoherence Time measures the expected time until external reality imposes costs that the coupled dynamics of the system cannot absorb. Decoherence Time is determined by the ratio of a system’s buffering capacity (financial reserves, institutional resilience, relationship capital, geographic isolation from consequences) to the rate at which that buffer is consumed by divergence between Belief-states and reality.

At the formal level, Decoherence Time is defined as the timescale on which a decoherence channel (representing reality-contact) erases the order-dependence that Coupling Strength measures. Short Decoherence Time means reality rapidly collapses Belief-states back to correspondence with external conditions. Long Decoherence Time means coupled dynamics persist, allowing the system to evolve toward the Collective Fixed Point before correction arrives.

Domain Matrix (Summary Table). (On the tracked-state and Referent-attachment treatment of this regime, see Appendix A, A.12.4 and A.12.6.)











	Regime
	Coupling Strength Profile
	Decoherence Time Profile
	Dynamics
	Examples





	Classical
	Low
	Short
	Bayesian updating tracks Truth; errors self-correct rapidly
	Engineering, experimental science, calibrated measurement



	Slow Classical
	Low
	Long
	Bayesian updating tracks Truth but slowly; errors persist without social compounding
	Deep scientific questions, private long-term investment on fundamentals



	Unstable Coupled
	High
	Short
	Coupled dynamics operate but reality interrupts before convergence stabilises
	Bank runs, market flash crashes, short-lived moral panics



	Coupled
	High
	Long
	Coupled dynamics drive convergence to Collective Fixed Point before reality-contact arrives; the Bayesian Mimetic Crisis Principle regime
	Ideology, political polarisation, sustained asset bubbles, scapegoat dynamics





Forward Reference. The analysis in this chapter demonstrates that high‑coupling‑strength combined with long‑decoherence‑time produces the crisis dynamics formalised in the Bayesian Mimetic Crisis Principle, using classical Bayesian reasoning throughout. Chapter 14 develops the formal apparatus (Generalised Probability Theory, non-Boolean event algebras, interference terms) demonstrating that the boundary between the Classical and Coupled regimes is not merely a quantitative shift (more coupling, slower correction) but a qualitative phase transition: above Critical Coupling Strength, the probability space itself changes structure, and certain operations available in classical probability (such as simultaneous joint measurement of status satisfaction and welfare adequacy) become algebraically undefined. In that apparatus doubt is the non-zero Interference Term, and Epistemic Suspension, an operation of the Knowledge Patch, holds the Interference Term above zero against the decoherence that would collapse the Belief-state onto a single Hypothesis (Chapter 14, Section 14.9.3; Appendix A, Section A.5.6). This result provides the formal foundation for why the Knowledge Patch works: it is not merely a psychological intervention but a mathematical operation on the structure of the Belief space itself. These formal results strengthen every conclusion reached in this chapter. They are not required for it.



13.12 Chapter Closing

13.12.1 Establishment Summary

This chapter has established:

Individual Confabulation Cascade: Valid Bayesian updating on endogenously-generated evidence produces directional drift of the Authenticity Belief toward certainty, regardless of actual motivational source. The cascade terminates at a stable Fixed Point resistant to revision.

Collective Convergence: Individual cascades synchronise through social proof, producing population-level Belief shifts that accelerate as they progress. The Collective Fixed Point represents shared certainty about a potentially false Hypothesis.

Bayesian Mimetic Crisis Principle: M-coupled Beliefs compound through the population by a lock-in process that operates identically on accurate and inaccurate Beliefs once Coupling Strength exceeds the Subcriticality Threshold, which is the condition under which the Terminal Phase of the Crisis State Architecture functions as an attractor region in the parameter space. The dynamic is cyclical, with Reset returning the system to the Grounded region, from which drift toward Terminal recommences, until interrupted or until a nuclear-armed iteration triggers the termination condition. The attractor result in the domain where the architecture reaches ground is the Unifying Crisis Principle, derived at Chapter 17, Section 17.2.

Content Independence: The Bayesian architecture is content-agnostic; it processes any scapegoat Hypothesis with identical dynamics. This explains why comparative historical analysis, focused on content similarities across crises, failed to identify the common architecture. Surface variation in crisis content masks deep structural identity in crisis dynamics. The infinite variation in possible scapegoat designations means content-specific prevention is impossible; only architecture-targeted intervention can address the general class of crises.

Coupling Strength (κ) and Decoherence Time (τ) as the two structural parameters governing whether Bayesian updating in a coupled system tracks Truth or system dynamics, with the Domain Matrix classifying epistemic regimes by their Coupling Strength-Decoherence Time profile (Classical, Slow Classical, Unstable Coupled, and Coupled)


	The Coupling Strength-Decoherence Time characterisation of Crisis State Phases: the Grounded Phase as low‑coupling‑strength, short‑decoherence‑time (Classical Domain); progressive drift through rising Coupling Strength and extending Decoherence Time into the Coupled Domain; the Terminal Phase as Coupling Strength-maximal, Decoherence Time-effectively-infinite; catastrophic Reset as the exogenous shock (war, economic collapse, environmental catastrophe, institutional disintegration) that forces Coupling Strength-collapse by physically destroying the endogenous evidence infrastructure; and the nuclear termination condition as the scenario in which catastrophic reconfiguration eliminates the substrate for Coupling Strength-regeneration permanently, which the framework asserts as entailment from the dynamics validated at survivable scales rather than as an observed result.

	The insufficiency of population-level Subcriticality: Population-level Subcriticality is necessary and is not sufficient. Concentrated authority allows M-Captured leadership to impose crisis trajectories faster than population-level correction can operate, and the route requires no movement in the collective posterior at all. The Leadership Compression Principle stating the condition, and the architectural requirements that follow from the Leadership Compression Principle, are derived at Chapter 17, Section 17.7.

	Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary: A unique critical depth of sustained deprivation at the worst-off segment exists at which amplification first outruns correction across the guarded range of collective Belief, so that universal Appetite-floor security is an entailment of Subcriticality Maintenance rather than a commitment adopted alongside it (Section 13.8.4).



Subcriticality Threshold: The parameter space where corrective mechanisms outpace mimetic amplification. Maintaining Subcriticality requires sustained intervention across multiple dimensions: Knowledge Patch distribution, A-floor provision, I-domain protection, visibility governance, and authority distribution.

Robustness: The crisis architecture depends on minimal sufficient conditions (false evidence generation, social amplification, Bayesian incorporation, reflexive constitution) that are more general than AIM’s specific axioms. Falsifying Source Opacity or Confabulation would not dissolve the crisis architecture; it would merely shift the explanatory burden to alternative mechanisms satisfying the same conditions. The architecture is overdetermined, making the threat more robust than any single theoretical framework.

Evidential Asymmetry: The corruption identified here is specific to mimetically-transmitted information. Direct observation, physical measurement, logical inference, and testimony from non-M-influenced sources remain reliable. Rigorous scrutiny applies specifically to socially-transmitted Beliefs amplified by prestige cues, visibility, and social proof.

13.12.2 Axiomatic Recap

This chapter’s conclusions are grounded in:


	Axiom 3 (Source Opacity): Established in Chapter 9: Individuals cannot reliably introspect motivational source after common-currency integration

	Axiom 4 (Confabulation): Established in Chapter 11: the narrative system generates plausible explanations biased toward authentic-sounding attributions

	Standard Bayesian inference: The mathematical framework for rational Belief revision, applied to evidence that is endogenously generated rather than exogenous

	Social proof dynamics: The treatment of others’ expressed Beliefs as evidence, creating reflexive feedback between individual and collective Belief



The principles derived (the Bayesian Mimetic Crisis Principle, the Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary, Content Independence, and Subcriticality) follow deductively from these foundations. The chapter does not introduce new axioms; it demonstrates what the established axioms entail when combined with standard probability theory.

13.12.3 Implications for Intervention

The mathematics that permits crisis also permits prevention. Cascade interruption is achievable through:


	Distributing the Knowledge Patch: Enabling manual Source-tagging by inference so that Confabulated evidence is recognised rather than incorporated

	Securing A-floors: Restoring deliberative capacity by removing survival-level urgency from decision-making

	Protecting I-domains: Providing experiential contrast that enables M-recognition through comparison with genuine I-engagement

	Implementing visibility governance: Reducing social proof intensity by dampening prestige-based transmission and M-amplification infrastructure

	Distributing authority: Preventing single-point M-capture from producing civilisational harm through structural constraints on concentrated power.

	Targeting architecture, not Content: Recognising that Content-specific protection leaves the infinite space of alternative scapegoat designations unaddressed



A structural asymmetry runs through this intervention list. Some of the components target problems that can be genuinely solved; others target a condition that can only be managed. A-floor provision and I-domain protection belong to the first category. A problem solved today is not a problem that exists tomorrow: the population whose A-floors are secured does not face A-driven susceptibility to Confabulated evidence on an ongoing basis, because the structural condition generating that susceptibility has been removed. The population whose I-domains are protected accumulates experiential contrast against M-capture, and that accumulated capacity compounds rather than resets. These are interventions whose returns persist, subject to maintenance of the conditions that produced them.

By contrast, visibility governance, authority distribution, and Knowledge Patch dissemination operate on M-dynamics directly, and M has no natural satiation signal. Their returns are real and necessary, but they must be continuously maintained, because M-driven drift toward the Terminal Phase recommences the moment structural constraint relaxes. The buying-time strategy that follows from this analysis is therefore not uniform across its components: some components solve the contributing problem and hold the solution in place; others provide ongoing deflection against a condition that cannot, by architectural design, be solved. The normative and institutional implications of this asymmetry, including the resource-allocation principles it entails and the priority ordering it generates, are not derived here.

The buying-time strategy accepts that Source Opacity cannot be eliminated, M-dynamics will persist, and drift toward the Terminal Phase remains mathematically possible. But practical Subcriticality is maintainable through continuous effort. The goal is deflection from the Terminal region, not cure, and deflection maintained indefinitely is civilisation-scale success.

13.12.4 Forward Connection

The results established here are taken up as follows. Chapter 8 supplies the mechanisms behind the amplification-rate parameters, and its Section 8.14 derives the Mimetic Premium and the Unidirectional PM Flow Principle, the extraction dynamics that the Value Attribution Asymmetry of this chapter anticipates. Chapter 12 applies those dynamics to money, interest and financial complexity, the domains in which the Bayesian architecture operates on economic Belief. Chapter 14 derives the non-Boolean substrate on which the updating treated here actually runs, and the order effects that follow from it. Chapter 17 develops what the architecture produces in the domain where it reaches ground: the Unifying Crisis Principle at Section 17.2, the apex route and the four architectural requirements that follow from it at Section 17.7, and the race condition at Section 17.17. Chapter 18 develops the intervention this chapter shows to be architecturally possible, including the five-channel Knowledge Patch footprint and what its distribution requires at population scale.

13.12.5 What Would Falsify This?

The claims of this chapter would require significant revision under the conditions set out below, organised by the claim each would disconfirm. Each criterion is Tier 2 or Tier 3: its failure revises the claim it names and leaves the architecture intact. These criteria are not already established by the phenomena this chapter explains; they remain open empirical questions. The architectural falsification surface, including the self-correction of systems below the Subcriticality Threshold, is consolidated at Appendix B, Section B.2.

Falsification of the Individual Confabulation Cascade

Prediction 1.1: Self-reported confidence in motivational self-knowledge should increase with decision-making experience while accuracy (measured behaviourally through revealed preference consistency, choice blindness susceptibility, and audience-removal testing) should not show corresponding improvement.

Falsifying evidence: Systematic positive correlation between decision-making experience and behavioural accuracy in source-identification tasks. If experienced decision-makers reliably distinguish M-driven from A/I-driven choices at rates exceeding chance, the cascade mechanism is disconfirmed. Where the distinction is made by introspection alone, without the framework’s vocabulary, the observation also bears on Source Opacity itself, which Appendix B, Section B.2 carries as its third commitment.

Prediction 1.2: Explanation elaboration should increase along the cascade trajectory: Individuals with longer histories of confident self-explanation should generate more detailed justifications without corresponding accuracy improvement.

Falsifying evidence: No relationship between justification elaboration and cascade progression, or positive correlation between elaboration and accuracy.

Prediction 1.3: Challenges to the “I am authentic” self-model should produce stronger defensive response than challenges to comparably-held specific Beliefs.

Falsifying evidence: Equivalent defensive response to self-model challenges and specific-Belief challenges, or self-model challenges producing less defensiveness (suggesting the self-model is not protected by accumulated Bayesian confidence).

Prediction 1.4: In choice-blindness paradigms (Johansson et al., 2005), confident explanation of choices the participant did not make should be stronger in participants with longer decision-making histories.

Falsifying evidence: Choice-blindness explanation equally confident, or less confident, in participants with longer decision-making histories than in matched participants with shorter ones.

The deficit-irrelevant attribution shift of Section 13.3.4 tests Scalar-Only Delivery, which is Tier 1 and is stated with the third commitment at Appendix B, Section B.2.

Falsification of Collective Convergence

Prediction 2.1: Population-level Belief in scapegoat explanations should show acceleration dynamics: slow initial growth followed by rapid convergence as social proof accumulates.

Falsifying evidence: Linear growth in scapegoat Belief, or deceleration as Belief levels rise. If social proof does not amplify convergence, the collective mechanism is disconfirmed.

Prediction 2.2: Belief homogeneity should increase during crisis progression: the spread of Authenticity Belief across Individuals should narrow as the population approaches unanimity.

Falsifying evidence: Maintained or increasing variance during crisis progression. If Individual Beliefs do not synchronise through social proof, the convergence mechanism requires revision.

Prediction 2.3: Introducing heterogeneous information sources should slow convergence by providing counterevidence that reduces social proof unanimity.

Falsifying evidence: No effect of information heterogeneity on convergence rate, or heterogeneity accelerating convergence.

Falsification of the Bayesian Mimetic Crisis Principle

Prediction 3.1: Historical crises should exhibit parameter trajectories consistent with the predicted Crisis State Phase transitions.

Falsifying evidence: Systematic deviation from the predicted Phase pattern, with crises that skip Phases, reverse Phase transitions, or progress through an unrecognised sequence. Isolated exceptions are expected (the model is probabilistic), but systematic deviation would disconfirm the Phase account of the Crisis State Architecture and leave the architecture intact.

Prediction 3.2: Societies with stronger institutional buffering (A-floors, I-domains, distributed authority, visibility governance) should show lower probability of Terminal Phase progression and slower cascade velocity when crises occur.

Falsifying evidence: No correlation between institutional buffering and crisis progression, or buffered societies showing faster cascade dynamics.

Prediction 3.3: Intervention effectiveness should decrease monotonically with Phase progression, with early interventions producing larger effect sizes than late interventions.

Falsifying evidence: Phase-independent intervention effectiveness, or late interventions outperforming early interventions.

Falsification of Content Independence

Prediction 4.1: Crisis dynamics should be structurally identical across different scapegoat Contents: cascade velocity, convergence patterns, and Phase progression should not vary systematically with the identity of the designated group.

Falsifying evidence: Systematic variation in crisis dynamics correlated with scapegoat Content rather than structural parameters. If crises targeting Group A consistently progress faster than crises targeting Group B, controlling for structural parameters, Content-independence is disconfirmed.

Prediction 4.2: Content-specific interventions should fail to prevent crises with different content. “Never again” campaigns focused on specific historical atrocities should not reduce crisis probability for novel scapegoat designations.

Falsifying evidence: Content-specific interventions providing general protection against all crisis variants. If anti-Semitism education reduces probability of crises targeting immigrants, Muslims, or other groups, the content-independence claim requires revision.

Prediction 4.3: Novel scapegoat designations should emerge unpredictably from past Content but predictably from structural conditions. Societies with high amplification rates and low corrective rates should generate crises regardless of which specific group is designated.

Falsifying evidence: Scapegoat Content predictable from prior Content history, or structural conditions failing to predict crisis emergence regardless of Content.

Falsification of the Insufficiency of Population-Level Subcriticality

Prediction 5.1: Threshold-crossing in concentrated-authority systems should occur through leadership capture rather than population consensus: crisis imposition should precede majority population endorsement.

Falsifying evidence: Systematic pattern of crisis imposition following (rather than preceding) population-level consensus. If populations must reach near-unanimity before leadership can impose crisis, the compression mechanism is disconfirmed.

Prediction 5.2: Crisis velocity should correlate positively with authority concentration: more concentrated systems should show faster progression from trigger event to catastrophic outcome.

Falsifying evidence: No correlation between authority concentration and crisis velocity, or distributed systems showing faster crisis progression.

Falsification of the Subcriticality Framework

Self-correction below the Subcriticality Threshold is Tier 1 and is stated with the fifth commitment at Appendix B, Section B.2.

Prediction 6.1: The Knowledge Patch (Two-Question Diagnostic + Presumption Against Scapegoating) should reduce individual susceptibility to cascade dynamics, measurable through reduced confidence updating on Confabulated evidence.

Falsifying evidence: No effect of Knowledge Patch acquisition on updating behaviour, or Patch acquisition increasing susceptibility.

Prediction 6.2: A-floor provision should reduce cascade velocity by restoring deliberative capacity.

Falsifying evidence: No relationship between A-security and cascade velocity, or A-security accelerating cascades.

Falsification of the Robustness Claim

The criteria below are Tier 3: each concerns which mechanisms satisfy the minimal conditions of Section 13.9 in actual populations, and its failure revises the Robustness claim and leaves the architecture intact. The dependence of crisis dynamics on the coupling conditions is Tier 1 and is stated with the fifth commitment at Appendix B, Section B.2.

Prediction 7.1: Crisis dynamics should be observable across diverse cultural and historical contexts, consistent with the claim that the architecture is overdetermined by multiple mechanisms satisfying the minimal conditions.

Falsifying evidence: Crisis dynamics systematically absent in contexts where AIM-specific mechanisms (Source Opacity, Confabulation) are inoperative but alternative mechanisms (motivated reasoning, information corruption) remain present. This would suggest the crisis architecture depends specifically on AIM axioms rather than on the minimal conditions.

Prediction 7.2: Interventions targeting different Condition 1 mechanisms should show effectiveness proportionate to the operative mechanism in each context: Knowledge Patch effective where Source Opacity dominates, platform accountability effective where information environment corruption dominates.

Falsifying evidence: Intervention effectiveness uncorrelated with mechanism diagnosis, suggesting either the mechanism diagnosis is incorrect or the intervention theory is flawed.

Prediction 7.3: The four minimal conditions should be empirically identifiable across crisis cases: false evidence generation, amplification, Bayesian incorporation, and reflexive constitution should all be present in documented crisis trajectories.

Falsifying evidence: Crisis trajectories where false evidence generation, Bayesian incorporation or reflexive constitution is demonstrably absent. If crises occur without reflexive constitution, the minimal conditions framework requires revision. A crisis arising without social transmission amplification would instead disconfirm the coupling condition, which is Tier 1 and stated with the fifth commitment at Appendix B, Section B.2.

Comparative Framework Falsification

Beyond specific predictions, the framework should be evaluated comparatively. The relevant question is not “does AIM perfectly predict all cases?” but “does AIM outperform competing frameworks in explanatory and predictive power?”

Comparative prediction: AIM should outperform undifferentiated preference models in explaining:


	Apex dysfunction (persistent dissatisfaction at maximum preference-satisfaction)

	Confidence-accuracy divergence (high confidence with low accuracy in self-assessment)

	Crisis trajectory regularity (repeated historical pattern of scapegoat convergence and sacrificial violence)

	Intervention effectiveness patterns (early intervention outperforming late intervention)

	Content independence (identical dynamics across varied scapegoat designations)



Falsifying evidence: Undifferentiated preference models providing equivalent or superior explanatory coverage with fewer theoretical commitments. If preference-collapse economics can explain these phenomena without the three-source taxonomy, Source Opacity, and the Confabulation mechanism, parsimony favours the simpler account. The criterion is Tier 3: its failure falsifies the claim that the AIM Framework is the more parsimonious account of these phenomena, and leaves the architecture intact.

Coupling Strength-Decoherence Time Predictions

The introduction of Coupling Strength and Decoherence Time as named parameters generates additional falsifiable predictions beyond those stated above for the Individual Confabulation Cascade, Collective Convergence, the Bayesian Mimetic Crisis Principle and Content Independence:


	coupling‑strength gradient prediction: Domains with higher measured Coupling Strength (operationalised through order-effect experiments, as specified at Chapter 14, Section 14.1) should exhibit faster cascade velocity, higher Collective Fixed Point stability, and greater resistance to corrective intervention than domains with lower Coupling Strength, controlling for Decoherence Time. Systematic failure of this prediction would disconfirm the claim that Coupling Strength governs cascade dynamics.


	Decoherence Time-gradient prediction: Within domains of comparable Coupling Strength, systems with longer Decoherence Time (greater buffering capacity relative to extraction rate) should exhibit longer persistence of false consensus and more severe eventual correction (the Seneca Asymmetry) than systems with shorter Decoherence Time. Bank runs (high‑coupling‑strength, short‑decoherence‑time) should produce intense but self-limiting crises; ideological polarisation (high‑coupling‑strength, long‑decoherence‑time) should produce slower-building but more deeply entrenched crises. Systematic failure of this pattern would disconfirm the Decoherence Time parameter’s role.


	Domain Matrix classification: It should be possible to classify real-world epistemic domains into the four quadrants of the Domain Matrix using independent measurements of Coupling Strength and Decoherence Time, and the classified domains should exhibit the dynamics predicted for their quadrant. A domain classified as Coupled (high‑coupling‑strength, long‑decoherence‑time) that consistently exhibits Classical dynamics (rapid self-correction, truth-tracking convergence) would disconfirm the classification framework.


	Intervention-parameter mapping: Interventions that demonstrably reduce Coupling Strength (such as blinded evaluation procedures, audience removal, or Knowledge Patch distribution) should produce measurable reductions in cascade velocity and Fixed Point stability. Interventions that demonstrably shorten Decoherence Time (such as A-floor provision, transparency reforms, or buffer-capacity limits) should produce earlier and less severe correction cycles. Interventions that reduce Coupling Strength without shortening Decoherence Time, or shorten Decoherence Time without reducing Coupling Strength, should produce the partial effects predicted by their parameter-specific mechanism, not the full effects of simultaneous coupling‑strength reduction and Decoherence Time-shortening.




13.12.6 The Stakes

The nuclear termination condition makes this analysis practically urgent. Previous iterations of the crisis dynamic, however catastrophic, permitted recovery and learning. The current iteration, with nuclear-armed states exhibiting Crisis State indicators consistent with drift toward Terminal, may not permit recovery if it reaches the Terminal Phase with sufficient intensity, and because that failure is unrecoverable the framework treats the entailment as action-guiding at a confidence it would not warrant for a recoverable one. The buying-time strategy is not abstract future planning; it is immediate civilisational necessity.

This analysis is offered because it appears correct, not because its implications are comfortable. It is submitted to the reader for verification: the predictions are testable and the historical record is available to test them against. And it is submitted under the Precautionary Asymmetry: because understating a terminal-stakes risk is the error that cannot be recovered from, an analysis of the Terminal Phase that appears correct is to be acted on, not deferred pending a civilisational-scale test that the stakes themselves make unavailable. The mathematics that permits crisis is identical to the mathematics that permits prevention. Subcriticality is maintainable. Hopelessness is warranted only for a catastrophe already completed, and only because no Individual remains who can still limit the damage or rebuild. Short of that, the trajectory can still be deflected. Nuclear weapons are the case in which the survival of those Individuals cannot be assumed.



The chapter treats the fast loop, the slow Bayesian loop and the network coupling as three quantities that add together. Adding them is a good enough guide for institutional design while the three stay weakly connected, and it is what makes the five channels separately actionable. It is an approximation. Where the loops are strongly connected they have to be assessed as one system rather than as three, because a combination can be unstable in ways none of the three predicts on its own, and Appendix A.5.7.4 carries that exact treatment. How large the connecting terms actually are is not yet known, and finding out means measuring two things across a real population: who treats whom as a source of evidence, and who can see whose behaviour. The Subcriticality Threshold introduced at Section 13.8 is the same threshold the appendix reaches as the Total Stability Condition, and the Critical Coupling Strength is a property of that whole network rather than of any one person or any single link within it.
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Chapter 14: Quantum Epistemology

Why Order Effects in Cognition Force a General Probability Theory of Belief, and Why Evidence from Other Individuals Must Be Held Under Doubt

Chapter Opening

This chapter establishes that human Belief dynamics, at intrapersonal, dyadic, and network scales, require generalised probability theory rather than classical Kolmogorov probability, and that this requirement entails a procedural rule of doubt for every piece of evidence whose provenance has not been independently traced. The chapter draws on Common-Currency Integration and Source Opacity established in Chapter 9 (Neural Integration and Source Opacity), the Confabulation architecture established in Chapter 11 (Confabulation, Projection, and the Scapegoat Mechanism), and the Bayesian Belief Dynamics established in Chapter 13 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics). It draws principally on Axiom 2 (Common-Currency Integration), Axiom 3 (Source Opacity), Axiom 4 (Confabulation), Axiom 7 (Preconscious Transmission), Axiom 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics), and Axiom 9 (Agent-Based Causal Default). Within the chapter body, nineteen named results are derived from those premises: the H2-to-H3 Hypothesis Space Expansion, the Confabulation Priority Principle, the Self-Coupling Permanence Principle, Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, the Predictive Superposition Principle, Referent Foreclosure, the Aesthetic Drift Principle, the Induced-Decoherence Test, Referent Abandonment, Contactless Updating, the Standing Test, the Heuristic, Culture, the Diversity Referent, the Hardness–Referent Matrix, the Bubble-and-Foam Model of Belief-domains, the Boundary-Hardening Principle, and the Constructed-Belief Entailment. The chapter closes with the Provenance Rule, which states that evidence received from another Individual is to be held below certainty until its provenance is traced to a replicable test against physical reality.

The chapter proceeds in eleven sections. Section 14.1 establishes the empirical phenomenon of order effects in human judgment. Section 14.2 sets out why order effects call for a non-Boolean substrate and why the chapter models them with generalised probability. Section 14.3 derives the H2-to-H3 expansion of the Hypothesis Space. Section 14.4 identifies the architectural cause of order effects in Source Opacity and Common-Currency Integration. Section 14.5 derives the Self-Coupling Permanence Principle. Section 14.6 extends the analysis from one Individual to two. Section 14.7 derives Coupling Strength and Decoherence Time. Section 14.8 derives the Decoherence Trichotomy, the Predictive Superposition Principle, the Aesthetic Drift Principle, the Hardness–Referent Matrix, the Bubble-and-Foam Model of Belief-domains, the Boundary-Hardening Principle, the Belief-Conditioned Status Estimate with the low-pass condensation of Status, and the Interactional Confirmation Loop. Section 14.9 establishes why Bayes’ theorem never starts from zero and why order effects arise from the state-dependence of assigned evidential force rather than from conditionalisation, which by itself commutes. Section 14.10 states the Provenance Rule and the limits of consensus, and derives the fidelity bound and the identifiability result for judgements of other Individuals. Section 14.11 connects the chapter to the normative programme. A chapter appendix contains the formal mathematical derivations.

Position Statement

This chapter establishes that order effects in human Belief-updating are most naturally and parsimoniously modelled by a general (quantum) probability theory of Belief rather than by classical Bayesian probability, and that evidence acquired from other Individuals must therefore be held under doubt. It formalises Coupling Strength and Decoherence Time and shows the conditions under which coupled Belief systems converge toward certainty without tracking Truth.

Dependency Statement

This chapter requires prior understanding of the common-currency integration architecture and Source Opacity (Chapters 4 and 9), the component-function localisations of Chapter 4, Section 4.4.12, Mimetic Desire and Preconscious Transmission (Chapter 8), the Salience-Status Identity (Status is Salience aggregated across observers and averaged over time, derived at Chapter 8, Section 8.1.4), and the Bayesian Belief dynamics and Confabulation Cascade established in Chapter 13. Its formal derivations are given in the chapter’s own Appendix 14A and in Appendix A.

Derivation Preview

The chapter draws on Bayesian Belief Dynamics (Axiom 8), Common-Currency Integration and Source Opacity (Axioms 2 and 3), and Preconscious Transmission (Axiom 7). From these it derives, for import by later chapters, the non-Boolean substrate of Belief, Coupling Strength (κ) and Decoherence Time (τ), the Critical-Coupling Fold, the Provenance Rule and the Endogenous-Evidence Condition, the Hardness–Referent Matrix and the Boundary-Hardening Principle, Referent Foreclosure, and the result that rational updating in coupled systems converges toward certainty without tracking Truth. The formal apparatus is given in Appendix 14A and Appendix A.

Chapter Preview

The chapter opens with the order effect in a single Individual (Section 14.1) and shows why they call for a non-Boolean substrate (14.2). It develops the non-Boolean substrate of Belief and why sequential evaluations cannot commute (14.3–14.4), introduces interpersonal coupling and the non-commutativity it adds (14.6), and derives the conditions under which coupled Belief systems converge toward false certainty. It closes by showing why Bayesian updating never starts from zero and why order effects arise from the state-dependence of assigned evidential force rather than from conditionalisation, which by itself commutes (14.9), with the formal treatment in Appendix 14A.

14.1 - The Order Effect in a Single Individual

Take two Individuals, sit them at separate desks, and hand each of them the same two pieces of information about a third Individual, call her C. Tell the first Individual about C’s record of generosity, then her record of broken promises. Tell the second Individual about her broken promises, then her generosity. Ask both to estimate the probability that C is trustworthy. The two estimates will not match. They will not match even when the information is identical, the Individuals are matched on intelligence and prior knowledge, and the gap between the two pieces of information is held constant. The order in which the information arrived has changed the answer.

This is not a quirk of careless reasoning. It is a robust experimental finding, replicated across decades of cognitive science, and it has a precise mathematical signature. In ordinary arithmetic and in classical probability theory, the Kolmogorov framework that almost every working scientist learned at university, order does not matter. Two plus three equals three plus two. The probability of “rain and then cold” equals the probability of “cold and then rain”. This property, called commutativity, is built into the Boolean algebra on which classical probability rests. Human cognition does not respect it.

14.1.1 The Clinton-Gore Experiment

The canonical demonstration of the order effect comes from a study by Wang, Solloway, Shiffrin, and Busemeyer (2014), reported in their paper “Context Effects Produced by Question Orders Reveal Quantum Nature of Human Judgments”. Participants were asked two questions in succession. Half of the participants were asked first whether Bill Clinton was honest, and then whether Al Gore was honest. The other half were asked the same two questions in the reversed order, Gore first, then Clinton. Each participant answered alone and had no access to any other participant’s response, so the effect is obtained with the channel between participants closed. The aggregate probabilities differed systematically depending on the order in which the questions were asked. When Clinton was evaluated first, the subsequent probability of judging Gore honest shifted in one direction. When Gore was evaluated first, the subsequent probability of judging Clinton honest shifted in the opposite direction. The difference is large enough to detect with modest sample sizes and has been replicated across hundreds of studies on a wide range of judgment domains.

The study established more than a single experimental finding. Wang and colleagues showed that the order effects observed across a large family of cognitive tasks satisfy a precise mathematical equality, called the QQ-equality, which is predicted by generalised probability theory but not by classical probability theory (Janotta and Hinrichs, 2014). The QQ-equality holds across politics, social judgment, perception, memory retrieval, and clinical diagnosis. It holds across cultures and educational backgrounds. It holds whether the questions are asked verbally or in writing, on paper or on a screen. The empirical regularity is not a curiosity. It is one of the most robust findings in cognitive science.

14.1.2 A Worked Numerical Illustration

Consider a simplified version of the trustworthy-C scenario. Suppose the two pieces of evidence each shift the posterior probability of trustworthiness by an amount that depends on the current Belief state. Let the first Individual begin with a prior probability of trustworthiness of 0.5. After hearing about C’s record of generosity, the posterior moves to 0.7. After hearing about her broken promises, the posterior moves to 0.4. The final answer is 0.4. The second Individual also begins with a prior of 0.5. After hearing about the broken promises, the posterior moves to 0.3. After hearing about the generosity, the posterior moves to 0.55. The final answer is 0.55. Identical evidence, identical priors, different orders, different posteriors.

In classical Kolmogorov probability (Kolmogorov, 1933), this cannot happen. The probability of A and B occurring together is, by definition, equal to the probability of B and A occurring together. The law of total probability, which is a theorem of the Kolmogorov framework rather than an additional assumption, requires that evidence updating commute when the underlying probabilities are well defined. The arithmetic above produces a violation of commutativity, and the violation is not a calculation error. It is a structural feature of the way human Decision Hubs process sequential evidence.

14.1.3 Why “Quantum”

The cognitive science community that documented this fact gave it a name, “quantum cognition”, and supplied a mathematical framework adequate to model it, the Hilbert-space formalism of generalised probability theory (Pothos and Busemeyer, 2009; Busemeyer and Bruza, 2012; Aerts, Sozzo, and Veloz, 2015). The name is unfortunate because it tempts the reader into thinking that brains are doing quantum mechanics. They are not. There are no entangled electrons in the prefrontal cortex doing the work. The claim is purely mathematical: the probability theory required to model the order in which Beliefs update inside an Individual’s head has the algebraic structure of quantum probability rather than classical probability. The structure follows from the architecture of the Decision Hub, not from the physics of its neurons.

What a mathematical formalism describes and what it is borrowed from are two different things. Hilbert spaces and projection operators were developed in the early twentieth century to describe physical phenomena at the atomic scale. They turned out to be the natural mathematical objects for any system whose measurements do not commute, regardless of whether the system is physical, biological, or cognitive. The use of Hilbert-space methods in cognitive science is a borrowing of the mathematics, not a claim about the underlying physics. This chapter follows that usage. When the text says that human Belief dynamics are “quantum”, it means that they require a non-Boolean, non-commutative probability theory of the type Hilbert spaces describe. It does not mean that brains are quantum computers.

This vocabulary is easily misread. The terms this chapter borrows (superposition, interference, decoherence, non-commutativity) are not claims that the brain is a quantum-mechanical device, that neurons exploit quantum coherence, or that the mind reaches into the physics of the very small. They are terms in a more general mathematics, of which quantum mechanics is one specialised instance and the Belief dynamics described here are another. That general mathematics is non-classical probability theory: the family of probability models in which events need not form a Boolean algebra, in which observables need not commute, and in which the order in which questions are asked can change the answers obtained. Quantum mechanics is the most famous member of this family, but it is not the family itself. It adds a great deal that the present account neither needs nor claims: a state space built over the complex numbers, the Born rule as the unique law assigning probabilities to measurements, time-evolution governed by the Schrödinger equation, the physical constants of the microscopic world, and entanglement between separated systems. None of these physical commitments is asserted of Belief.

What the two cases share is structural, and the sharing is partial. Superposition, the holding of incompatible Hypotheses at once before resolution, carries across. Interference between those Hypotheses carries across, and is named in this work as the Interference Term. Order and context effects carry across, and are the deepest of the correspondences, because they are the formal signature that distinguishes a non-classical probability model from a classical one. The physical apparatus of quantum mechanics does not carry across, and is not invoked. The relationship is one of shared genus and different species: Belief dynamics and quantum mechanics are two members of one probability family, related by isomorphism of certain structures, not by identity of their objects. Where this chapter says a Belief state “decoheres,” it means a precise thing in generalised probability (the collapse of a superposition onto a dominant outcome as the interference term goes to zero), and it means nothing about the physics of measurement beyond that structural parallel.

The carrying-across of superposition has a consequence at the scale of the whole Belief store. An Individual holds an enormous number of Hypotheses at once, and a great many of them are pairwise incompatible. On a classical account this is a defect demanding repair, because a Boolean store cannot contain a proposition and its negation without collapsing into contradiction. On the present account it is the expected resting state. Incompatible Hypotheses are held in superposition, not in a resolved joint assignment, and a contradiction between two of them is generated only by a decoherence event: an occasion that brings the two into a common measurement context and forces them to resolve against each other. Absent that event, no contradiction is computed, because the joint distribution over the pair was never formed.

In every such case the indeterminacy lies in the Individual’s access, not in the world: the state of affairs is determinately settled, and what is unresolved is only whether the Individual has undergone the event that would deliver that settlement to them. The contradiction is therefore not merely undetected; it is unconstituted. It does not exist as a contradiction until a measurement pairs the Hypotheses, and the number of pairings any life actually forces is vanishingly small beside the number of pairs an Individual holds. The great majority of incompatibilities are accordingly never resolved, because the decoherence event that would resolve them never occurs. This is why the range of Beliefs a person can simultaneously sustain is, for practical purposes, unbounded: not because people are content to hold contradictions they recognise, but because the collisions that would constitute those contradictions overwhelmingly do not happen. That result is the Unresolved Plurality Principle.

Two conditions underwrite the result. Most Hypothesis-pairs are simply never measured jointly, which supplies the scale of the effect. And some pairs are genuinely non-commuting, so that no simultaneous sharp joint assignment exists even in principle and the pair resolves differently according to the order in which it is questioned, which is what makes the result a non-classical one rather than a remark about incomplete record-keeping. The Unresolved Plurality Principle and Coupling Strength address different questions and do not overlap: Coupling Strength governs the direction in which a decoherence event resolves a Hypothesis, while the Unresolved Plurality Principle governs whether a decoherence event reaches a given pair at all. The first explains why a resolved Belief may be false; the second explains why unresolved Beliefs may be many and mutually inconsistent without strain.

A simple example makes the mechanism concrete without importing anything about physical systems. Someone tosses a coin, catches it, and covers it with their hand before either of them has seen which face is up. At that moment the coin is determinately one way (heads or tails) and the world has already ruled; nothing about the outcome is unsettled. What is unsettled is only the observer’s access to it. Until the hand is lifted, the Individual holds two incompatible Hypotheses, heads and tails, at once. They are not tolerating a contradiction, because no contradiction has been formed: the two Hypotheses have not been brought into a common measurement context, so the joint assignment over them does not yet exist. Lifting the hand is the decoherence event. It pairs the Hypotheses, forces them to resolve against each other, and delivers to the observer a determinate answer that was already settled in the world at the moment of the catch.

The example generalises by inverting its familiar form. The covered coin is the unusual case, because the hand is eventually lifted. The overwhelming majority of the incompatible Hypothesis-pairs an Individual holds are coins that were caught and covered and then never revealed: the face is settled, but no one ever lifts the hand, no decoherence event ever fires, and the two outcomes remain held for the whole of a life. An Individual’s Belief space is not one covered coin but countless covered coins, almost none of which are ever revealed, which is why the range of incompatible Beliefs a person can sustain at once is, for practical purposes, without limit.

14.2 - Why We Model Order Effects on a Non-Boolean Substrate

The order in which evidence or questions arrive changes the Belief an Individual reaches, robustly and reproducibly, as decades of cognitive measurement have established. That order effect is the empirical fixed point of this chapter, and any adequate account of human Belief must reproduce it. The question this section settles is not whether order effects are real, which is not in dispute, but what kind of probability theory models them, and in precisely what sense the classical framework falls short. The reader often suspects that order effects can be captured in classical probability with sufficient ingenuity. In one sense that suspicion is right and in another it is wrong.

14.2.1 Commutativity in Plain Terms

Commutativity is the property that the order of two operations does not affect the result. Two plus three equals three plus two. The probability of rolling a six and then a four on two dice equals the probability of rolling a four and then a six, because the dice are independent. In classical probability, when we ask for the probability of two events occurring together, we are asking for the probability of their conjunction, and the conjunction is symmetric: A and B equals B and A.

Boolean algebra, the mathematical structure underlying classical logic and classical probability, is defined by a small number of axioms. Two of those axioms require that conjunction and disjunction are order-independent and that conjunction distributes over disjunction. Together, these axioms force every probability that can be expressed in the framework to be order-independent at the level of conjunction. Any system whose measurements satisfy these axioms is, by definition, modellable in classical probability. Any system whose measurements do not satisfy them requires a different mathematical substrate.

14.2.2 What the Static Classical Model Cannot Do, and What a Classical Model Can Do Only by Importing Structure

Take the classical framework in its plain form: a single probability space, with order-independent conjunction, whose state is not altered by the act of asking a question. Such a model cannot produce order effects, and the reason is a theorem rather than a shortfall of modelling effort. The Law of Total Probability, which states that the probability of an event equals the sum, across mutually exclusive intermediate events, of its joint probability with each, is a theorem of Kolmogorov probability, following from countable additivity and the definition of conditional probability, not an assumption that can be relaxed.

In any system that satisfies it, the order in which evidence arrives cannot change the marginal probability of the final Hypothesis summed over intermediate states, and order effects violate exactly this. So the static classical model does not merely fit the data poorly; it cannot represent the phenomenon at all, which is why order effects cannot be dismissed as a modelling detail.

It does not follow that no model built from classical probability can reproduce order effects. One can be built, but only by adding structure: by letting the act of questioning update the state, so that the second measurement operates on a state the first has already changed, or by indexing the sample space to the order of presentation, a distinct classical space for each order. Both devices work, and both import, in classical dress, precisely the feature that marks the non-classical case, that measurements do not commute and that questioning is itself a state-changing operation. The real choice is therefore not between a framework that can model order effects and one that cannot. It is between a representation in which non-commutativity and measurement-disturbance are native and predictive in advance, and one in which they must be reintroduced by hand, case by case, after the effect to be explained is already in view.

14.2.3 Why This Chapter Uses Generalised Probability

This chapter adopts the non-Boolean representation, the lattice of projection operators on a Hilbert space that is the substrate of generalised (quantum) probability, and it does so for reasons of modelling adequacy rather than metaphysical necessity. Three reasons carry the choice. First, the representation makes non-commutativity, and the disturbance of a Belief-state by its own measurement, primitive rather than bolted on, so that the order effect is a prediction of the framework rather than a parameter fitted to it; the parameter-free invariants that generalised probability predicts across question orders, and which the empirical record has borne out, are the sharp form of this advantage. Second, it is parsimonious: one structure yields the whole family of order, context, and interference effects that a classical model accommodates only one addition at a time. Third, and decisively for this treatise, the non-commutativity the formalism represents is not merely fitted to the data but is entailed by the architecture derived in Section 14.4, where Source Opacity and Common-Currency Integration are shown to force sequential Belief measurements that do not commute. The formalism is the language in which that architectural entailment is stated and carried forward into the coupled dynamics of the later sections.

Nothing that follows depends on the stronger claim that classical probability is incapable in principle. What the argument requires is only that the substrate be non-commutative, which the empirical order effects establish and which Section 14.4 derives from the architecture. A different mathematics that reproduced the same order effects, the same architectural entailment, and the same downstream dynamics would be welcome; it would be a re-description of the same structure, and the results of this chapter, which turn on the structure rather than on its notation, would carry over to it unchanged. The name Quantum Epistemology reflects the language that made the model tractable, not a claim that Belief is physically quantum, exactly as Section 14.1.3 sets out. For Belief revision, the standard convergence theorems of classical Bayesian epistemology, which prove that posteriors converge to Truth under sufficient independent evidence, hold only in the approximately Boolean limit, and that limit is the exception rather than the rule in coupled cognitive systems.

14.3 - The Hypothesis Space, the Vocabulary Gap, and the H2-to-H3 Expansion

Section 14.2 established that human cognition operates in a non-Boolean substrate. The natural next question is: what dimensionality must that substrate have for AIM’s results to follow? The answer is given by the structure of the Hypothesis Space within which a Bayesian reasoner is operating, and by what Hypotheses that space can and cannot represent.

14.3.1 The Hypothesis Space as a Vector Space

In generalised probability theory, a Hypothesis Space is a vector space whose dimensions correspond to the distinguishable Hypotheses the system can represent. A Belief state is a unit vector in this space. The probability that the system assigns to any given Hypothesis is the squared projection of the Belief state onto the basis vector corresponding to that Hypothesis. This is the Born rule, borrowed from quantum mechanics for the same algebraic reasons described in Section 14.1.3.

A Hypothesis that has no basis vector in the Hypothesis Space is not merely improbable. It is unrepresentable. The system cannot assign it a probability at all, because the vector that would carry that probability does not exist. No amount of evidence can update a probability that is not defined. A Bayesian update on a Hypothesis with zero prior probability returns zero posterior probability, because Bayes’ theorem multiplies the prior by the likelihood ratio, and zero times any finite number is zero.

The limit is on updating, not on construction, and the two are distinct operations. Bayesian Updating redistributes probability mass across the basis vectors a space already carries, and cannot reach beyond them, which is why evidence alone never recovers an unrepresented Hypothesis however much of it arrives. Construction is the operation that adds a basis vector, and it is what Imagination performs: recruited by an open question, one the world presents or one the Individual sets, it assembles a candidate from Knowledge held in the Memory Store and delivers it into the space, where updating can then act on it. Construction carries its own bound, and it is a different bound. A Hypothesis whose constituent Knowledge is absent from the Memory Store cannot be assembled at all. An unrepresented Hypothesis is therefore not permanently beyond reach. It is beyond the reach of evidence, and within the reach of construction exactly so far as the Memory Store already holds what it would be made of.

14.3.2 The Pre-AIM Hypothesis Space - H2

Before AIM, the dominant explanatory frameworks of human motivation operated on a two-dimensional Hypothesis Space spanned by two basis vectors, corresponding to Appetites (A) and Intrinsic Motivation (I), or to rough functional analogues of those two categories. The terminology varied across disciplines: bodily-need and authentic-preference in folk psychology, extrinsic and intrinsic in Self-Determination Theory, want and value in moral psychology, and demand and preference in economics. The two-band resolution was the same in each case. The basis vectors differed in their precise definitions, but their number was always two.

This two-dimensional Hypothesis Space is what AIM calls H2. Within H2, every observed motivational state must be assigned to A, to I, or to a mixture of the two. There are only two basis vectors available. The Hypothesis “I want this because I preconsciously acquired this desire through observation of Models” has no representation in H2. It is not a low-probability Hypothesis within H2. It is orthogonal to every basis vector that H2 contains. Mimetic Desire is not invisible because it is rare. It is invisible because the space within which civilisation searched for explanations did not contain the dimension that would have made it visible.

14.3.3 The Role of Axiom 9 - Agent-Based Causal Default

The Hypothesis Space available to a Bayesian reasoner is shaped by their causal-attribution defaults. Axiom 9 of the AIM Framework, the Agent-Based Causal Default, establishes that the human cognitive system, under uncertainty, defaults to agent-based causal explanations rather than to structural or architectural ones. When ambiguous data arrive, the Decision Hub asks “who did this?” before it asks “what process produced this?”. The default is evolutionarily ancient, deeply embedded in the cognitive architecture, and operates preconsciously.

In the absence of an M basis vector, ambiguous motivational data are routed toward agent-attribution within H2. The desire is attributed to the Individual’s own A (a bodily need), to the Individual’s own I (an authentic preference), to another Individual’s malice (the desire was implanted by a manipulator), or to another Individual’s virtue (the desire was inherited from a wise teacher). The desire is never attributed to a preconscious mimetic transmission process operating without an identifiable author, because that Hypothesis is not representable within H2 and because Axiom 9 routes the ambiguity toward the nearest agent-based explanation rather than toward a structural one.

Axiom 9 therefore explains two phenomena simultaneously. It explains why H2 felt complete to pre-AIM thinkers: every desire could be assigned, by agent-based attribution, to one of the available basis vectors, and the result felt phenomenologically adequate. It also explains why the predicted output of H2 under uncertainty is scapegoating rather than structural diagnosis: when an Individual’s own A and I cannot account for a desire, the agent-based default routes the explanation toward the malice or virtue of another Individual, which is the architectural mechanism of the Scapegoat Mechanism described in Chapter 11.

14.3.4 Type I Exclusion as Hilbert Collapse

Type I Exclusion is the domain-general epistemic condition in which the true Hypothesis is orthogonal to the reasoner’s representable Hypothesis Space. Type I Exclusion is a result in generalised Bayesian epistemology that applies to any epistemic system operating on a restricted Hypothesis Space, regardless of the content of the system’s Beliefs. The Vocabulary Gap, which AIM also calls the Hilbert Collapse, is the AIM-specific instance of Type I Exclusion: civilisation searched for explanations of human behaviour in a Hypothesis Space that did not contain the dimension corresponding to M, making the M-Hypothesis not merely unlikely but literally unformulable within the available framework.

The phenomenology of Type I Exclusion is distinctive. Individuals operating within an exclusion-affected Hypothesis Space do not experience a gap. They do not feel that something is missing from their explanatory framework. The available basis vectors are stretched to cover all observed phenomena, and the resulting categorisation feels complete. The Individual experiencing M-driven status anxiety does not experience a gap where the M-category should be. They feel threatened, and they categorise this feeling perfectly adequately within their available motivational categories: survival-threat, personal-values-under-attack, harm-from-an-enemy. The phenomenology of completeness, the absence of any felt gap, is itself a product of the vocabulary constraint.

Source-Attribution Confabulation is the sub-case of Confabulation, the genus being any sincere but wrong Belief, in which the Decision Hub forms a sincere but wrong Hypothesis about the source of an M-driven desire within H2. The Decision Hub assigns the desire, by agent-based default, to the available A or I basis vectors and generates a sincere narrative consistent with that assignment. The narrative is not a lie. It is the best explanation that the available Hypothesis Space can produce, and the Individual generating it has no access to the underlying source-tag because Source Opacity has destroyed it during Common-Currency Integration. So understood, this sub-case is not a cognitive failure. It is the correct output of a Bayesian inference procedure operating on a Hypothesis Space that lacks the basis vector corresponding to the true Hypothesis, classified as a Confabulation solely because the Belief it yields is sincere and wrong.

14.3.5 The Berlin-Kay Parallel as Independent Evidence

Independent evidence from a non-motivational domain shows that the mechanism is general. In 1969, Brent Berlin and Paul Kay published “Basic Color Terms: Their Universality and Evolution”, demonstrating that basic colour terms evolve across languages in a near-universal sequence, and that populations whose languages lack a distinct term for a colour show reduced perceptual discrimination of that colour, despite identical retinal physiology.

The Himba people of Namibia, whose language has no distinct term separating blue from green, show significantly slower and less accurate discrimination of blue from green stimuli compared to English speakers, while showing superior discrimination of green sub-categories that their language distinguishes but English does not. The wavelengths were always there. The retinal cones were always there. The perceptual discrimination was vocabulary-dependent.

Homer’s “wine-dark sea” is the canonical historical example. In the Iliad and the Odyssey, the sea is described as wine-coloured, the sky is described as bronze or iron, and the colour blue is categorically absent from the vocabulary. The dominant scholarly interpretation is not that ancient retinas differed from modern ones. The interpretation, substantiated by Berlin-Kay and elaborated by Deutscher (2010) in “Through the Language Glass”, is that without a distinct lexical category for blue, the perceptual system collapsed blue wavelengths into adjacent categories such as dark or wine-coloured. The colour was present in the stimulus. It was absent from the representable category space.

The structural parallel to AIM’s Vocabulary Gap is exact. In both colour perception and motivational perception: the stimulus is physically (or neurally) present and has always been present; the receptor system is intact and functioning; the absence of vocabulary prevents the perceptual or diagnostic system from resolving the stimulus into its distinct components; vocabulary provision, naming the category, makes describable and individuable a distinction the receptor system was already delivering. The point is not that the discrimination was impossible; the wavelength was received throughout. It is that, without a term separating it from its neighbours, the distinction had no place in the space of representable categories, and so could not be individuated, described, or reasoned about, inconceivable in that strict sense, though never impossible.

The relation is the ordinary one between a concept and what it lets us describe, not what it lets us have. Gravity acted on every falling body long before Newton; what Newton supplied was not the force but the characterisation that made it statable, and so testable, as a distinct thing, present in every observation beforehand and absent only from the space of describable hypotheses. Blue is the perceptual instance and Mimetic Desire the motivational one: each is received or operative throughout, and each waits on a vocabulary before it can be resolved into a distinct, describable category. The colour evidence is therefore an independent illustration, from a non-motivational domain, that the absence of a category constrains what can be described, not what exists; and the claim that Mimetic Desire operated throughout human motivation while lying outside the representable Hypothesis Space until a vocabulary named it is an instance of that general relation, of which the characterisation of gravity and the naming of blue are two established cases.

14.3.6 The H2-to-H3 Expansion

AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, the first operation of the Knowledge Patch (the Patch), is the introduction of the three-source taxonomy A, I, M into an Individual’s conceptual repertoire. Formally, the operation expands the representable Hypothesis Space from H2 to H3 by the addition of an M basis vector orthogonal to the A and I basis vectors. Within H3, the M-Hypothesis is representable, formulable, and capable of accumulating probability mass under Bayesian updating. The expansion does not eliminate Mimetic Desire. It makes Mimetic Desire epistemically available.

AIM Vocabulary Acquisition is the reliable route to the expansion rather than the only one. Because Imagination assembles candidates from Knowledge held in the Memory Store, the M-Hypothesis is constructible endogenously wherever the Memory Store already holds what it would be made of: that wanting divides by source at all, that transmission can be preconscious, that the observed valuing of another is a candidate cause. A Memory Store furnished within H2 characteristically holds none of these, which is why endogenous construction of the M-Hypothesis is rare rather than impossible. AIM Vocabulary Acquisition is the operation that removes the scarcity, because the three-source taxonomy it introduces is at once the finished Hypothesis and the constituent Knowledge from which the Hypothesis would otherwise have to be assembled.

The expansion is operation one of the seven operations of the Knowledge Patch and is architecturally prior to all other operations. The seven operations of the Knowledge Patch are: AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, Epistemic Suspension, the Two-Question Diagnostic, Behavioural Signatures, the Presumption Against Scapegoating, the Push-Pull Obligation Principle, and the Normality Fiction Breaker. AIM Vocabulary Acquisition is listed first because no other operation can succeed without it. Doubt without subspace expansion is misdirected: probability mass flows away from the false Hypothesis but toward the next-least-wrong A or I alternative within H2, rather than toward the M-Hypothesis, because the M-Hypothesis is not yet representable.

14.3.7 Derivation Statement

The H2-to-H3 Expansion follows from four established premises.


	From Section 14.2, classical Boolean probability in its static form cannot accommodate the order effects observed in human cognition; the non-Boolean vector-space substrate is the representation this chapter adopts.

	From 14.3.1, the Hypotheses representable by a Bayesian reasoner are exactly those for which a basis vector exists in the Hypothesis Space.

	From 14.3.3 and 14.3.4, Axiom 9 routes ambiguous motivational data toward agent-attribution within H2, and the Vocabulary Gap establishes that pre-AIM frameworks operated on a two-dimensional A-I subspace within which the M-Hypothesis is unrepresentable.

	From the architecture of generalised probability theory established in 14.3.1, expanding the representable Hypothesis Space requires adding a basis vector for the previously-excluded Hypothesis.



Given these premises, the expansion from H2 to H3 by the addition of an M basis vector is entailed as the minimum architectural intervention that makes the M-Hypothesis representable, formulable, and capable of accumulating probability mass under Bayesian updating.

14.3.8 Why Expansion is Necessary But Not Sufficient

The H2-to-H3 expansion solves Type I Exclusion (structural unrepresentability) but does not solve Type II Exclusion (prior dominance). Once the M-Hypothesis is representable, it still begins with a low prior. The remaining six operations of the Knowledge Patch are required to direct probability mass toward the M-Hypothesis in the face of Source Opacity, cultural priors, and the meta-level prior that “I have already addressed M”. Type II Exclusion is the second sufficient condition of the Confabulation Rationality Lemma, and the mechanism producing it is derived at Section 14.9.3. The full analysis of Type II Exclusion belongs to Section 14.11, where the chapter connects to the normative programme of the Knowledge Patch.

14.3.9 The Confabulation Priority Principle

The preceding subsections have shown that a Hypothesis absent from the representable Hypothesis Space cannot receive probability mass, however much evidence arrives. A stronger claim follows once the temporal structure of explanation is added to the unrepresentability result, and this stronger claim governs how any mind, and any civilisation, comes to know anything at all. It is fully general. It concerns what an epistemic system does when it confronts a phenomenon it does not understand.

When a phenomenon demands an account, the demand is immediate and the account cannot be deferred. The generative operation of Conscious Cognition searches the representable Hypothesis Space for a Hypothesis onto which the phenomenon can be projected, and Bayesian updating redistributes probability mass across the Hypotheses that space contains. Where the true Hypothesis has no basis vector, the condition of Type I Exclusion, the search cannot terminate on it, because it is not among the vectors searched. The explanatory slot is filled by projection onto the nearest representable Hypothesis at the moment the phenomenon demands an account, and this projection occurs before the generative act that would expand the space to admit the true Hypothesis could take place. The sincere-but-wrong account is therefore not the account that arrives instead of the accurate one. It is the account that arrives first, and its occupation of the explanatory slot is the condition that the accurate account must later overcome.

This is the Confabulation Priority Principle. In any epistemic system operating under Type I Exclusion, the sincere-but-wrong account of a phenomenon is temporally prior to the accurate account, because projection onto the representable subspace occurs at the moment the phenomenon demands explanation, whereas the subspace expansion that would admit the accurate account requires a generative act that the already-occupied explanatory slot renders unnecessary. The Confabulation Priority Principle is the reason that a single phenomenon has been explained in countless incompatible ways across human history, and that the accurate explanation, where one has been found at all, has almost always been found last.

The historical record of explanation is the record the Confabulation Priority Principle predicts. Confronted with a flood, a drought, a plague, a failed harvest, an earthquake, or an eclipse, no early population held a Hypothesis Space containing the meteorology, seismology, epidemiology, or astronomy that would in time supply the accurate account, because those dimensions had not yet been constructed. The slot was filled regardless, because the phenomenon would not wait, and it was filled by whatever the available space could represent. Different populations, holding differently furnished spaces, filled the same slot differently, which is why the same natural events were attributed across cultures to different gods, different spirits, different offences, and different rituals of appeasement. The variation is not evidence that the phenomena differed. It is evidence that the explanatory slot is occupied by projection onto whatever basis vectors a given space already contains, and that no two impoverished spaces are impoverished in the same way.

Two features of that record follow directly. The first is the ubiquity of agents. Type I Exclusion leaves the slot to be filled by the Hypotheses the space can represent, and the Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9) establishes that a mind under uncertainty reaches for an agent, asking who did this before it asks what process produced this. When the phenomenon is larger than any human agent could produce, the agent is constructed at the scale the phenomenon requires. A flood no person could have caused is attributed to an agent large enough to have caused it, and a god is the least-wrong Hypothesis the available space can return. The god is not a failure of reasoning. It is the correct output of an inference procedure operating on a space that lacks the structural basis vector, generated under the agent-based default. The punitive god, who sends the disaster because the people have transgressed, is the same construction coupled to collective guilt: the phenomenon is explained by an agent, and the agent is supplied with a motive the population can act upon.

The second feature is the lateness of the accurate account. The phenomenology of Type I Exclusion, established in 14.3.4, is that an occupied slot generates no felt gap. A population that has explained the flood by the anger of a god does not experience its framework as missing a dimension; the account feels complete, and no pressure arises to perform the generative act that would construct the structural Hypothesis. The accurate account must therefore not only be built but must displace an incumbent already in possession of the position it would take, and the incumbent holds the advantage of having arrived first and of feeling sufficient. This is why the structural explanation, when it comes, characteristically comes late, from outside the domain of ordinary experience, and against resistance. You cannot have the science before the story, because the story occupies the slot the science would need, and the story was there first.

The same ordering governs the explanation a person gives of their own conduct, under the two Hypotheses that have been available throughout history. The first is that one’s own motivations are innate and self-originating, an exercise of free will. The second follows by exclusion: where something happens to a person that their own will did not originate, it must have been caused by some other agent, a person or a god. These two Hypotheses exhaust a Hypothesis Space that contains no basis vector for an unauthored process acting on the person, so when conduct arises that the first Hypothesis cannot accommodate, the slot is filled under the agent-based default by the second. The account is sincere, it is the best the space can produce, and it arrives before any structural Hypothesis could be formulated. It is the Confabulation Priority Principle operating on the explanation of a life rather than on the explanation of a flood, and it is one instance of the general result, not its basis.

Confabulation Priority Principle. In any epistemic system operating under Type I Exclusion, the sincere-but-wrong account of a phenomenon is temporally prior to the accurate account, because projection onto the representable subspace occurs at the moment the phenomenon demands explanation while the subspace expansion that would admit the accurate account requires a generative act that the occupied explanatory slot renders unnecessary. The Confabulation Priority Principle follows from Type I Exclusion (14.3.4), the Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9, 14.3.3), and the temporal structure of Bayesian updating on a restricted Hypothesis Space (14.3.1). Its signature in the historical record is the attribution of unexplained natural events to agents, and ultimately to gods, and the consistent lateness of the structural account that eventually displaces them.

14.4 - The Architectural Cause - Source Opacity and Common-Currency Integration

Section 14.3 established that the M-Hypothesis must be representable in the Hypothesis Space before any Bayesian update on motivational evidence can succeed. Section 14.4 asks the next question. Granted that H3 is the right Hypothesis Space, why does cognition operating within it produce order effects at all? The answer is given by Common-Currency Integration and Source Opacity, both established in Chapter 9 (Neural Integration and Source Opacity).

14.4.1 Recap - Common-Currency Integration

Common-Currency Integration, established in Chapter 9 as Axiom 2 of the AIM Framework, is the architectural fact that the Decision Hub combines signals from A, I, and M into a single Common-Currency Scalar (the Scalar) that drives action selection. The integration is implemented in the ventromedial prefrontal cortex, where neuroimaging evidence shows that activation magnitude scales with subjective value regardless of whether the underlying reward is food, money, social approval, or intrinsic satisfaction (Levy and Glimcher, 2012; Bartra, McGuire, and Kable, 2013). In plain terms, the Decision Hub takes three different inputs (a signal from A, a signal from I, and a signal from M), assigns each a weight that depends on context, and adds them up to produce a single number. That single number is what drives the next action. The integration is a many-to-one mapping from a three-dimensional source-vector to a one-dimensional scalar.

14.4.2 Recap - Source Opacity

Source Opacity, established in Chapter 9 as Axiom 3 of the AIM Framework, is the architectural fact that the Decision Hub cannot introspectively recover, from the integrated Scalar, which combination of source-specific utilities produced it. The result follows from the Data Processing Inequality, a theorem of information theory which states that no function applied downstream of a many-to-one mapping can recover information that was destroyed during the mapping. Because Common-Currency Integration is many-to-one, infinitely many distinct source-triples produce the same Scalar, and no introspective operation applied to the Scalar can recover the source decomposition.

The Source Opacity Theorem is a mathematical result, not an empirical claim. It does not depend on the limitations of human introspection as currently practised. It depends on the algebraic property that information lost in a many-to-one mapping cannot be recovered by any function applied to the output. No amount of meditation, therapy, journaling, philosophical reflection, or pharmacological intervention can recover the source-tags, because all such operations apply functions to the integrated Scalar, and the integrated Scalar does not contain the information.

14.4.3 Why Sequential Evaluations Cannot Commute

The architecture sketched above operates on a source-vector defined within H3. Section 14.3 established that the Hypothesis Space must be three-dimensional for the M-Hypothesis to be representable, and that expanding it does formal work as well as conceptual work. A Hypothesis Space with an explanation missing forces the probability that belonged to that explanation onto the ones that remain, and the Restriction-Induced Concentration Factor is the measure of the distortion that forcing produces. Adding the M-Hypothesis lowers it. This is the architectural role of Channel 2 of the Knowledge Patch, catalogued at Appendix A.6.4. Section 14.4 now adds that the Decision Hub’s integration operation collapses this three-dimensional source-vector into a one-dimensional scalar at the moment of valuation. The collapse is irreversible at the introspective level, and the irreversibility has a direct consequence for sequential evaluations.

When the Decision Hub evaluates an Object at one moment, it produces a Scalar that depends on the current weights, the current source-specific utilities, and the current context. When the Decision Hub evaluates the same Object, or a related Object, a moment later, it produces a second Scalar. The two evaluations are not independent. The first evaluation has updated the Belief Register’s posterior priors on the Object’s relevance, and the updated priors feed into the second evaluation through the templates under which the Observer computes (Appendix A, Section A.5.6). Because the source-tags have been destroyed in the first evaluation, the second evaluation cannot recover which source produced the update. It treats the first Scalar as a unitary signal and projects it onto the new evaluation’s reference frame. This dependency of the second evaluation on the source-stripped output of the first is the operational signature of the parasitic-attachment dynamic, the Decision Hub’s subsequent evaluations carrying forward an unbounded source they cannot read off the Scalar that the first evaluation produced (the Parasitism Theorem at Appendix A.5.4 supplies the formal architecture; property 5 of that theorem, the stable attractor under host-locked capture, is the equilibrium toward which an Individual’s sequence of source-stripped self-evaluations is drawn).

The mathematical structure of this projection is what gives the evaluations Non-Commutativity. Each evaluation is a projection of the already-collapsed Scalar onto a different reference frame, where the reference frame is determined by the current context. Two reference frames that are not aligned will produce different projections depending on the order in which they are applied. This is the architectural source of the order effects documented in Section 14.1.

14.4.4 The Intrapersonal Baseline

Section 14.4’s argument identifies the intrapersonal mechanism producing the baseline non-commutativity observed in private, non-social evaluations. Order effects are present even when the Individual is alone, when no social comparison is taking place, and when no other Individual is in a position to influence the evaluation. The order effects arise from the architecture of the Decision Hub itself, operating on signals from A, I, and M within a single Individual. This baseline matters because it establishes that order effects are not solely a social phenomenon. Section 14.5 will show that the baseline is reinforced by self-coupling through memory recall. Section 14.6 will show that the baseline is amplified, but not created, by interpersonal coupling.

14.5 - The Self-Coupling Permanence Principle (Derived in This Chapter)

Section 14.4 established that an Individual’s Decision Hub produces non-commuting evaluations at the moment of valuation. Section 14.5 asks what happens between evaluations. The answer is that the Belief Register’s own outputs are continuously fed back, through the Observer that reads them, into the Decision Hub’s valuation through memory recall, and the feedback is processed as undifferentiated evidence. The architectural consequence is the Self-Coupling Permanence Principle, which is derived in this chapter for the first time and imported by Chapter 15 (the Bayesian Self-Model) as already established.

14.5.1 Step One - Source Opacity Extends to Input Modality

Source Opacity, as Chapter 9 states it, applies to input origin: the Decision Hub cannot recover whether a given component of the integrated Scalar came from A, from I, or from M. The principle extends, however, to input modality. The Decision Hub also cannot recover whether a given input is a recalled trace of a prior thought or a new piece of external evidence. The extension follows from the same Data Processing Inequality argument applied to a different dimensional reduction. The neural representation of a recalled Belief and the neural representation of a perceived fact share the same downstream pathway into the integration site, and the source-modality tag is destroyed at the same point at which the source-origin tag is destroyed. This extension of Source Opacity to input modality is Coupling-Induced Opacity.

14.5.2 Step Two - Memory Recall Feeds the Belief Register’s Outputs Back as Evidence

Every act of memory recall reactivates a stored Belief, and the reactivated Belief enters the Decision Hub’s evidence stream. Because the modality tag has been destroyed by the time the reactivation reaches the integration site, the Decision Hub cannot distinguish the reactivation from a new external input. The Belief Register’s prior outputs are therefore re-ingested as evidence on the next round of updating, and the updating treats them as equivalent to externally sourced evidence.

14.5.3 Step Three - Memory Recall is Continuous

Memory recall is not an occasional event. It is the continuous process by which the cognitive system maintains the contents of working memory, sustains attention, generates predictions, and orients to context. Every Individual performs thousands of acts of recall per minute during waking hours, most of them preconscious. The implication is that every Individual is permanently coupled with their own prior Beliefs through the recall process, and the coupling cannot be switched off. There is no conscious control that prevents memory recall; the cognitive system is constantly recalling and re-ingesting its own outputs.

14.5.4 Formal Statement

The Self-Coupling Permanence Principle is the principle that Self-Coupling Strength, the degree to which an Individual’s Belief updating is influenced by re-ingestion of the Belief Register’s own prior outputs, is architecturally guaranteed to be greater than zero at all times during waking cognition. The principle holds for every Individual, in every cognitive condition, and does not require any specific external input. It is a baseline feature of the cognitive architecture rather than a contingent property of particular Belief states.

14.5.5 The Hierarchy of Self-Coupling Channels

Self-coupling operates through a hierarchy of channels, ordered from most endogenous to most exogenous.


	Memory recall, the most endogenous channel, is the silent reactivation of stored Beliefs without external prompting.

	Internal rehearsal, slightly more exogenous, is the deliberate mental review of Beliefs as part of reasoning or planning.

	Private expression, more exogenous still, is the verbalisation of Beliefs to oneself, in writing or in subvocal speech, where the act of expression encodes the Belief in additional sensory modalities and produces additional traces for re-ingestion.

	Public expression, more exogenous again, is the verbalisation of Beliefs to other Individuals, where the social audience adds a Mimetic Premium to the encoded Belief and the encoded Belief becomes part of the dyadic system analysed in Section 14.6.

	Experimental test, the most exogenous channel, is the deliberate exposure of the Belief to a procedure that can produce evidence inconsistent with it, and is the only channel that introduces evidence not generated by the cognitive system itself.



The hierarchy matters because it identifies the points at which exogenous evidence can enter the system. Self-coupling at the memory-recall and internal-rehearsal levels admits no exogenous evidence. Self-coupling at the private-expression and public-expression levels admits exogenous evidence only when the expression is observed by an Individual whose response is itself sourced from outside the dyadic system. Experimental test is the only channel that reliably introduces evidence whose provenance can be traced.

14.5.6 Three-Level Architecture

The Self-Coupling Permanence Principle is one of three levels at which non-commutativity arises in coupled human systems. The three levels are: memory-recall self-coupling at the intrapersonal level (derived in this section); Source Opacity via Common-Currency Integration at the intrapersonal level (established in Section 14.4); and Preconscious Transmission at the interpersonal level (analysed in Section 14.6). The three levels operate simultaneously and reinforce each other. The order effects observed in quantum cognition experiments are the directly observable signature of the first two levels operating in private, non-social conditions: the participant’s first judgment is encoded in memory, recalled during the second judgment, and processed as undifferentiated evidence by the source-opaque Decision Hub.

14.5.7 Derivation Statement

The Self-Coupling Permanence Principle follows from six established premises.


	From Axiom 2 (Common-Currency Integration), the Decision Hub combines source-specific utilities into a single Scalar.

	From Axiom 3 (Source Opacity), the integration destroys source-identity information, including the source-modality tag established in 14.5.1.

	From Axiom 4 (Confabulation), the Decision Hub generates sincere narratives for its outputs regardless of whether the underlying evidence is exogenous or endogenous.

	From Axiom 6 (Differential Satiation Dynamics), self-generated evidence does not satiate in the way externally sourced evidence can, because the recall process produces continuous reactivation.

	From the Content-Agnosticism of Axiom 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics), the Decision Hub processes evidence without regard to its content, including without regard to whether the evidence originated inside or outside the cognitive system.

	From Axiom 9 (Agent-Based Causal Default), the recall of a prior Belief is processed as an attribution to a remembered agent, including the Individual themselves, rather than as a structural artefact of the recall process.



Given these premises, the Self-Coupling Permanence Principle is entailed: an Individual’s Belief updating is, at all times during waking cognition, influenced by re-ingestion of the Belief Register’s own prior outputs through memory recall, and the influence is bounded below by zero only in the limit of complete cognitive silence, which is not a state that can be achieved during waking life.

14.6 - From One Individual to Two - The Coupling Channel

Sections 14.4 and 14.5 established that order effects arise within a single Individual through Source Opacity and self-coupling. Section 14.6 extends the analysis to two Individuals exchanging Beliefs, and shows that interpersonal coupling adds incremental non-commutativity above the self-coupling baseline. The argument is the foundation for the network-scale analysis, where the pairwise coupling of this section becomes the off-diagonal structure of a population-wide coupling matrix (Appendix A, A.5.7; Chapter 19, Section 19.14).

14.6.1 The Dyadic Feedback Loop

Consider two Individuals, A and B, exchanging information about a contested topic. Individual A holds a Belief and acts on it. Individual B observes A’s action. Through the mirror-neuron systems (Rizzolatti and Craighero, 2004) and social-reward circuits described in Chapter 8 (Mimetic Desire), B’s Decision Hub processes the observation of A’s action as evidence about the world, with the Mimetic Premium of A’s social position attached to the encoded Belief. B updates their Belief state on this evidence. B then acts on the updated Belief. A observes B’s action, processes it as evidence, updates, and acts again. The cycle continues, each round adding evidence whose origin lies inside the dyadic system rather than outside it.

14.6.2 Interpersonal Coupling Adds Non-Commutativity

The dyadic feedback loop adds non-commutativity to the system in the same way that memory recall does within a single Individual, and for the same reason. Each act of observation feeds the partner’s prior outputs back into the Decision Hub as undifferentiated evidence, with the source-tag destroyed at the integration site. The order in which A and B make their respective updates matters, because each update changes the reference frame against which the next observation is projected. Two dyadic systems exposed to the same external evidence in different orders will produce different final Belief states.

The non-commutativity at the interpersonal level is incremental. It adds to, rather than replaces, the intrapersonal non-commutativity established in Sections 14.4 and 14.5. A dyadic system in which both Individuals have well-developed self-coupling will exhibit larger order effects than a dyadic system in which one or both Individuals have suppressed self-coupling, and a dyadic system whose Individuals exchange Beliefs frequently will exhibit larger order effects than a dyadic system whose Individuals exchange Beliefs rarely.

14.6.3 The Bank-Run Exemplar

The bank-run scenario, analysed in Diamond and Dybvig’s classic 1983 model, is the canonical exemplar of measurement-expression collapse in a coupled system. Each depositor’s Belief about the bank’s solvency is held privately and superposed across multiple possible states. When a depositor expresses their Belief through the act of withdrawing funds, the expression collapses the Belief into a definite state and emits the encoded Belief into the dyadic and network channels. Other depositors observe the withdrawal, process it as evidence, update their own Beliefs, and either withdraw or do not.

The bank-run exemplar exhibits all three of the failure modes that distinguish coupled systems from independent systems. First, independence failure: the depositors’ updates are not independent, because each update is conditioned on the observed actions of other depositors. Second, evidence-Hypothesis independence failure: the evidence (the observed withdrawals) is not independent of the Hypothesis being evaluated (the bank’s solvency), because the withdrawals themselves degrade the bank’s solvency through liquidity strain. Third, source transparency failure: the depositors cannot tell whether other depositors are withdrawing because they have private information about the bank’s solvency or because they are responding to other withdrawals; the source-tag is destroyed at the integration site of the Decision Hub.

The bank-run scenario produces a precise and dangerous outcome. Coupled rational updating converges toward mutual certainty in incompatible positions, not toward Truth. The depositors who run on the bank end the run with high certainty that the bank was insolvent. The bank, having been bankrupted by the run, was indeed insolvent at the end of the run. The certainty is correct in the limited sense that the bank ended the run insolvent. The certainty is not, however, evidence about the bank’s pre-run solvency, which was the question being asked. The system has converged to a self-fulfilling certainty rather than to a truth-tracking one.

14.6.4 Implications for Coupled Belief Dynamics

The bank-run exemplar generalises. Any coupled system whose Individuals process each other’s expressed Beliefs as undifferentiated evidence, and whose evidence is endogenously generated by the system rather than exogenously supplied from outside, will converge to high-certainty Belief states whose certainty is generated by the dynamics of the coupling rather than by contact with reality. The phenomenology of holding such a Belief is identical to the phenomenology of holding a verified scientific finding. From inside the coupled system, the two cannot be told apart. The implication is that certainty about a Belief whose provenance has not been traced to a source outside the coupled system is not evidence of the Belief’s Truth. It is evidence of the system’s coupling.

14.7 - The Two Parameters - Coupling Strength (κ) and Decoherence Time (τ)

Sections 14.4 to 14.6 established the architectural foundations of non-commutativity in human Belief dynamics, at the intrapersonal and interpersonal levels. Section 14.7 derives the two parameters that quantify the magnitude and persistence of the resulting order effects. Both are established here and used as defined terms thereafter.

14.7.1 First Movement - Deriving Coupling Strength

Section 14.1 introduced the order-effect formula, which measures the average difference between the Belief states reached under reversed presentation orders. In its simplest form, the formula is the absolute difference between the posterior obtained by presenting evidence in one order and the posterior obtained by presenting it in the reversed order, averaged across the possible Belief states in the system. The average is zero when the system’s measurements commute and positive otherwise. The magnitude of the average is a natural measure of the system’s departure from classical probability.

To convert the average into a dimensionless ratio that can be compared across systems, the order-effect magnitude is normalised by the diameter of the Belief state space. The diameter is the maximum possible distance between two Belief states, corresponding to the case in which the two states are orthogonal. The normalised ratio takes values between zero and one. That ratio is Coupling Strength, the principal quantitative measure of how strongly the order in which evidence arrives changes the posterior.

A Coupling Strength of zero means the system is fully classical and the order in which evidence arrives does not matter. A Coupling Strength of one means the system is maximally non-commutative and the order changes everything. Intermediate values indicate the proportion of order-dependence in the system. An empirical estimate of Coupling Strength for a given system is obtained by measuring the average order effect across a representative sample of evaluations and dividing by the diameter of the Belief state space.

14.7.2 Second Movement - Deriving Decoherence Time

Coupling Strength alone does not exhaust the description of the system. A system can have high Coupling Strength but produce Belief states that wash out quickly under exogenous input, and a system can have low Coupling Strength but produce Belief states that persist for years. The persistence of the order effect, not just its magnitude, determines whether the system converges to truth-tracking or to self-fulfilling certainty.

The persistence is captured by the empirical observation that order effects decay over time as the inter-measurement interval lengthens. Holding a participant’s first judgment in memory for a longer interval before asking the second question reduces the magnitude of the order effect. The decay follows an exponential curve, and the curve has a characteristic timescale that summarises how quickly the decay occurs. That timescale is Decoherence Time, the principal quantitative measure of how long endogenous evidence persists before exogenous evidence overrides it. The full formal definition of the decay curve is in the appendix.

A long Decoherence Time means endogenous evidence dominates the system for extended periods, the order effects established at one moment persist into later moments, and Bayesian updating proceeds with little correction from outside. A short Decoherence Time means reality intrudes often, exogenous evidence resets the Belief state at frequent intervals, and the order effects established at one moment are washed out before they can compound.

The chapter’s framing and the formal treatment of Decoherence Time in Appendix A.5.7.5 look at first reading like opposite claims. The chapter calls a long Decoherence Time dangerous, because it gives endogenous evidence more time to accumulate before reality intrudes. The Appendix establishes that a long Decoherence Time raises the critical threshold of the Total Stability Condition, which makes the system harder to knock over with a single shock. Both are true, because they describe different ways a Belief system fails. One is a slow drift, in which a group goes on confirming itself for as long as nothing external arrives to contradict it, so the longer the interval the further the drift runs. The other is a sudden collapse, in which one large shock flips the system between states, and a slow-relaxing system absorbs such a shock rather than flipping on it. A domain with a long Decoherence Time is therefore hard to overturn in a moment and easy to let drift, and the chapter’s warning is about the drift.

The Observation-Transfer Identity, conjectured here and to be established in Chapter 15 (Bayesian Self-Model), states that Decoherence Time has a unified interpretation across intrapersonal and interpersonal scales. At the intrapersonal level, Decoherence Time measures the persistence of the memory trace on which self-coupling depends. At the interpersonal level, Decoherence Time measures the frequency with which exogenous evidence intrudes on the dyadic feedback loop. The two interpretations refer to the same architectural quantity at different levels of organisation, and the same numerical value of Decoherence Time characterises both.

14.7.3 Third Movement - Joint Operation

Coupling Strength alone or Decoherence Time alone is insufficient to predict Belief dynamics in a coupled system. The two parameters operate jointly. A system with high Coupling Strength but short Decoherence Time produces local order effects that wash out quickly; the system is non-commutative in any single moment but is corrected often enough that no large-scale convergence to false certainty occurs. A system with low Coupling Strength but long Decoherence Time produces stable Beliefs without significant order-dependence; the system is approximately classical and approaches the limit case in which classical Bayesian convergence theorems apply. The dangerous regime is high Coupling Strength combined with long Decoherence Time. In that regime, order effects are large and persistent, the endogenous evidence loop runs for extended periods without exogenous correction, and Bayesian updating converges toward certainty without converging toward Truth. That joint operation is the Coupling-Decoherence Framework: Coupling Strength and Decoherence Time must be read together, because neither parameter alone predicts whether a coupled Belief system tracks Truth or converges to self-fulfilling certainty.

14.7.4 Classification Thresholds

Empirical work in quantum cognition has identified three approximate bands of Coupling Strength values that produce qualitatively different Belief dynamics.


	Coupling Strength below approximately 0.2 corresponds to the classical domain. Order effects are detectable but small, and classical probability provides an adequate approximation for most purposes. Experimental physics under blinded conditions, controlled laboratory measurement, and double-blind clinical trials sit in this band. (On the tracked-state and Referent-attachment treatment of this regime, see Sections 14.8.1 and 14.10.9.)

	Coupling Strength between approximately 0.2 and 0.6 corresponds to the mixed domain. Order effects are substantial, classical approximations break down for sequential evaluations, and a generalised probability framework is required for accurate modelling. Ordinary social judgment, professional consultation, and most everyday Belief revision sit in this band. That intermediate band is Hybrid Evidence Coupling: exogenous Referent Evidence and endogenous social Evidence jointly update the Belief, order effects are substantial, and the system remains below the critical-coupling fold.

	Coupling Strength above approximately 0.6 corresponds to the quantum domain. Order effects dominate the dynamics, classical probability is inapplicable, and the system requires the full Hilbert-space formalism for analysis. The Beliefs characteristically at issue in custody disputes, partisan political judgment, and high-conflict religious or ideological matters sit in this band (Referent Abandoned or Referent Inaccessible, high-κ, with Decoherence Time bounded but long-deferred) even where the same domains also contain Truth-Tracked factual claims that do not.



The bands are approximate and the thresholds are calibrated against the empirical violations of the QQ-equality observed in cognitive science experiments. The values should not be treated as sharp boundaries; they are convenient regions of a continuous parameter that produces qualitatively different dynamics at different magnitudes.

What the bands classify is the Belief state, not the setting in which it is measured. Coupling Strength is estimated from the order effects an Individual displays, and those order effects are a property of the state the Individual brings to the evaluation. A respondent polled alone, observed by no one, with no access to any other respondent’s answer, still displays the order effect characteristic of the domain, because what places a domain high on the scale is the history that shaped the state rather than the channel open at the moment of asking. Isolating a measurement therefore lowers no band. It removes the live channel and leaves the deposit. The consequence runs one way: since Section 14.5 establishes that self-coupling can never fall to zero, and since inter-agent coupling is additive on that baseline, a value recovered under isolation bounds from below what the same domain produces in company.

14.7.5 The Critical-Coupling Fold

The Coupling Strength value at which a coupled system undergoes a phase transition from approximately classical to fully non-commutative dynamics is the critical-coupling fold. The use of the word “fold” here is technical and not metaphorical. The bifurcation type is Saddle-Node (Fold) per Appendix A.5.3; the Hopf Sub-Case is architecturally inaccessible in the three-node skeleton without introducing a new dynamical variable with intrinsic negative feedback. For a population in which a minority pathway has probability r and the majority pathway has probability 1 - r, the critical-coupling fold is a function of r whose closed form is derived in the appendix. The closed form has an immediate practical implication. Near-unanimous populations, in which the minority pathway probability is small, have a low critical-coupling fold, and even modest amounts of coupling can push the system past the critical threshold into fold collapse. Divided populations, in which the minority pathway probability is closer to one half, have a higher critical-coupling fold, and substantially more coupling is required to produce fold collapse. The implication runs counter to a common intuition: consensus communities are more vulnerable to mimetic crisis than divided ones, not less, because the minority pathway probability is the structural variable that sets the critical threshold.

The minority pathway probability r is a measure of heterogeneity in hypothesis content, and its protective sign here should not be over-generalised to heterogeneity as such. A population is also heterogeneous along a second, independent axis (the dispersion of adoption thresholds across Individuals), and that axis carries the opposite sign: dispersed susceptibility supplies a low-threshold vanguard that lowers the drive required to ignite the whole population, even at fixed content heterogeneity. Which moment of which distribution is heterogeneous therefore decides the sign, a disaggregation isolated independently by Watts (2002) and developed as the Susceptibility-Dispersion Result (Chapter 2), with its floor-tail instance formalised as the Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary (Appendix A, A.5.8.7).

This chapter’s critical threshold and the Appendix’s are not the same quantity, and the difference is one of scale. The threshold this chapter derives is reached inside a person, or between two, when the order in which evidence arrived comes to matter more than what the evidence was; past it the Belief folds into one of two settled states and stops responding. The Critical Coupling Strength of Appendix A.5.7.5 and A.7 is reached across a population, when Individuals draw so much of their evidence from one another that the group as a whole acquires two settled states and can sit in either. The two are expected to move together, since a population of Individuals near the first threshold is a population whose couplings to one another approach the second, but stating the relation exactly is one of the consolidation tasks left to the open specialist programme of Appendix A.

14.7.6 Derivation Statements

The Coupling Strength Definition follows from three established premises.


	From Section 14.2, classical probability requires commutativity of measurement.

	From Sections 14.3 to 14.5, human cognition violates commutativity through Source Opacity, Common-Currency Integration, and self-coupling.

	From the architecture of generalised probability theory established in 14.3.1, the natural measure of non-commutativity is the normalised order-effect magnitude.



Given these premises, Coupling Strength is entailed as the dimensionless ratio between zero and one that measures the maximum order-dependence of measurement operators across the Belief state space.

The Decoherence Time Definition follows from three established premises.


	From Section 14.5, every Individual is self-coupled through memory recall, with endogenous evidence persisting in the Thinker’s Memory Store.

	From Section 14.6, two Individuals are coupled through Preconscious Transmission, with endogenous social evidence persisting in the dyadic system.

	From the empirical decay of order effects with increasing inter-measurement interval, the natural measure of endogenous-evidence persistence is the exponential decay timescale.



Given these premises, Decoherence Time is entailed as the characteristic timescale over which the coupled system’s endogenous evidence is overridden by exogenous input.

14.7.7 Coupling at Two Scales

Coupling is measured at two scales, and the two measurements are not the same number.

At the scale of a single Belief system, coupling is the order-effect ratio derived at Section 14.7.1: a number between zero and one, obtained by dividing the average order effect by the diameter of the Belief state space. It says how much the order in which evidence arrived changes where the Belief ends up. It is a property of one Individual, or of a dyad tight enough to be treated as one, by extension through the Observation-Transfer Identity.

At the scale of a population, coupling is the share of an Individual’s evidence that arrives from other Individuals rather than from the world. It is a property of the network rather than of any node in it. The Evidence-Coupling Matrix records it, holding how strongly each Individual treats each other Individual as a source of Evidence, and it is what sets the loop gains the Total Stability Condition adds together. Self-Coupling Strength is the same quantity turned on the Individual themselves, the share of their evidence that arrives from their own remembered Beliefs, which Section 14.5 establishes can never fall to zero.

The two are one phenomenon named by its cause and measured by its effect, which is why a single term covers both. The population-scale quantity is the cause. When most of what reaches an Individual is other people’s expressed Beliefs rather than the world, nothing arrives that would settle the question independently of the order in which those Beliefs came, and endogenous evidence loops are precisely what allow an order-dependent posterior to persist without correction. The order-effect ratio is the consequence, and it is the one that can be measured in a person. Because the two are taken at different scales, one a ratio at a node and the other a strength along an edge, they carry different values, and a value of one is never a value of the other.

Boundary hardness and holder-measured Decoherence Time. Coupling Strength and Decoherence Time are independent parameters, as Sections 14.7.2 and 14.7.3 establish: a system may be strongly order-dependent yet corrected quickly, or weakly order-dependent yet persist for years. They are not, however, independent in their dynamics within the endogenous domain. Decoherence Time is measured, per Section 14.7.2, as the interval over which endogenous Belief persists before exogenous evidence intrudes and resets it, so it is a holder-relative quantity: the time until reality reaches the holder. A boundary maintained by strong coupling at the population scale, a group most of whose evidence about the world comes from itself, is precisely a structure that throttles the rate at which reality arrives. The more of a holder’s evidence that comes from inside the boundary, the less of reality gets through, and the longer reality takes to reach them. As the boundary approaches full insulation the interval grows without limit: nothing arrives to end the Belief, so the Belief does not end. High boundary coupling therefore lengthens holder-measured Decoherence Time, not by suppressing decoherence but by determining how much of it reaches the holder. This is the hardness the Hardness–Referent Matrix (Section 14.8.4) crosses with Referent-governance, and Section 14.10.9 shows that the reality-contact the boundary keeps from the holder is borne instead by those outside it.

The population-scale measure does one further piece of work: it sets how much of the disagreement between individual valuations survives when they condense into the Status a person actually receives. Section 14.8.8 derives that condensation and what it does to the person on the receiving end.

The same coupling that carries Belief conceals its source. Under Source Opacity each Individual’s Scalar arrives tag-stripped; under coupling, the Evidence each Individual receives is other Individuals’ tag-stripped outputs. As Coupling Strength rises, a growing share of any Belief’s support is drawn from that shared, sourceless pool, and the interference between overlapping Belief states leaves no operation by which the A, I and M contributions to it could be separated. Source discrimination therefore falls monotonically as Coupling Strength rises, whatever diagnostic effort the Individual applies. This is the Coupling-Concealment Identity, and it is statable only because the substrate is non-Boolean: in a Boolean algebra the cross-terms vanish and there is nothing for coupling to conceal.

14.8 The Decoherence Trichotomy, the Aesthetic Drift Principle, and the Bubble-and-Foam Model

Sections 14.6 and 14.7 derived Coupling Strength and Decoherence Time as the two parameters that locate any coupled Belief system on the continuum between truth-tracking and non-truth-tracking dynamics. The analysis to this point has treated Decoherence Time as a finite quantity, long or short, but always eventually arriving. A bank’s insolvency is revealed when it cannot meet withdrawals, a nation’s Belief in its own invincibility is corrected by a war, an asset’s overvaluation is corrected by a crash. In each case reality intrudes, the coupled dynamics collapse into contact with an external state, and the divergence between certainty and Truth is finally settled. This section completes the parameter analysis by deriving the limit case that the finite treatment omits, the case in which exogenous reality never arrives because there is no external state against which the Belief could be checked at all.

14.8.1 Three Regimes of Decoherence Time

Decoherence Time admits three qualitatively distinct regimes, not two: the Decoherence Trichotomy. The two finite regimes share a feature that the third lacks, namely a truth-value that the dynamics either track or fail to track.

The first regime is short Decoherence Time. Reality provides immediate and unavoidable feedback, and a false Belief fails on contact. A reasoner who believes a bridge will bear a load discovers otherwise the moment the load is applied. In this regime the convergence theorems of Section 14.6 apply, and Bayesian updating tracks Truth. This is the regime of Hard Truths, propositions whose falsity reality enforces quickly and at low cost to the enforcement mechanism. That first regime is the Truth-Tracked Regime: a Referent exists, an access path is available, decoherence has already occurred, and the Belief tracks the decohered Referent.

The second regime is long but finite Decoherence Time. A truth-value exists, but the system’s stored capital, financial, institutional, or ideological, buffers the Belief against reality for an extended period. Certainty and Truth diverge, sometimes for decades, and the divergence is settled only when the buffer exhausts and reality intrudes catastrophically. This is the regime of Soft Truths, propositions that are world-constraining and therefore eventually decohere, but whose decoherence is delayed long enough that the coupled dynamics, not the truth-value, govern Belief within the relevant social time-horizon. The Truth-Value Orthogonality result (Chapter 17, Section 17.16) applies with full force inside this regime, because for the duration of the long Decoherence Time the correct party holds no detectable advantage.

The third regime is unbounded Decoherence Time. Here the coupling is high, Individuals observe and update on one another exactly as in the second regime, but there is no external reality against which the Belief can decohere, because the domain is not world-constraining. The proposition “this hemline is fashionable”, “this chord progression is sophisticated”, “this typeface is elegant” does not name a state of affairs that imposes a cost when Belief diverges from it. There is no load to apply to the bridge, because there is no bridge. The Belief is constituted entirely by the coupled dynamics, and nothing outside those dynamics can ever arrive to settle it. (This domain is fully time-indexed: it drifts continuously over time, and its unbounded Decoherence Time reflects the absence of a Referent against which that drift could decohere, not any exemption from time, as developed in Sections 14.8.1 and 14.10.9.)

The three regimes above exhaust the truth-apt and value-free cases, but they do not exhaust the falsehood cases that share their dynamics. Each truth-side regime has a falsehood-side counterpart, in which no live Referent governs the Belief and its hardness is supplied not by reality but by the export of its maintenance Cost onto those outside its boundary; a fourth position, the aesthetic regime, lies off this axis entirely, its Decoherence Time unbounded by constitution rather than by neglect. The full classification, developed as these results are derived and consolidated below, is the Hardness–Referent Matrix. The falsehood-side regimes are derived at Section 14.8.3.1, the Matrix is assembled at Section 14.8.4, and the obligation not to export the maintenance Cost is drawn out at Section 14.10.9.

Short Decoherence Time is the regime in which physical reality corrects quickly and generally at low cost to the mechanism administering the correction. Whether that correction reaches the Individual whose Belief was wrong is a further question, and the regime behaves as described only where it does.

A bridge that collapses under load settles the matter at once, and settles it differently for three parties. Those watching from the bank update toward the truth about the bridge immediately. Those on the span bear the cost of the error and are in no position to act on what it taught, since they die in the act of the collapse. The engineer who specified the load bears none of it, was not there, and learns what happened through a report some months afterwards, at a remove from anything his own senses delivered. Punitive action against the engineer is a subsequent question, with a different cost attached.

The third position is the general case, and most consequential Beliefs sit here. A chef working a busy service holds, without ever having examined it, the Belief that the fish he is plating is fine. It is not. It has turned, and it has not been cooked long enough to make it safe. Nothing about this is hidden from him. The standards are written down, he was trained in them, and the Referent is as available to him as to anyone. Physical reality settles the question within hours, and settles it in somebody else’s home. The customer is ill that night, miles away, and puts it down to something else they ate or to a bug going round. If they do blame the restaurant they tell their friends, and the review is read by strangers rather than by the man who plated the dish. He works the same service the next night having learned nothing, because nothing arrived. The Referent is live, the cost is real and someone is paying it, and the one Individual whose conduct it governs is the one Individual it never reaches.

This is Displaced Correction. The Referent is neither absent nor out of reach: an access path exists and other Individuals are on it. What is displaced is the arrival, which lands on a different person, commonly at a later time, in another place, and under an attribution naming something else. A Belief in this condition cannot be corrected through contact with its own Referent, because the Evidence that reaches the Individual is not contact with the Referent. It can be corrected only by somebody else, supplying the Evidence the Referent is delivering elsewhere.

This is the work a shared Belief does, and it is why the Beliefs that protect a population are collective rather than individual. Where a population has adopted the Belief, that correction is available continuously and from every direction, and it arrives before the cost falls on anyone. This is what makes a road survivable. Not the accuracy of any single driver, whose own care cannot protect them from the Beliefs of the driver of the approaching vehicle; and not the rule, which prohibits nothing the architecture does not permit. The safety is a property of the field, produced by a Belief the population shares, operating as mutual correction rather than as prohibition.

The same field produces the opposite result on the same machinery. A population of coupled Individuals supplying one another with Evidence is the substrate of the Confabulation Cascade, and nothing in the mechanism distinguishes the two cases. What decides which result a field produces is whether the content circulating through it is answerable to a Referent. Where it is, the field corrects. Where it is not, the field amplifies. One network, and the Referent sets the sign but only when the Referent itself is identified.

At the limit the cost is the death of the Individual who bears it. Bayesian updating requires a surviving Individual, so at that limit the correction is not displaced but destroyed, and a driver corrected by a fatal crash holds no revised Belief afterwards. The limit is the sharpest form of the structure. What makes these Beliefs collective is the export of the cost rather than its severity, and the collective sharing of the Beliefs themselves. A Belief whose cost falls on others as inconvenience is corrected from outside by others providing Evidence of the cost back to the Belief holder.

14.8.2 The Predictive Superposition Principle

The Decoherence Trichotomy of Section 14.8.1 was derived for Beliefs about existing states of affairs: a bank’s solvency, a nation’s military capacity, an asset’s fair value. For Beliefs of this kind, the truth-value is settled by the state of affairs at the moment the Belief is formed, even when the settlement remains hidden until decoherence arrives. A prediction is structurally different. A prediction concerns a future state of affairs, and its truth-value is not fixed at the time the Belief is formed. A sincere prediction is not yet a Confabulation and not yet a correct Belief; it occupies a third classification state, pending the resolution of the domain it concerns.

The framework that generated the Decoherence Trichotomy extends naturally to this case. Under the Sincerity Guarantee, a sincerely held prediction satisfies the first condition for being a Confabulation: it is held without introspective access to its own wrongness. But the second condition, that the Belief be wrong, cannot yet be evaluated, because the state of affairs the prediction concerns does not yet exist. The prediction therefore sits in a superposed classification state. It collapses out of superposition at the Decoherence Time of its domain. If the world adjudicates it true, it collapses to correct Belief. If the world adjudicates it false, it collapses to Confabulation, classified retrospectively by the only criterion that governs Confabulation: it was sincere and it was wrong.


Predictive Superposition Principle. A sincerely held prediction occupies a superposed classification state, neither Confabulation nor verified belief, for the interval between its formation and the expiry of the Decoherence Time of the domain it concerns, collapsing to Confabulation if it resolves false and to correct belief if it resolves true. In unbounded-Decoherence-Time domains the prediction never collapses, because no world-constraining truth-value is available, and a prediction that cannot be settled is not a prediction but a tautology with a time-stamp.



The three regimes of the Decoherence Trichotomy apply to predictions as directly as to Beliefs about existing states. In the short-Decoherence-Time regime, the superposition is brief: a predicted bridge failure that does or does not occur within the hour is settled by end of day. In the long-but-finite regime, the superposition may persist for years or decades before reality adjudicates. Within the long stable phase, the endogenous loop accretes around the prediction; the Sincerity Guarantee ensures the prediction remains sincere throughout, Coupling Strength compounds the confidence of those who hold it, and the loop’s self-reinforcing structure deepens the apparent certainty without settling the classification. When decoherence finally arrives, the classification collapses retrospectively: a financial prediction that held for twenty years and then failed at the crash was a Confabulation from the day of its formation; the decoherence event does not change the truth-value, it reveals it.

In the third regime, unbounded Decoherence Time, the prediction never collapses. A prediction about the ultimate historical standing of a regime, the long-run trajectory of a cultural movement, or the eventual vindication of a contested scientific programme cannot decohere because no world-constraining event is constitutively available to the domain. Such predictions are sincerely held and cannot be classified as Confabulation within any finite epistemic horizon, but they are also not correct Beliefs in any verifiable sense. They are tautologies with time-stamps, predictions whose form resembles that of a genuine forecast but whose content admits no falsifying resolution.

A corollary follows for predictions in the second regime. Because decoherence collapses the superposition, and because the long stable phase permits the endogenous loop to accrete substantially before that collapse arrives, there is an architectural advantage to forcing decoherence early: constructing a low-Coupling-Strength, short-Decoherence-Time environment in which the prediction can be tested at small scale before the accreted loop makes correction costly. This is the application of the Induced-Decoherence Test, derived in Section 14.10.4.1, to predictions under the Predictive Superposition Principle. Rather than awaiting the system’s own catastrophic decoherence, an intervention constructs the conditions under which the prediction’s truth-value is settable in miniature. Where such conditions can be constructed, early collapse is recoverable collapse: the loop has accreted little, the cost of having been wrong is bounded, and the correction can be absorbed.

Read at population scale, the Predictive Superposition Principle identifies a structural asymmetry that determines where intervention should concentrate. In short-Decoherence-Time domains, the superposition is brief and the endogenous loop accretes little before collapse arrives: the cost of a false prediction is bounded, and the collapse is self-managing. In long-Decoherence-Time domains, the loop compounds over the entire stable phase before catastrophic decoherence settles it. The Induced-Decoherence corollary applies most urgently here: where the construction of a low-Coupling-Strength test environment is possible, forcing that early contact with reality allows the agent or institution to collapse on the short rather than predict and await collapse on the long.

The corollary is not without risk. Inducing a collapse by acting is not action taken ahead of the world’s verdict; the action is the induced decoherence event, and so it is the world ruling, on a timescale the actor has deliberately shortened. The Individual who collapses a superposition need not have held a Hypothesis at all. In one case they hold a sincere prediction and act in order to find out whether it was correct, and the collapse returns that verdict. In the other, and the more general, they have simply noted that a superposition is in place (an open question the loop would otherwise compound), and they act to collapse it so that the resolved state can be addressed, without ever committing to a true-or-false Belief about which way it would fall. The risk of the corollary is therefore not that one has bet on a Belief that may prove wrong; it is that the resolved state the action produces may itself require further intervention.

But the risk of acting must be weighed against the risk of not acting, and the two are not symmetric. A prediction left in superposition does not sit inert; the endogenous loop accretes, compounding the unresolved state over the Decoherence Time toward a false certainty that is progressively harder to dislodge. The longer the question is left open, the larger and more entrenched the eventual correction must be, and the fewer the options that remain for managing it. Early collapse reverses this. Resolving on the short regime surfaces the outcome while it is still small, while the loop has accreted little, and while the cost of having been wrong is bounded. It also yields something waiting cannot: an early result to evaluate, and the opportunity to attempt a more robust intervention on a shorter timescale, iterating against real feedback rather than against a prediction. For this reason the risk of not acting is, in almost every soluble case, the greater one.

A final asymmetry favours the corollary. AIM interventions do not merely choose when to collapse a superposition; they act on the risk itself. By lowering Coupling Strength and shortening Decoherence Time (through the Knowledge Patch, A-floor provision, I-domain protection, and visibility governance), they reduce the rate at which the endogenous loop accretes in the first place, so that both the cost of acting early and the cost of having been wrong fall together. The corollary therefore operates within a programme that is continually narrowing the margin of risk it must weigh.

This result completes the chapter’s account of Belief classification under a generalised probability theory. The Decoherence Trichotomy established three qualitative regimes through which certainty and Truth diverge. The Predictive Superposition Principle extends the classification framework from Beliefs about existing states of affairs to Beliefs about future ones, showing that the same non-Boolean substrate that generates the Decoherence Trichotomy also generates a superposed classification state for predictions: a state that is not a cognitive failure but an architectural consequence of forming Hypotheses about states not yet fixed in the world.

14.8.2.1 Referent Foreclosure

The Predictive Superposition Principle names one condition under which a prediction never collapses, the unbounded-Decoherence-Time domain in which no world-constraining verdict is constitutively available. A second condition arises wherever a prediction is acted upon. A prediction that an event will occur, acted on by an intervention that prevents the event, concerns a state of affairs the intervention has removed. The domain was world-constraining and the verdict was available. The act of preventing is what removed the occasion on which the verdict would have been returned. This is Referent Foreclosure: the condition of a sincere prediction whose Referent was available and was eliminated by the action the prediction prompted.

Three conditions must be held apart, and what separates them is what became of the verdict. In the aesthetic regime no Referent is constitutively available, so nothing was removed because nothing was ever there to remove. Under Referent Abandonment the Referent has already returned its verdict and the coupled regime declines to obey it, so the verdict is available and defied. Under Referent Foreclosure the verdict was available and the actor’s own success is what prevents it from arriving. The non-arrival is therefore not a defect in the actor’s epistemics and not a refusal on the actor’s part. It is the condition the action was taken in order to produce.

An asymmetry follows for the actor, and no degree of care in the intervening removes it. The induced-decoherence corollary establishes that an Individual may act to collapse a superposition without holding any Hypothesis about which way it would fall, acting so that the resolved state can be addressed. Where the action is preventive, the resolved state it produces is a non-event, and a non-event returns no reading. The intervention that was necessary and the intervention that was never needed therefore leave behind exactly the same Evidence, which is none. Nor can the Induced-Decoherence Test be constructed on a foreclosed prediction, because that Test requires a setting in which the predicted event is permitted to occur at small scale, and permitting the event is precisely what the intervention exists to prevent.

The verdict is nonetheless recoverable, at one scale and not at the other. Foreclosure is a property of the single prediction rather than of the class of predictions to which it belongs. Across many occasions on which the same intervention is applied, the rate at which the predicted event occurs is itself world-constraining, and a rate decoheres although no member of the rate does. So a foreclosed prediction is unsettleable individually and settleable in aggregate, and this holds generally rather than as a peculiarity of any one domain. The valuation consequence of the asymmetry, and the reason it produces a systematic distortion in what a population is willing to pay for, is derived at Chapter 16, Section 16.18.

14.8.3 The Aesthetic Drift Principle

The behaviour of a high-Coupling Strength system in the third regime is qualitatively different from its behaviour in the second, and the difference is derivable rather than stipulated.

In the second regime, a high-Coupling Strength system converges. Endogenous evidence reinforces a shared position, the interference term collapses toward zero as doubt is eliminated, and the system locks into a high-certainty attractor that persists until buffer exhaustion. The system has an attractor because the coupled dynamics select one, even though the attractor need not correspond to Truth.

In the third regime, no attractor exists. The mechanism that produces an attractor in truth-apt domains is the asymmetry between Hypotheses introduced, however slowly, by reality-contact, the residual exogenous signal that breaks the symmetry among competing positions and gives the cascade a direction. Where Decoherence Time is unbounded, that symmetry-breaking signal is identically absent. Every position is exactly as world-supported as every other, which is to say not at all, so the coupled dynamics have no gradient to descend. The system therefore neither converges toward Truth nor locks into false certainty. It drifts through its state-space indefinitely, repositioned continuously by the same endogenous evidence that would, in a truth-apt domain, have driven it to an attractor.

This is the Aesthetic Drift Principle. A coupled Belief system with high Coupling Strength and unbounded Decoherence Time exhibits persistent non-convergent drift, because the absence of any world-constraining signal removes the symmetry-breaking that an attractor requires. Drift is not a failure of the system to settle. It is the predicted equilibrium behaviour of a high-Coupling Strength system that has nothing to settle against. (This domain is fully time-indexed: it drifts continuously over time, and its unbounded Decoherence Time reflects the absence of a Referent against which that drift could decohere, not any exemption from time, as developed in Sections 14.8.1 and 14.10.9.)

The Aesthetic Drift Principle follows from three established premises. From Section 14.7, a high-Coupling Strength system converges to an attractor only where exogenous reality-contact supplies a symmetry-breaking signal among competing positions. From Section 14.8.1, a domain of unbounded Decoherence Time supplies no such signal, because it is not world-constraining. From the architecture of the interference term established earlier in this chapter, a coupled system whose competing positions remain equally unsupported retains a non-collapsing interference term and therefore reaches no fixed point. Given these premises, persistent non-convergent drift is entailed as the equilibrium behaviour of a high-Coupling Strength system in a domain without a truth-value to track.

14.8.3.1 Referent Abandonment as the Positive Limb of the Provenance Rule

The Provenance Rule instructs that a Belief received from another Individual is to be held below certainty until its provenance is traced to a replicable test against physical reality. This is its negative limb: suspend certainty about the endogenous. The third regime of the Decoherence Trichotomy identifies a class of Beliefs that can never satisfy the Rule’s terminating condition, because no test against physical reality exists for them. But those are Beliefs that began in the aesthetic domain. A distinct class of Beliefs began elsewhere.

Where a Belief has previously been world-constraining, where a replicable test was run and returned a determinate verdict, the Belief entered the short-Decoherence-Time regime, collected an exogenous result, and that result constitutes a decohered Referent. A decohered Referent is a determinate fact of traced provenance. Its truth-channel is closed: the world has already spoken, and what the world said is available. A Belief maintained in contradiction of an available decohered Referent is therefore not a Belief awaiting test. It is a Belief whose test has already been run and whose content has already been falsified by that test.

The Provenance Rule’s positive limb follows from this structure. Call the claim: once a decohered Referent is available, any Belief maintained against it must survive a three-source eliminative proof if it is to be explained at all. The three sources are those of the Three-Source Taxonomy: the A-channel, the homeostatic and bodily register, on which a Belief is held because holding it or acting on it secures a necessity otherwise in deficit; the I-channel, self-endorsed engagement, which here includes the valuing of a Belief because it is true; and the M-channel, in its special case socially transmitted wanting, which attaches to a Belief for the position the Belief secures relative to others. These three are sources of motivation, and they are to be distinguished from the Physical-Reality Channel, which is not a fourth source but the evidential route by which reality constrains a Belief at all. The proof therefore requires four closures rather than three, and the distinction matters because the channel an interested party will invoke is not the one the Referent closes.

The Physical-Reality Channel is closed by the definition of a decohered Referent: the world has already returned its verdict, and the Belief is the losing side of that settlement. The I-channel is closed by decoherence of content: the Individual who has access to the decohered Referent and continues to hold the contradictory Belief cannot be making a truth-tracking inference about the world, because the world’s signal is available and they are not tracking it, so what is left to value is not the content but the position the content secures.

The A-channel is closed by neither of these. That a Belief’s content is false does not by itself establish that no bodily or material necessity is served by maintaining it, and it is precisely here that a Belief held for position will be recast as a Belief held for survival. Closing the A-channel requires the two diagnostics that operate on observable facts rather than on the holder’s report of their own motives. The Appetitive-Deficiency Test identifies the group that primarily benefits from sustaining the Belief and the group on which the disadvantage falls, and asks whether the beneficiary group is, relative to the disadvantaged group, under any appetitive deficiency the Belief relieves. The Reversal Counterfactual asks whether that same group would sustain the Belief were their own position reversed, since a Belief addressing a genuine deficit survives the reversal because the deficit travels with the person, while a Belief transferring advantage does not. Where the beneficiary is the better-resourced party and the Belief does not survive the reversal, the A-channel is closed by the observed absence of any bearing on the beneficiaries’ own deficit, and the closure is overdetermined. Where the A-channel does not close, the elimination does not fire, and the Belief is not thereby convicted of Referent Abandonment however plainly its Referent has decohered.

Where all four closures hold, what survives is the M-channel: the maintenance of the Belief must be mimetically driven, sustained by the Individual’s entanglement in a coupled system whose dynamics are endogenous. That positional calculation, made against a Referent the Individual possesses, is the Mimetic Drive to False Belief: holding the false Belief benefits the Individual on Salience and positional grounds more than holding the true one. The residual is coupling, and its minimum is self-coupling, which never falls to zero (Section 14.5). Positional value may or may not be present in it: where it is, the maintenance is the Mimetic Drive to False Belief; where it is not, the Belief is held by coupled Evidence alone, which is how Contactless Updating maintains it (Section 14.8.3.2); and the two can operate on the same Belief at once. The Standing Test (Section 14.8.3.3) settles whether positional value is present. One qualification fixes the scope. The elimination identifies what sustains the maintenance of the Belief, not the whole history of its acquisition; a Belief may have been acquired innocently, before any Referent had decohered, and the result reaches only its maintenance once the Referent is available and ignored.

This is Referent Abandonment. A Belief held in contradiction of an available decohered Referent of traced provenance is a Confabulation, sincere and wrong, whose completion drifts toward A-grounds and I-grounds and systematically away from any acknowledgement of M, and whose maintenance is therefore Mimetically driven by elimination. The result follows from the same non-Boolean substrate that grounds the treatment: the Physical-Reality Channel and I-channel closures are established by the decoherence structure, the A-channel closure is established by the two diagnostics on the observable distribution of advantage, and the M-channel residual is then entailed rather than asserted. The elimination is accordingly deductive wherever all four closures hold, and it is a test to be run rather than a verdict to be assumed: a case in which the A-channel does not close is a case the result does not reach, and the availability of the decohered Referent establishes only that the Belief cannot claim the Referent-free condition. Referent Abandonment is not a label for a failure of character. It is the architecturally predicted outcome when a coupled system’s endogenous dynamics are strong enough to maintain a Belief against a verdict that the world has already delivered.

The positive limb of the Provenance Rule, then, is this: where a decohered Referent is available and a Belief contradicts it, obey the decohered Referent. This is the Referent Primacy Principle: where a decohered Referent is available, the Referent takes strict priority over any endogenous positioning the Belief also affords. The negative limb addressed Beliefs of untraced provenance; the positive limb addresses Beliefs that contradict a Referent of traced provenance. Together they close the epistemic loop: doubt the endogenous, obey the decohered.

This structure is the epistemic content of the second rider of the Agentic Precedence Principle (Chapter 10). The Agentic Precedence Principle holds that a systemic account, once available, must still win against the standing agent-default and can be refused long after it is available; Referent Abandonment is what that refusal is when stated as Belief dynamics: a decohered Referent held available and defied. Where the refused Referent is itself a systemic account that had displaced an agent-attribution, the abandonment characteristically takes the form of re-agentification: the systemic cause is set aside and a malevolent agent reinstalled in its place. A population that abandons the germ-theoretic account of a disease does not fall silent about the cause; it re-attributes the harm to an agent (a poisoner, a conspiracy, a treatment cast as the true injury), which is the agent-default reclaiming a domain from which it had been displaced. The positive limb of the Provenance Rule and the Agentic Precedence Principle’s directional arrow are then the same demand at two scales: obey the decohered Referent is, across the history of a domain, do not let the agent-default reclaim what the systemic account has earned.

14.8.3.1.1 The Referent-Abandoned and Referent-Free Cases, and the Hard Falsehood

Referent Abandonment is one of two ways a Belief can come to be held with no live Referent governing it, and the two must be distinguished because they share a dynamic but differ in remedy.

In the first, the Referent-abandoned case, a decohered Referent of traced provenance is available and the Belief is held against it: the world has returned its verdict and the Belief defies it. In the second, the Referent-free case, no Referent has ever been identified, the Belief sitting in the condition of Type I Exclusion with the test never having been run, so no verdict exists to defy, and Coupling Strength has hardened around the gap precisely because nothing exogenous ever arrives to break the symmetry and force decoherence.

Both, when held at high Coupling Strength, are Hard Falsehoods: Beliefs whose hardness is manufactured by exporting their maintenance Cost onto those outside the boundary rather than supplied by a governing Referent, and which therefore store rather than discharge their decoherence. They differ only in corrective. The abandoned Belief is corrected by obeying the available decohered Referent, under the positive limb of the Provenance Rule. The Referent-free Belief cannot be so corrected, there being no Referent to obey; it is corrected only by constructing the Induced-Decoherence Test to obtain the verdict that does not yet exist. At low Coupling Strength each has a benign counterpart, a Soft Falsehood, whose permeable boundary exports little Cost and decoheres continuously as Individuals reclassify freely across it.

A racial or caste hierarchy maintained as fact is the exported-cost case at civilisational scale, and it is a Referent-abandoned Hard Falsehood rather than a Referent-free one, because the decohered Referent it defies is always available. Human variation, in genes and in Self-Models alike, is non-modal, continuous, and Individual-specific: it carries no modal type, and so admits no natural kind and licenses no ranking. Two independent channels return this verdict and over-determine it. The first is empirical: the genetic distribution has no natural joins, a determinate fact settled by measurement. The second is architectural and does not wait on the data, for because every Self-Model is assembled by Bayesian updating along an unrepeatable, Individual-specific path, the population of Self-Models has no modal type by construction, so the carve into natural kinds fails on the AIM Framework’s own premises before any genetics is consulted.

The hierarchy’s hardness is therefore supplied not by reality but by the losses in material sufficiency, safety, and development borne by the group the boundary excludes, which is why it can present with the felt solidity of a Hard Truth while tracking nothing. Because the Referent is available, the corrective is the positive limb of the Provenance Rule, to obey the decohered Referent, not the Induced-Decoherence Test, which is the Referent-free corrective and does not reach this case.

14.8.3.1.2 The Diversity Referent

The racial and caste cases are instances of a single Named Result, the Diversity Referent, which fixes their cell in the Hardness–Referent Matrix and states the general form. The result is that diversity is itself the Referent: human variation admits no modal type, and so any Belief that carves that variation into natural kinds, or ranks the kinds it carves, is held against an available decohered Referent and is Referent-abandoned, never Referent-free.

The descriptive core is the non-modality just established, over-determined by the two channels: the genetic-empirical channel, contingent and settled by data, and the Self-Model or trajectory channel, entailed by the architecture through the path-dependence of Belief. The load-bearing property is non-modality, continuity, and Individual-specificity, not cardinality: the genome is finite and human genetic variation is modest for a large mammal, so the result rests on the absence of a modal join and not on any unbounded profusion of forms.

The normative consequence does not follow from the descriptive fact alone. That a distribution admits no natural join does not by itself condemn a hierarchy drawn across it; the condemnation follows from the machinery already in place, that it is not legitimate to impose the maintenance Cost of a Boundary-Belief on those the belief places outside the boundary it draws (Section 14.10.9). The descriptive result supplies only the first premise, that the Referent is available and the kind-claim therefore abandoned; the Boundary-Hardening Principle and the Cost-Provenance Test supply the rest.

The Referent defeats kind-claims and ranking-claims and does not defeat distributional observations. That group means differ along some measured dimension, that a trait is partly heritable, that ancestry structure carries predictive information: none of these carves the variation into a superior and an inferior kind, and none is disturbed. A distributional observation is not a second Referent beside the Diversity Referent. A distributional observation is a reading of the Diversity Referent taken across the boundaries of a Heuristic, true only where the Referent returns it and answerable to the Referent at every point, so no distributional observation can stand above the Referent it reads. Stated more broadly than this the result would become a universal solvent and forfeit the discipline that licenses it, so the boundary is drawn exactly where a distributional observation is converted into a kind or a rank.

Three cases fall under the result, each retaining its own treatment. In the race case the genetic channel is decisive and the Appetitive-Deficiency closure runs cleanly, the group a natural hierarchy would rank above being the better-resourced party by construction. In the sex case biological sex is distinguished from socially constituted gender; where a dimension is genuinely bimodal the defeat runs not through non-modality but through the observation that bimodality yields two clusters and not a superior kind, a ranking requiring a normative axis the distribution does not supply, and the gender limb is over-determined by the trajectory channel besides. The neurodiversity case is the one in which establishing the Referent closes the Physical-Reality Channel and the I-channel but does not by itself close the A-channel, because the parties who sustain the majority-and-minority frame are not uniformly the better-resourced party, so the eliminative three-source proof that convicts the race case is not asserted here.

14.8.3.1.3 The Recurrence of the Kind-Claim and the Remedy Indexed to Cost

The kind-claim the Diversity Referent defeats recurs predictably, and its recurrence is no evidence for it. Populations differentiate themselves culturally, and because a culture is transmitted most densely among Individuals who also share ancestry, the boundaries a culture draws fall along segments of the gradients in which human variation is distributed. The correlation between a cultural boundary and a set of heritable traits is therefore real, and it is a distributional observation the Diversity Referent does not defeat, taken across the very boundary the culture draws. The kind-claim recurs because the distributional correlation it starts from is real, and it remains Referent-abandoned because the conversion of that correlation into a kind is what the Referent defeats. The racial category is accordingly a Heuristic (Section 14.8.3.4) the coupled dynamics regenerate wherever cultural differentiation and shared ancestry coincide, and no regeneration of it supplies the natural join it lacks: there were never kinds, only gradients, and the gradients move.

The category the kind-claim draws is endogenous: its hardness is the coupling the exported Cost produces, not a Referent, while the Cost itself is exogenous, borne as measurable losses in the A-domain and the I-domain. A policy that acknowledges the Diversity Referent may therefore read the category as perceived to locate where the Cost has fallen, and remedy the loss rather than the category. Because the act that exports the Cost is the act that hardens the boundary (Section 14.10.9.2), discharging the Cost is the operation by which the category softens and decoheres, so the remedy does not sustain the category it addresses, provided it does not police who belongs to it.

The proviso follows from Section 14.10.9.2, which counts the policing of who is inside and who is outside among the operations that raise coupling, so a remedy conditioned on proof of membership hardens the boundary it addresses whatever it pays. A remedy indexed to the loss lapses as the loss is repaired, where one indexed to the category would persist with it.

14.8.3.2 Contactless Updating

Most Beliefs an Individual holds about a Referent were not acquired by contact with the Referent. Where the Belief is true, the Referent decohered in another Individual’s test; where the Belief is false, no test returned it. Either way, what reached the learner was the verdict, from a teacher, a text or a parent, and in the learner’s Belief Register the Evidence for that verdict is the testimony that delivered it. None of that Evidence is a cost the Referent imposed. Bayesian Updating on a Belief whose Referent the Individual does not contact is Contactless Updating. The rule is the ordinary one (Chapter 13, Section 13.2.1), and the condition under which the rule runs is what distinguishes Contactless Updating: every item of Evidence bearing on the Belief is testimony, the coupled Evidence of other Individuals, or the Individual’s own recall, so the posterior follows the flow of that Evidence and nothing in the flow is tied to the Referent. Belief updating carries no variable for Truth, and the lock-in that holds a Belief at the Individual Fixed Point operates identically on accurate and inaccurate Beliefs (Chapter 13, Section 13.6.1), so Contactless Updating installs a True Belief and a False Belief on the same terms, and the updating that installed a Belief can remove it. The indifference is documented: a theory induced from two fictitious case histories survives the total discrediting of those histories, whichever direction the histories pointed, and survives most strongly where the Individual has written an explanation of the theory (Anderson, Lepper and Ross, 1980).

Evidence combines additively in log-odds (Appendix A, Section A.5.8.1), and that fact fixes how a Belief held on testimony is lost, whether the Belief is true or false. A Belief held at 0.99 is taken below even by twenty-one items of Evidence each bearing a likelihood ratio of 0.8 against it, and the first of those moves it from 0.99 to 0.9875. Near certainty the probability scale is compressed, so Contactless Updating is least visible where the Belief is most firmly held, and no single update is large enough to register with the Individual as a change of mind. The Evidence that moves the Belief is characteristically endogenous: the expressed doubt of neighbours, anecdotes weighted by their Salience, and Confabulated reasons (Chapter 13, Section 13.4.5). Social input is not required. Self-coupling, which never falls to zero (Section 14.5), returns each recalled Belief to the Decision Hub through the Observer as though it were new Evidence, so the Individual’s own Confabulated reasons, and the Salience of appearances that seem to tell against the Belief, are compounded without any other Individual taking part. Contactless Updating therefore requires M’s general case, the route by which recalled Beliefs reach the Decision Hub, and does not require its special case, which adds to the flow without being necessary to it. What Contactless Updating does require is the absence of contact with the Referent, which would otherwise impose the Referent’s cost wherever the Belief diverged from it.

Contactless Updating is not drift. Drift is the non-convergent equilibrium of a domain with no Referent (Section 14.8.7). Contactless Updating runs where a Referent exists and the Individual does not contact the Referent, and Contactless Updating converges wherever the flow of Evidence carries the Belief: onto the Referent’s verdict where the testimony reaching the Individual carries that verdict, and away from it where the testimony does not. The domain is world-constraining while the Individual’s Decoherence Time is effectively unbounded. Where Contactless Updating carries a True Belief about a decohered Referent onto the losing side of a settled question, and the Referent remains available, the Belief is maintained against the Referent, and the eliminative proof of Section 14.8.3.1, which reaches maintenance rather than history, applies. Contactless Updating is then a route into Referent Abandonment on which no positional calculation is ever made at a single moment. Where Contactless Updating carries a False Belief onto the Referent’s verdict, the correction is real, and the corrected Belief is held on testimony and stays exposed to the same updating. Contactless Updating and the Mimetic Drive to False Belief are not alternatives: a Belief that Contactless Updating has carried off its Referent can come to carry positional value, and from then on both maintain it.

Provenance does not protect a True Belief by existing. The updating mechanism carries no variable for where an item of Evidence came from, and traced and untraced Evidence are processed alike once they enter (Chapter 15, Section 15.6), so a Belief whose provenance stands on public record moves as fast as one whose provenance was never recorded, if the Individual does nothing with the record. What protects the Belief is an operation the Individual performs: holding the trace, the test that was run and what the test returned, and applying the negative limb of the Provenance Rule to the Evidence arriving against the Belief, so that Evidence of untraced provenance is held below certainty. Provenance makes the operation possible and does not perform it. Nor is the operation proof against the M-channel. An Individual whose Belief has come to carry positional value can decline to perform it, and can decline to update even on a test the Individual has run, which is Referent Abandonment maintained by the Mimetic Drive to False Belief (Section 14.8.3.1). A Referent taught without its test installs a True Belief that cannot be protected. A Referent taught with its test installs one that can be, for as long as the operation is performed, and because the Evidence against the Belief does not stop arriving, performing the operation is a standing task rather than a single lesson (Chapter 18, Section 18.15.3).

Contactless Updating is indifferent to Truth, and the protection is not. A True Belief about a decohered Referent can be held with the trace of the test that settled it, and the negative limb of the Provenance Rule, applied to the Evidence arriving against the Belief, holds that Evidence below certainty. A False Belief can carry no trace of that kind, because no test that can be run again returned it, so the same Rule, applied to the testimony on which the False Belief rests, holds the Belief itself below certainty and leaves the False Belief open to the Evidence that would correct it. Within Contactless Updating, Truth enters at this point only: through an operation the Individual performs on the Evidence, and never through the updating.

14.8.3.3 The Standing Test

A Belief maintained against an available decohered Referent is held by coupling, and the coupling may or may not carry positional value. Contactless Updating requires none (Section 14.8.3.2); the Mimetic Drive to False Belief consists in it; and because a Belief that Contactless Updating has carried off its Referent can come to carry positional value, the two frequently operate on the same Belief. Whether positional value is present is settled by a test that the holder and an observer can both run. The first question asks whether a decohered Referent is available for the Belief, which confines the test to the cases Section 14.8.3.1 reaches and excludes the Referent-free and Referent-inaccessible cells of the Hardness–Referent Matrix. The second question asks whether the Individual’s social standing would change were the Individual to revise the Belief to obey the Referent, with the Individual’s material provision held constant. The second question is answerable without introspection, because it concerns what the Individual’s community would do rather than why the Individual holds the Belief, so Source Opacity does not bar the holder from it, although the holder’s answer is exposed to Confabulation and an observer’s is usually the better one.

The test reads what maintains the Belief now, not the route by which the Belief arrived. Where the answer to both questions is yes, the Belief carries positional value that revision would forfeit, and the Mimetic Drive to False Belief is among what maintains it, whether or not Contactless Updating brought it there. Holding material provision constant keeps the A-channel out of the verdict: where revision would cost the Individual’s livelihood rather than the Individual’s standing, the A-channel is not closed and the Appetitive-Deficiency Test governs. Where a Referent is available and revision would cost nothing in standing, the Belief is held by coupled Evidence alone, of which self-coupling is the minimum, and Contactless Updating is what maintains it.

The two findings call for different remedies, and where both operate both are owed. Contactless Updating is answered by maintaining the trace of the test and the operation of the Provenance Rule (Section 14.8.3.2). The Mimetic Drive to False Belief is not answered by Evidence, since an Individual maintaining a Belief for standing declines to update even on a test the Individual has run, and it is answered by lowering the cost in standing of revising the Belief. Lowering that cost alone leaves Contactless Updating running, and restoring provenance alone does nothing against the positional value.

14.8.3.4 The Heuristic and Culture

The Thinker holds one line of Ground-Resolution at a time (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3), and the world the Thinker resolves is continuous, largely unobserved, and larger than any line of resolution can hold. A question about a particular case can therefore be resolved only by assigning the case to a class for which the Thinker already holds a prior, and the vocabulary that divides the perceived field into classes of Object is itself among the priors the Thinker maintains (Chapter 4, Sections 4.4.3 and 4.4.8). A class held as a prior, together with the rule that answers a question about a case by the class the case is assigned to, is a Heuristic. Heuristics are how an Individual makes a workable model of a world that cannot be resolved case by case. The term carries the sense it has in the study of judgement under uncertainty, where a heuristic is an economical procedure that is usually effective and errs systematically and predictably (Tversky and Kahneman, 1974). The judgement of whether a case belongs to a class by its resemblance to the class is the Heuristic applied to a single case, and the general form is the substitution of a question the Individual can answer for one the Individual cannot (Kahneman and Frederick, 2002). Whether a Heuristic serves the Individual depends on how the environment is structured, and in many environments a judgement that ignores part of the information is more accurate than one that weighs all of it (Gigerenzer and Gaissmaier, 2011).

A Heuristic is a prior, so a Heuristic is maintained by the Thinker alone (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.12) and revised only through Bayesian Updating. A Heuristic nonetheless acts faster than the Thinker deliberates. On every cycle the Observer reads the Belief Register and computes under the templates the Thinker has committed there, which fix how the field is classified into Objects and how each Object is sign-coded and weighted (Chapter 4, Sections 4.4.8 and 4.4.12), so a Heuristic the Thinker has committed has parsed the field before any question is put, and the Salience the Observer passes to the Decision Hub is computed under the Heuristic’s classes. The answer a Heuristic supplies therefore arrives without the Individual registering that a substitution was made: by the time the Thinker takes up a question, the question has already been posed in the Heuristic’s classes. A Heuristic is distinct from a Habit. A Habit is selection on the Decision Hub’s cached-value store, which holds a value and no class (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.8); a Heuristic is a class the Thinker holds and the Observer applies.

Every Heuristic is coarser than the Referent the Heuristic models, since a class sets aside what distinguishes its members, and a Heuristic is therefore wrong about some cases from the moment the Heuristic is held. The departure does not stay at that fixed error, because a Heuristic is held as a Belief and updated as one. Most of an Individual’s Heuristics were learned from other Individuals as verdicts and are maintained on the coupled Evidence of others who use the same classes, so those Heuristics are moved by Contactless Updating (Section 14.8.3.2): the boundaries of each class, and the predictions each class carries, follow the flow of that Evidence and not the Referent. A Heuristic also sorts the Evidence that would test the Heuristic. The field arrives already divided into the Heuristic’s classes, so a case the Heuristic misdescribes is registered in the Heuristic’s own terms, and the frame through which the Evidence is weighed is the prior under test, which is the property that drives the Bayesian Flywheel (Chapter 15, Section 15.4). Where the Observer’s positional computation runs against the classes of a Heuristic, a class can acquire positional value (the Category Construction Corollary, Chapter 10, Section 10.3.5), and from then on the Mimetic Drive to False Belief maintains the class as well. A Heuristic held without further operation therefore departs from its Referent, and nothing in the updating returns the Heuristic to the Referent.

What holds a Heuristic to its Referent is an operation the Individual performs: holding the Referent prior to the Heuristic, and not subordinate to the Heuristic. Held that way, the classes of the Heuristic are Hypotheses about how the Referent divides, a prediction the Heuristic makes about a case is revised where the case is met and differs, and the Heuristic is never used to overrule what a test has returned. This is the positive limb of the Provenance Rule, obey the decohered Referent (Section 14.8.3.1), applied to the classes in which Beliefs are formed as well as to the Beliefs themselves, and the Provenance Rule applied to the Heuristic performs the operation, by asking where the class came from and what test, if any, returned its boundary. Held subordinate to the Referent, a Heuristic is a workable model, and a Heuristic is the only kind of model an Individual can hold. Held prior to the Referent, the Heuristic becomes a claim that its classes are the world’s own divisions, and where an available decohered Referent defeats that claim, the Individual who holds the Heuristic that way is in Referent Abandonment.

The categories that a culture holds at a given time, such as race or gender, are Heuristics of this kind, and an Individual who must model other Individuals within a finite capacity cannot do without some such classes. The Diversity Referent (Section 14.8.3.1.2) leaves these classes standing and defeats them only when they are held prior to the Referent: as the claim that human variation divides at a category’s boundaries into natural kinds, or that the kinds so divided stand in rank. A category of race held subordinate to the Diversity Referent is a coarse summary of distributional observations, each of them answerable to the Referent. The same category held as a division of humanity into kinds is the kind-claim that the coupled dynamics regenerate wherever cultural differentiation and shared ancestry coincide (Section 14.8.3.1.3), and the kind-claim remains Referent-abandoned however often it is regenerated.

A population whose members learn their Heuristics from one another comes to hold those Heuristics in common. Each Individual acquires classes from the Models the Individual learns from, by testimony and through the preconscious channel by which cultural knowledge accumulates across generations (Chapter 8, Section 8.15.2). The classes held in common are maintained by each member’s Contactless Updating on the others’ use of those classes, so a population settles, domain by domain, at a location that is a property of the population and not of the subject matter (Section 14.8.10). Culture is the stock of priors a population holds in common: its Heuristics, which divide the world into the kinds the population recognises, and the templates written in those kinds, which fix which Individuals count as Models, which Objects carry the Mimetic Premium, which comparison-sets structure felt adequacy, and which conduct is honoured. The templates reach the Decision Hub through the Thinker’s own input and through the Observer’s Salience, and the Body Manager, which bears no priors, receives none of them (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.12), so Culture loads two of the three channels of direct input to the Decision Hub and never the third. The AIM Weights a population’s behaviour displays are the effect of its Culture and not its substance. Cultural universals derive from the architecture every population shares, and cultural particulars from the content each population’s history of coupling has settled. Culture is subject to the Referent on the same terms as the Heuristics that compose Culture: held subordinate to the Referent, Culture is the store in which a population’s knowledge accumulates across generations, and held prior to the Referent, Culture is the medium in which a kind-claim recurs. A kind-claim held in common leads to crisis by the Boundary-Hardening Principle (Section 14.10.9.2): the population exports the Cost of holding the Boundary-Belief onto those the kind-claim places outside its boundary, the act that exports the Cost hardens the boundary, and the hardened boundary stores the decoherence it delays and releases it as a single violent fold, while those excluded bear the exported Cost continuously.

14.8.4 The Trichotomy as Diagnostic Boundary

The three regimes furnish a diagnostic that the two-regime treatment cannot. A short Decoherence Time domain is identified by immediate failure-and-correction, the signature of truth-tracking. A long-but-finite Decoherence Time domain is identified by accumulation-then-crisis, the signature of certainty-Truth divergence in a world-constraining field. An unbounded Decoherence Time domain is identified by neither, it produces no crises, but its freedom from crisis is not the freedom of a truth-tracking field. It is the freedom of a field with no Truth to track.

This last distinction closes a gap that would otherwise threaten the diagnostic programme. Two domains can both exhibit no crises, a truth-tracking domain with short Decoherence Time and an aesthetic domain with unbounded Decoherence Time, and a crisis-frequency test alone cannot separate them. The Decoherence Trichotomy separates them on a second axis. The truth-tracking domain exhibits low Coupling Strength and its outputs constrain reality, the aesthetic domain exhibits high Coupling Strength and its outputs constrain nothing outside the coupled population. A domain that is crisis-free at low Coupling Strength while constraining reality is truth-tracking. A domain that is crisis-free at high Coupling Strength while constraining nothing is merely drifting.

The two axes just used, the hardness of a Belief and its relation to a Referent, are the axes of a single classification that carries the diagnostic across from the truth side to the falsehood side. The Hardness–Referent Matrix is the classification of any Belief by crossing two axes: the hardness axis, being Coupling Strength and equivalently the Decoherence Time it sets, and the Referent-governance axis, being whether a live Referent governs the Belief (truth), whether a Referent was identified and its verdict defied (abandoned falsehood), whether no Referent was ever identified (Referent-free falsehood), or whether no Referent is constitutively available (the off-grid aesthetic regime). Each cell carries a distinct Cost-provenance signature and a distinct corrective, and the Matrix is the diagnostic instrument by which an Individual locates a Belief’s regime and reads off the obligation and remedy that attach to it. This is the Hardness–Referent Matrix, a Named Result of this chapter, consolidating the Decoherence Trichotomy, Referent Abandonment, Coupling Strength, and the Bubble-and-Foam Model. The Matrix classifies Beliefs about states of affairs; a prediction, whose Referent lies in the future, carries the further Referent condition of Referent Foreclosure derived at Section 14.8.2.1.












	Regime
	Referent condition
	Hardness (Coupling Strength / Decoherence Time)
	What holds the boundary
	Who bears the Cost
	Corrective





	Hard Truth
	Live Referent governs
	Hard / short Decoherence Time
	Reality, re-imposing the verdict continuously
	The holder, bounded (the cost of running and replicating the test)
	None; the Belief tracks Truth



	Soft Truth
	Live Referent, verdict buffered
	Hard / long-but-finite Decoherence Time
	Stored capital buffering a live Referent
	The holder, ultimately, at delayed settlement
	Shorten or spend down the buffer; reality settles it when the capital exhausts



	Hard Falsehood (Referent-abandoned)
	Decohered Referent available and defied
	Hard / long Decoherence Time
	Exported maintenance Cost (coercion)
	Those the boundary excludes
	Obey the available decohered Referent (positive limb of the Provenance Rule)



	Hard Falsehood (Referent-free)
	No Referent identified (Type I Exclusion)
	Hard / long Decoherence Time
	Exported maintenance Cost (coercion)
	Those the boundary excludes
	Construct the Induced-Decoherence Test to obtain the missing verdict



	Soft Falsehood
	No live Referent, weakly held
	Soft / short Decoherence Time
	A permeable boundary; little Cost exported
	Little Cost borne by anyone
	Continuous reclassification; the Belief decoheres cheaply as Individuals move across it



	Aesthetic (off-grid)
	No Referent constitutively available
	Unbounded Decoherence Time by constitution
	The coupled dynamics alone
	No one; there is no Truth to enforce
	None available, and none needed; the Induced-Decoherence Test cannot be constructed





The Soft Falsehood’s Referent-abandoned and Referent-free conditions are shown as a single cell because their corrective converges on the same low-coupling permeability (Section 14.8.3.1), whereas the Hard Falsehood’s two conditions are kept distinct because their correctives differ. The aesthetic regime sits off the grid rather than in it: its Decoherence Time is unbounded by constitution rather than by neglect, and no Induced-Decoherence Test can be constructed for it.

14.8.4.1 Art Across the Matrix

The Hardness–Referent Matrix classifies Beliefs, and a work of Art is not a Belief. A work of Art is an Object made to be engaged for its form, and its form carries content. A painting, a song, a film, a poster, a building or a typeface presents an aesthetic form and, through that form, Content-Beliefs whose sources differ. Some content is drawn from a state of affairs in physical reality, as a landscape draws on the valley it shows. Some is drawn from the coupled dynamics of a population, as a propaganda poster or a political cartoon draws on the valuations, allegiances and enmities circulating among those it addresses. A work of Art therefore presents several Beliefs at once, and each Belief falls in its own regime of the Matrix. The regime belongs to the Belief and not to the work. The medium does not change the classification, which turns on what is carried and not on what carries it.

Every work reaches the viewer as another Individual’s rendering, and so as coupling-mediated social Evidence. What separates the landscape from the poster is therefore not the route by which their content arrives but whether that content has a Referent. Beliefs about the form, that the composition is balanced, the melody affecting, the typeface elegant, have no Referent constitutively available and sit in the aesthetic regime, where a coupled population’s judgement drifts without settling under the Aesthetic Drift Principle (Section 14.8.3). Content-Beliefs whose Referent lies in physical reality sit on the Matrix like any other Belief. The valley in the landscape is there to be visited. A poster’s claim that the enemy poisons the wells has a Referent in whether any well was poisoned and by whom. Held hard against an available verdict, that claim is a Referent-abandoned Hard Falsehood; held hard where no verdict was ever sought, it is a Referent-free one (Section 14.8.3.1.1). A pure evaluation, that a cause is noble or an anthem stirring, has no Referent and sits with the form in the aesthetic regime. A claim that a nation is glorious is seldom a pure evaluation. Where the claim ranks the nation’s people above others, it carves human variation into kinds and ranks them, and is held against the Diversity Referent (Section 14.8.3.1.2). Where the claim rests on what the nation did, those deeds have Referents. Mimetic content is classified the same way, by its Referent. A cartoon that draws a group as the cause of a population’s deficits designates a Scapegoat, and the designation is a claim about causation, which has a Referent (Chapter 11, Section 11.12).

A work also presents Models. A depicted Model installs through the Observer under the Minimum Installation Condition without passing through a Belief, so what a work installs through its Models is governed by what the work depicts and not by anything it claims (Chapter 8, Section 8.1.9).

No work presents form alone. A landscape painted without figure or caption still selects what is shown, from where, and in what light, and each selection is an evaluation offered with the form. Content load is therefore a gradient rather than a division. Ornament and pure pattern stand at one end, where nearly every Belief a work presents is about its form, and propaganda stands at the other, where the form is chosen for what it carries. The landscape stands near the first end and not at it.

Carrying content in an aesthetic form changes how the content is believed. Perceiving the work is the Observer’s function, and the value of the form as perceived reaches the Decision Hub only as the Observer’s Salience (Chapter 8, Section 8.1.9). The Decision Hub integrates that Salience into a single Scalar with the other sources of value bearing on the work (Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2). The Scalar reaches the Thinker stripped of its source decomposition and enters Ground-Resolution as Evidence on the same footing as any other, because the rule stated at Axiom 8 indexes on neither the origin of an item nor its subject matter (Chapter 4, Sections 4.3.8 and 4.4.3). The Thinker must resolve the ground of a valuation it did not choose. The work’s content is among the grounds available: the work moves the Individual, and one Hypothesis for why is that what the work shows is so. Where Ground-Resolution returns that ground, the valuation the form earned is committed to the Belief Register as support for the content. Nothing in the update separates the two. The source decomposition was destroyed at integration (Chapter 4, Section 4.3.3), the Observer’s contribution leaves no phenomenology to check against (Chapter 8, Section 8.2.5), and Bayesian updating is Content-Agnostic.

This is the Aesthetic Carriage Principle: content carried in an aesthetic form is credited with the valuation the form earns, and the Individual cannot read from that valuation which part the form supplied. The crediting falls on the Observer’s contribution, the one that leaves nothing to examine. The Aesthetic Carriage Principle does not move the content off the Matrix. A claim with a Referent keeps its Referent when it is painted, and the poster’s well was poisoned or it was not. What the form supplies is certainty without contact: the claim is held more firmly, and nothing about the claim has been tested.

Three consequences follow. First, the aesthetic regime’s properties, that its drift costs no one anything and that no corrective is available or needed, attach to Beliefs about form and to evaluations without a Referent, and not to the works that carry them. To classify a work as aesthetic is therefore to say nothing about the Content-Beliefs it carries. Nor does an evaluation without a Referent keep those properties once its affirmation is enforced: the sanction falls on the Individuals who decline to affirm it, as losses in the A-domain and I-domain, and those losses have Referents although the evaluation has none. Second, the Provenance Rule is applied to a work Belief by Belief. A Belief about the form cannot meet the Provenance Rule’s terminating condition and is not held under it (Section 14.8.5); a Content-Belief with a Referent can meet that condition, and is held under the Provenance Rule. Third, the corrective is interpretation done with the right Hypothesis available. An Individual whose Hypothesis Space holds the form as a ground for the valuation can resolve the valuation to the form, and so can value the form without committing any posterior on the content, and test the content without revising the taste (Chapter 7, Section 7.1.4). The value of the form need not be given up. What is given up is the use of that value as Evidence for the claim. The corrective does not reach what a work installs through its Models, which passes through no Belief.

The Aesthetic Carriage Principle fails if, with a work’s content held fixed, changing the work’s form to one its audience prefers leaves unchanged the certainty with which the audience holds the content. Statements are judged true more often in a colour that is easier to read than in one that is harder (Reber & Schwarz, 1999). Rhyming aphorisms are judged more accurate than equivalent versions that do not rhyme, by readers who understand both versions equally well and who deny that rhyme bears on accuracy (McGlone & Tofighbakhsh, 1999). Across perceptual and linguistic sources alike, ease of processing raises judgements of truth and of liking, and the effect fades when people recognise its true source (Alter & Oppenheimer, 2009). The record names the effect processing fluency, and treats the crediting of ease to truth as a misattribution that closer attention could correct. In the architecture the crediting is entailed. Source Opacity strips the tag, and the Observer’s contribution leaves nothing to limit the narrative the Thinker completes over it, so the content is as available a ground as any other. Recognising the source makes the effect fade by supplying the Thinker with a Hypothesis, the form as the ground of the pull, and not by restoring the tag, which integration has destroyed. Ease itself is how the Observer’s contribution is experienced (Chapter 8, Section 8.1.9).

14.8.5 Relation to the Provenance Rule

The Decoherence Trichotomy refines the Provenance Rule stated in Section 14.10. The Rule requires that a Belief received from another Individual be held below certainty until its provenance is traced to a replicable test against physical reality. The third regime exposes a class of Beliefs for which the Rule’s terminating condition cannot in principle be met, not because the test has not yet been run, but because no test against physical reality exists, the Belief not being world-constraining. For such Beliefs the appropriate epistemic posture is not suspended certainty pending a test, but the recognition that certainty was never the relevant category. An aesthetic preference held under the Provenance Rule is not a Hypothesis awaiting decoherence. It is a coordinate in a drifting state-space, and treating it as a candidate Truth is itself a category error that the Rule, properly understood, is designed to prevent.

Two qualifications bound the corollary. It engages only where a problem has been identified as sitting in the endogenous regime (where the loop would otherwise compound an unresolved state) and not as a general injunction to act on every open question. And even within that regime, whether to act remains a matter of discretion exercised on the issue at hand; the corollary governs the choice of means once one elects to resolve a problem, holding that induced collapse is the better means, rather than imposing a duty to resolve every problem at once.


Induced-Resolution Corollary. Where a problem has been identified as sitting in the endogenous regime and one elects to resolve it, the better means is to induce the collapse of the prediction’s superposition by acting on the world, rather than to predict the outcome and await its collapse. A problem resolved on the short-Decoherence-Time regime does not remain in superposition to compound on the long. The corollary applies wherever Decoherence Time is short or can be shortened by action, and does not extend to the unbounded-Decoherence-Time regime, where no world-constraining outcome exists to resolve.



In one case the corollary is complete in a single step. Contact with reality is what collapses an endogenous loop; so where one has correctly identified that the problem is an endogenous loop and knows how to induce its collapse, the induced collapse is itself the intervention. Nothing further need be designed, because the diagnosis, recognising the dynamic as an endogenous loop rather than as a verdict the world had delivered, was already sufficient to derive the response, and the response simply is the collapse. Diagnosis and treatment coincide. The machinery that follows is for the harder case, in which collapse is necessary but not sufficient because the intervention the collapsed state then requires is not yet known.

A third option follows from the same apparatus and sits between collapsing the whole superposition now and leaving it open. One can isolate a smaller component of the loop (most naturally a bounded sub-community, but equally a single coupled channel or a limited sub-question) and run an induced-decoherence test on that component in parallel, while permitting the larger loop to continue running. In the social case this means selecting a representative sub-population, inducing the collapse within it, and reading the genuine verdict it returns, all while the wider network’s superposition is left undisturbed. The component collapses on a short timescale and returns a genuine verdict, paid for at a fraction of the cost of collapsing the whole system, and that verdict is then used to design the intervention against the larger loop before one commits to it. The parallel test thus preserves the iteration-on-feedback advantage of early collapse while bounding the blast radius of being wrong: what is resolved early is a component, not the system, so a misjudged sub-test requires re-running the component rather than recovering a prematurely collapsed whole.

The procedure has one binding condition. The component selected must be representative enough of the larger loop that its collapse is informative about the whole; a sub-community chosen because it is easy to settle, rather than because it bears on the loop one means to address, returns a clean verdict on the wrong thing and is its own Type I Exclusion. Where that condition is met, the parallel test is the means by which the corollary’s preferred resolution is itself made more robust: the actor devises the intervention against the loop from the collapsed evidence the component supplies, rather than from a prediction about how the loop would resolve.

Selecting a sub-community to test on can sound like singling a group out for burden. The objection mistakes what the test does. The loop is already running on the sub-community, because they sit within the larger network whose superposition stands open; the induced collapse does not expose them to a cost the wider population is spared, it reduces a cost they are already bearing.

Two features of the procedure run in their favour rather than against them. First, because the loop accretes over Decoherence Time, collapsing it early for the sub-community means it has had less time to compound on them than it continues to compound on the un-collapsed remainder, so the sub-community bears a smaller version of the very cost the wider population keeps accumulating. Second, because the test and the intervention design are focused on the sub-community, they are first in line for the intervention that results; the focus is a priority in benefit, not an allocation of hazard. There is therefore no discrimination in the sense that would prejudice the sub-community; the distribution of cost and benefit runs the other way. The one boundary that preserves this is that the procedure is the induced collapse of a loop already running on the group, not the manufacture of a new harm in order to study it; the corollary licenses earlier resolution of an existing dynamic, never the creation of one.

The opposite objection is equally predictable: that preferring a decoherence test on a smaller sub-community withholds immediate resolution from the larger community and so disadvantages it. The reply is both practical and ethical, and it turns on the case just distinguished: the case in which the required intervention is not known before the collapse. Under that condition a population-scale induced collapse offers no guarantee that the correct intervention will be identified in time to avert a full-scale crisis; one would have collapsed the whole system with no tested remedy in hand. And even once the correct intervention is known, deploying it at population scale demands planning, organisation, and cost, so a population-scale collapse undertaken before the remedy can be rolled out at that scale is too risky to attempt. Conducting the test at smaller scale is therefore what protects the larger community: it permits faster iteration and problem-solving, makes whole the sub-community subject to the test, and arrives at a remedy that can be readied before any wider collapse is induced. The two objections resolve in the same direction. Sub-community testing is the lower-risk course for the tested group and for the larger population alike.

14.8.6 The Bubble-and-Foam Model of Belief-Domains

The Decoherence Trichotomy of §14.8.1, the Aesthetic Drift Principle of §14.8.3, and the diagnostic boundary of §14.8.4 have treated Belief-domains one at a time. A mature reasoner, and a mature civilisation, does not hold one domain but many, and the domains are not uniform. Some are world-constraining and decohere on contact; some buffer for decades; some never decohere at all. This subsection gives the parsimonious picture that makes the relationship between many such domains legible, and shows that the picture has a definite structure. It claims nothing deeper than that.

Picture the Belief-space of a mature reasoner as a foam. Each Bubble is a Belief-domain: a field of Belief with its own subject matter, its own evidence, and its own characteristic Decoherence Time. What inflates a Bubble is the load of Content-Beliefs held within it: the claims the domain is about, each carrying evidential weight, together giving the domain its extent and its internal pressure. Each such claim is a Content-Belief. What separates one Bubble from the next is a Boundary-Belief: a maintained Belief that the two domains are distinct, so that valuations, evidence, and authority proper to one do not automatically carry into the other. The strength of a Boundary-Belief sets the Coupling Strength across the membrane it forms. Where the Boundary-Belief is strongly held, coupling is low and the membrane holds; where it decoheres, coupling rises and the membrane thins. This is the Bubble-and-Foam Model: Belief-domains as Bubbles inflated by their Content-Beliefs, separated by Boundary-Beliefs, together composing a foam. The Nested-Foam Property is that any Bubble may be recursively partitioned into finer Bubbles by finer Boundary-Beliefs, with no new mechanism at each depth.

The model is not a component of any single Individual’s architecture and must not be confused with the Belief Register, which is the intrapersonal store from which one mind reads and to which it writes. The Belief Register is where an Individual holds Beliefs; the Bubble-and-Foam Model describes how fields of Belief relate across the whole space, within a mind and across many minds coupled together. The two operate at different scales and answer different questions.

The model is at once descriptive and dynamic, and these are not two separate claims but one. To say that a domain is a Bubble inflated by its Content-Beliefs is already to say that adding evidential load inflates it and that collapse of the domain must discharge that load somewhere; to say that domains are separated by Boundary-Beliefs is already to say that the containment of a collapse depends on the strength of those separating Beliefs. The structural picture and the dynamic behaviour are the same statement read at rest and read in motion. Because a Bubble’s contents are Content-Beliefs, and Content-Beliefs are about something whose demand does not vanish when the domain collapses, a fold in one Bubble does not annihilate its contents but relocates them across the separating Boundary-Belief into adjacent Bubbles as new evidential load. Where the Boundary-Belief is strongly held and coupling is low, the migrating load arrives attenuated and dissipates below the neighbour’s re-ignition threshold; where the Boundary-Belief has decohered, the load crosses undamped and can drive the neighbour supercritical. This is the migration-and-containment behaviour that the finely divided foam implements structurally, the same subcriticality maintenance the rest of the treatise relies on, now stated in one image.

No claim beyond this is intended. The foam is a way of making legible how many Belief-domains relate and how the Beliefs within them inflate and discharge, and the mathematics of Appendix 14A shows only that the image has a coherent structure: that Bubbles, membranes, inflation, and migration correspond to well-defined quantities and behave as a structure of that kind must. The model does not assert that Belief-space is a physical foam, and it imports no physics beyond the structural correspondence, exactly as §14.1.3 cautioned for the borrowing of quantum vocabulary. It is a parsimonious organising picture with a demonstrable structure, and nothing more.

The Bubble-and-Foam Model yields a corollary that the ethics of Section 14.10.9 will draw on. The strength of a Boundary-Belief is the endogenous coupling of the domain it encloses, and by Section 14.7.7 raising that coupling lengthens the domain’s holder-measured Decoherence Time by throttling the reality-contact that reaches those inside. The operations that police who falls inside a boundary and who falls outside it, and that impose the Cost of maintaining the Boundary-Belief on the excluded party, are precisely the operations that raise that coupling. The decoherence is not thereby suppressed; it is relocated. The reality-pressure the boundary keeps from the holder does not vanish but is borne, continuously and in full, by those the boundary excludes, as losses in their A-domain and I-domain; the exported Cost and the decoherence it absorbs are conjugate faces of the one reality-pressure, not the same quantity, the Cost being what is spent to resist revision and the decoherence being the revision-pressure the outsider absorbs in the holder’s place. What is not exported accumulates behind the membrane as stored load and is released, when the membrane finally gives, as a single violent Saddle-Node Default that re-internalises the stored fraction onto the holder; the cost already exported is sunk and does not return.

Exporting the Cost and hardening the membrane are therefore not two acts but one: the act that makes outsiders pay is the act that stiffens the wall, and because the same act carries both the ethical wrong of imposing the Cost on outsiders and the stability hazard of a stored catastrophic decoherence, the wrong and the hazard are one act. The corrective is the mirror image: declining to export the Cost keeps the membrane permeable and lets the Belief decohere gently and continuously. This is the Boundary-Hardening Principle, a Named Result derived here as a corollary of the Saddle-Node Default in the Bubble-and-Foam Model, and developed in its ethical setting at Section 14.10.9.

14.8.7 The Substrate Condition for Drift

The Aesthetic Drift Principle inherits its formal status from the non-Boolean substrate. The interference term invoked in Section 14.8.3 exists only because the Belief-state space is a vector space whose event algebra is non-distributive; in a Boolean event algebra the cross-term cancels identically, the Law of Total Probability holds without residual, and there is no quantity that could fail to collapse. Drift, therefore, is not an independent phenomenon layered onto the framework but a direct consequence of the same algebraic structure that makes Coupling Strength function as concealment and makes Certainty-Truth Independence statable. Were the substrate Boolean, persistent non-convergent drift would not arise as a derived result; the third regime would reduce to a mixed state on a probability simplex, indistinguishable in kind from ordinary incomplete information.

The condition admits a precise statement. Drift is the equilibrium behaviour of a high-Coupling Strength system in the third regime if and only if the interference term remains non-collapsing across the system’s updating cycles. In the two truth-apt regimes, exogenous reality-contact supplies the symmetry-breaking signal that drives the interference term toward zero and the system toward an attractor, whether or not that attractor is true. In the third regime, no such signal exists, so the symmetry-breaking that an attractor requires is identically absent and the interference term does not collapse. The persistence of the interference term is therefore the formal signature of a truth-value-free domain, just as its collapse is the formal signature of decoherence in a world-constraining one.

This places the Aesthetic Drift Principle within the chapter’s recovery structure rather than outside it. Where Coupling Strength approaches zero, or where the domain is world-constraining and Decoherence Time is finite, the effect algebra becomes Boolean in the appropriate limit and standard Bayesian conditioning applies; drift does not occur because either the coupling that sustains the interference term is absent or the reality-contact that collapses it is present. Drift occupies the remaining cell of the parameter space, high Coupling Strength with no world-constraining signal, and is the unique equilibrium the framework assigns to it. The algebraic dependency of this and every interference-dependent result in the chapter on non-Boolean vector-space probability is established at Section 14.2, where the dependency is shown to be one of algebraic necessity rather than modelling convenience.

14.8.8 The Belief-Conditioned Status Estimate and the Low-Pass Condensation of Status

Section 14.8.6 established that the public quantity called a person’s Status behaves as a low-pass-filtered aggregate of the valuations individuals place on them, and Section 14.8.7 established the substrate condition under which that aggregate drifts. The present section supplies the individual estimate beneath the aggregate, the Belief-Conditioned Status Estimate, derives its most consequential property, states the boundary of its application, and shows how the aggregate of Section 14.8.6 arises from it, completing the belief-layer account of Status for which the fidelity bound of Section 14.10.10 is the immediate prerequisite.

When one Individual evaluates another’s qualities, the quantity the architecture computes is the value dealing with that other can be expected to yield, net of the cost of dealing with them, that is, what the target is worth to engage, gains set against the price of engaging. This is the Belief-Conditioned Status Estimate. Appendix A, Section A.11.1 writes it as one Individual’s expected value of dealing with another, net of the cost, taken under that Individual’s own Belief. By the fidelity bound, an estimate is formed by taking an expectation under a Belief, and can be no closer to the truth than that Belief is; the Belief that conditions the estimate is the assigner’s prior representation of the target, dominated by the transmitted regard the assigner has absorbed, how much others visibly value the target, before any direct dealing. The estimate is thus the expected value-minus-cost of the target computed under a Belief that transmitted regard has largely furnished in advance. The relational position we ordinarily call standing is computed downstream of the estimate, by comparing the estimate for one target against the estimate for others, and the public quantity called Status is the population-scale aggregate of these individual estimates, treated later in this section. The Belief-Conditioned Status Estimate is the primitive from which ordering and Status are built.

The first consequence is an asymmetry that inverts the naive picture of how standing is earned. The estimate is a posterior, a prior furnished by transmitted regard, updated through the encounter by whatever the target’s own conduct contributes. The balance of the two terms is lopsided. The prior is heavily weighted and richly furnished, assembled from many prior observations of how others treat the target; the likelihood supplied by the present encounter, the target’s own conduct, is thin by comparison, a single sample against a well-established prior. Because the estimate conditions dominantly on transmitted regard and updates only weakly on conduct, the target’s own behaviour contributes surprisingly little to the value they are estimated to be worth, and hence little to the standing computed from that estimate. The target is, to a first approximation, a bystander to their own valuation. What the assigner takes to be a reading of the target is largely a replay of the prior, nudged at the margin by conduct that a strong prior absorbs.

This is why demonstrable conduct so often fails to move standing. A figure carrying high transmitted regard retains it through conduct that would sink an unknown, because the prior dominates the sparse contrary likelihood; a figure carrying low transmitted regard struggles to earn standing by conduct alone, because each creditable act is one weak sample against a heavily furnished prior that discounts it. Standing is sticky not because observers are irrational but because the estimate is, correctly, a posterior in which the prior outweighs the evidence of any single encounter.

The stickiness is not fixed, however, and here the estimate reveals a structure the naive picture misses entirely. The Belief-Conditioned Status Estimate is defined for every target, but the weight the encounter’s evidence carries against the prior depends on how responsive the target is, on how much the target’s conduct actually varies with, and reveals, what dealing with them will yield. As responsiveness falls toward zero, the encounter supplies almost no informative likelihood, the prior is barely revised, and the estimate becomes static. This is the limiting case in which the target functions purely as an Object of comparison, valued at whatever transmitted regard has set, with conduct unable to move the estimate. As responsiveness rises, the encounter supplies a likelihood that genuinely bears on the estimate, the prior is revised more strongly, and conduct bites. This is the case in which the target is engaged as an agent whose behaviour reveals their worth, and the estimate becomes a live one that tracks the dealing as it unfolds.

The Object pole and the Agent pole are therefore not two different quantities but the two ends of a single continuum in the responsiveness of the target, with the Belief-Conditioned Status Estimate the quantity throughout. Standing is stickiest exactly where the target is least responsive and conduct reveals least, and conduct earns or loses standing exactly as responsiveness grows. The definitional limit is the static, purely comparative end of that continuum, not a separate mode.

From the individual estimate the aggregate of Section 14.8.6 follows directly. Across a population each Individual computes their own estimate for a given target, and these estimates differ, because priors differ and encounters differ. What emerges as the target’s public Status is not any one estimate but their aggregate, and the aggregation behaves as a low-pass filter, passing the slow, shared, widely-correlated component of the estimates and suppressing the fast, idiosyncratic, individual-specific component.

Two distinct quantities govern this filter, and they must not be run together. How strongly the coupling of Beliefs across the population amplifies the shared component, how much one Individual’s estimate is pulled toward its neighbours’ rather than formed independently, is the gain of the filter, and it is set by the degree to which the population’s Beliefs are coupled, the network-endogeneity sense of coupling established for the slow layer, which must be held distinct from the Hilbert-space Coupling Strength of Section 14.7, a different quantity bearing the same symbol. What sets the filter’s cutoff, the window over which idiosyncratic components persist before they are washed out and only the shared, slow component survives, is instead the Decoherence Time, the timescale over which endogenous belief is overridden by exogenous correction. Appendix A, Section A.12.1 names that cutoff: movement slower than the Decoherence Time passes as a change in standing, movement faster than it is filtered out as noise. High coupling raises the gain, driving individual estimates toward consensus; a long Decoherence Time lengthens the window, letting that consensus harden before reality intrudes.

Where coupling is high and Decoherence Time long together, the idiosyncratic components filter away almost entirely and the shared component dominates, so that Status becomes nearly uniform across the population, read off the same consensus by everyone and barely moved by anything any target does. Where coupling is low or the Decoherence Time short, idiosyncratic components survive, and Status remains contested and genuinely responsive to conduct. The condensation of Status into a seemingly objective public property is thus an artefact of high gain sustained over a long window. The more endogenous the population’s evidence and the longer reality is kept out, the more Status hardens into a fact that answers to nothing outside the coupled Beliefs that constitute it, which is the belief-layer mechanism beneath the missing-substrate result of Chapter 9, Section 9.9.12, that stripped of its comparative content Status exposes only the A and I to which it added nothing, together with further comparison. The formal statement of the Belief-Conditioned Status Estimate and its definitional limit is at Appendix A.11.0 to A.11.2, the live coupled form at A.11.4, and the low-pass condensation with its low-coupling and high-coupling corollaries at A.11.6.

14.8.9 The Interactional Confirmation Loop Why a Live Encounter Can Confirm Two Wrong Valuations at Once

Section 14.8.8 treated the Belief-Conditioned Status Estimate as it stands against a target of varying responsiveness, and established that as responsiveness rises the target’s conduct increasingly bears on the estimate. That treatment held one side live and the other fixed, asking how much B’s conduct revises A’s estimate. The present section removes the remaining idealisation. In an encounter between two Individuals, both sides are live: A is estimating B while B is estimating A, each is updating within the same interaction, and each is acting on the current state of their own estimate. This two-sided coupling produces a result that neither the fidelity bound nor the identifiability result reaches, because both of those held the target’s conduct as something given to be judged rather than as something the judging itself helps to produce. The result is the Interactional Confirmation Loop: it manufactures the appearance of accuracy out of the very act of testing for it.

A’s conduct in the encounter is driven by A’s current estimate of B, and that conduct is observable to B; it is, in fact, B’s principal evidence about how A values B. B, reading A’s conduct, revises B’s own estimate of the encounter and adjusts B’s behaviour to steer the interaction toward the outcome B wants. But B’s adjusted behaviour is precisely the conduct A is now observing and treating as evidence about B.

The conduct B emits therefore has two components: a disposition component, which reveals what B is, and an accommodation component, which is B’s response to the valuation A signalled. To the extent the conduct is accommodation rather than disposition, the evidence A updates on is not independent of A’s estimate; it is downstream of it, having been shaped by B in response to the conduct A’s estimate produced. The channel that ought to carry information from B to A instead carries, in that proportion, A’s own signalled valuation back to A, refracted through B’s accommodation of it. By the fidelity bound, an estimate can be no closer to the truth than the Belief conditioning it, and in the measure that the encounter’s evidence is accommodation, it cannot move that Belief toward the truth, because it was generated in response to the Belief rather than independently of it.

The consequence is a self-confirming loop rather than a test, in the same proportion. Suppose A’s initial estimate of B is wrong, in the sense that it is far, in the fidelity-bound sense, from the truth about B’s underlying dispositions. A behaves toward B as the wrong estimate dictates. B, wanting the encounter to go well from B’s side, reads A’s behaviour and meets it in the way that makes the dealing proceed as A expected. A then observes an encounter that unfolded as A’s estimate predicted and records the prediction as confirmed.

No step in this is irrational. A updated on genuine observed conduct; the trouble is that the conduct was, in the accommodating part, elicited by A’s own signalled estimate, so that part of the update moves A’s Belief not toward the truth about B but toward internal consistency with the estimate A began with. To the extent accommodation dominated, the encounter raises A’s confidence while leaving the distance between A’s Belief and the truth largely untouched, which is exactly the configuration the fidelity bound identifies as confidence without accuracy, now produced actively by the interaction rather than merely left uncorrected by it. Where B’s conduct was disposition rather than accommodation, the encounter is informative in that measure; the result is proportional, not all-or-nothing, and it bites hardest where accommodation is strongest.

Because the coupling is symmetric, the confirmation is mutual. B is doing to A what A is doing to B: B’s estimate of A drives B’s conduct, A reads that conduct and accommodates it, and B observes an encounter that confirms B’s estimate. Both estimates can have been wrong at the outset, in that the valuation each formed of the other bore little relation to the other’s dispositions, and yet both are reinforced by the same encounter. The two Individuals converge on mutually acceptable conduct, a way of dealing that suits both, and each reads that convergence as vindication of the estimate they brought in. Convergence on workable behaviour is easy to mistake for convergence on the truth, but the two are unrelated here: the behaviour converged because each accommodated the other, not because either estimate was accurate. In the accommodation-dominant limit the equilibrium the encounter settles into is a mutual-consistency state, each party’s estimate consistent with the conduct the other’s estimate elicits, and its location is fixed by the two initial estimates rather than by either party’s dispositions, which drop out of the fixed-point condition entirely. The encounter certifies nothing about either valuation precisely at the moment it feels most confirming to both parties, and it feels confirming to both because it was co-produced by both.

The Loop is the per-encounter half of a larger result. It explains why no single dealing corrects the estimate either party arrived with; it does not by itself explain why the estimates an Individual arrives with are biased in a consistent direction across every dealing they enter. That bias has a single source, the standing the Individual attributes to themselves, which serves as the reference level from which each estimate is computed and which the Loop then confirms one encounter at a time. The Self-Standing Confirmation Principle (Chapter 15, Section 15.10.2) states the composition.

The loop is valence-neutral, and it has two families of equilibria. The estimate each party forms is signed: a positive estimate places the other as safe or advantageous to deal with, a negative one reads the other as a cost or a threat, and the conduct each emits is driven by the estimate whatever its sign. Run the loop from a pair of favourable estimates and it settles into a cooperative equilibrium, mutual regard held in place by each party’s accommodating conduct confirming the other’s benign reading. Run it from an unfavourable estimate on even one side and it can settle instead into an adversarial equilibrium: A’s guarded or hostile conduct, driven by a negative estimate of B, is read by B as evidence that B must guard in turn, B’s guarded conduct confirms A’s threat-reading, and each records the other’s hostility as accurately foreseen. The adversarial branch requires no disposition to hostility on either side; a single wrong negative estimate suffices to ignite it, which is the dyadic ground of conflict arising without malice. Which basin an encounter falls into is selected by the initial estimates, the priors and transmitted regard and expectations each party brings, not by the dispositions, which in the accommodation-dominant limit do not enter the equilibrium condition at all.

The adversarial branch further divides by the strength of the mutual response: where the product of the two parties’ response gains is low, the hostile equilibrium is stable and cold, a mutually confirmed wariness that neither escalates nor resolves; where it is high, the equilibrium is unstable and the encounter ratchets, each party’s threat-reading inflating the other’s, toward the thresholds at which guarded conduct becomes action. The two-agent response-gain product is thus the dyadic microcosm of the loop-gain condition that governs escalation at larger scales. And the two branches are not symmetric in their gains: because downward and threat-directed processing runs on a higher-gain, slower-decaying channel than upward or benign processing, the adversarial branch sits systematically closer to its escalation threshold than the cooperative branch sits to its compounding one, so that mutual hostility is easier to ignite and harder to damp than mutual regard is to build.

A further and graver possibility is that sustained treatment on the adversarial branch does not merely confirm a wrong estimate but alters the target: a party treated as a threat over enough encounters may come to be one, their dispositions and their own self-directed Belief shifting under the treatment, so that a self-confirming estimate becomes a self-fulfilling one and the loop manufactures the adversary it presumed. The conflict instance of this dynamic is developed at Chapter 16, Section 16.17.

The loop has a consequence for self-knowledge that carries beyond the encounter, and it is the reason the result cannot be confined to the theory of judging others. How an Individual conducted themselves in an encounter is not discarded when the encounter ends; it becomes evidence the Individual internalises about themselves. A who behaved toward B in the manner a wrong estimate dictated, and who experienced the encounter as confirming, absorbs that conduct and its apparent success into A’s own Self-Model, the running self-directed Belief whose dynamics are the subject of Chapter 15. A learns not only that A read B correctly, which to the extent of B’s accommodation A did not, but that A is the kind of Individual whose reading of others is sound, which the encounter has given A no genuine warrant to conclude.

The wrong estimate thus writes itself twice, once as a reinforced Belief about B and once as a reinforced Belief about A’s own competence at reading others, and the second inscription is the more durable because it is laid down in the Self-Model, where by the self-coupling dynamics of Chapter 15 it is revisited and reinforced independently of B. A faculty for social judgement can in this way accumulate a felt record of success that consists largely of encounters it co-produced, and the Individual, by Source Opacity (Chapter 9) and by the identifiability result of Section 14.10.10, has no interior means of telling such a record from a calibrated one.

The corrective follows the same logic as before but is harder to apply. Epistemic Suspension and the turn to behavioural signatures (Chapter 9, Section 9.14.3) require conduct-evidence that tracks what the target is rather than what the observer’s own valuation elicited; but in a live mutual encounter, much of the available conduct carries an accommodation component, so the signatures most readily to hand are the ones the loop has partly contaminated. Evidence capable of raising the fidelity bound must therefore come from conduct with a disposition component the observer did not shape: the target’s behaviour toward third parties, their conduct when the observer’s valuation was not legible to them, their record across encounters the observer did not enter. Only such evidence is independent in the sense the fidelity bound requires, and only its accumulation, across cases the observer did not co-produce, forces the observer’s Belief toward the truth in the manner the Reliability Corollary describes. The formal statement of the two-sided coupling and its two families of fixed points, the response-gain criterion and its valence asymmetry, and the Self-Model inscription and its self-fulfilling extension, is at Appendix A.11.8; the Self-Model dynamics themselves are developed in Chapter 15.

14.8.10 One Domain, Many Bubbles: Cultural Entanglement and the Location of a Local Fixed Point

The bank run is a single Bubble observed while its coupling is live. Every depositor is inside one population, watching the same withdrawals, and the convergence is visible as it happens. The Bubble-and-Foam Model asserts something further: that a Belief-domain is not one Bubble but as many as there are populations coupled within themselves and separated from each other, and that what separates them is a Boundary-Belief whose strength sets the Coupling Strength across the membrane. Where cultures are the populations, the model predicts that a single subject matter, professed in identical terms everywhere, will sit at a different place in each of them.

The condition under which the prediction is sharpest is a domain that never decoheres. Proportionality in the conduct of war is such a domain. It is a requirement of international humanitarian law and of just war theory alike, taught in the same terms across national traditions, and it asks the practitioner to weigh the military value of an attack against the foreseeable harm to civilians. No observation settles the weighing. There is no measurement the world returns that establishes what the exchange rate between the two should have been, and there is accordingly no Replicability-Consensus available in the domain at all. What is available is Social-Proof Consensus, and by Section 14.10.2 that is a consensus whose certainty is generated by the coupling.

Asked what the maximum permissible number of civilian casualties would be for a given target, academic specialists in the law and ethics of war drawn from eleven countries, and serving military officers from two, produce distributions so wide that the spread between the first and third quartiles exceeds the median - for the strategic target, by more than four times (Statman et al., 2020). Neither group of specialists is more convergent than a lay sample. Both are correctly sensitive to the military value of the target, and both avoid the extreme answers the lay sample reaches for, so the dispersion is not incomprehension. They share an understanding of the principle and do not share its application.

The structure of the dispersion is what bears on the foam. It does not partition by training: specialists in law and specialists in moral philosophy do not differ from one another. It partitions by nationality. The median permissible number among American specialists and American officers is consistently higher than among their non-American counterparts, and the partition holds across both targets and across both professions. Under any account on which the principle is a doctrine applied by trained practitioners, the training should divide the answers and the nationality should not. The division runs the other way.

Two consequences follow, and the second is a correction to the reading the first invites. Cultural Entanglement locates a domain’s Collective Fixed Point: a population coupled within itself and weakly coupled to its neighbours settles at a value, and the value is a property of the population rather than of the subject matter, exactly as the model requires of Bubbles separated by a Boundary-Belief. But the coupling does not tighten the distribution around that value. Convergence fails within each culture as well as between them. Entanglement therefore fixes where a population sits without fixing how closely it agrees with itself, and the two properties must be kept apart.

The bank run explains why they come apart. There the coupling channel is live and the expression is forced: a depositor withdraws or does not, others observe it, and the observation is the evidence. Coupling of that kind produces convergence because each act narrows the next. A practitioner asked privately for a number is coupled to no one at the moment of answering, and carries only the self-coupling that Section 14.5 shows can never fall to zero - the same condition under which the order effects of Section 14.1 were obtained. What the answer carries is the residue of a coupling history rather than its live operation - the position the population has deposited, without the mechanism that would draw the population together around it. A domain that has never decohered and is not at that moment being coupled has nothing at all holding its answers in one place, and its answers scatter accordingly.

The result is a foam of the predicted shape, and it should not be read for more than it shows. The study was not designed against this framework and measures none of its quantities. Its authors account for the width of each distribution by a known psychophysical regularity, the diminishing sensitivity to larger numbers, which explains the spread given the median and leaves untouched the question of why the medians differ by nation. That question is the one the model answers.

14.8.11 The Constructed-Belief Entailment: Why the Operation That Admits Truth Cannot Exclude Invention

Section 14.3 established that the Hypothesis Space must expand for truth-discovery to be possible, because a Hypothesis absent from the space acquires no probability however much evidence arrives. The operation performing that expansion is Imagination, specified at Chapter 4, Section 4.4.4: it constructs candidate Hypotheses from Knowledge held in the Memory Store and delivers them into the Hypothesis Space, where Ground-Resolution scores them against the available evidence. Imagination assigns nothing. The first probability a constructed Hypothesis carries is one Ground-Resolution has given it.

The Constructed-Belief Entailment follows from three established premises:


From Chapter 4, Section 4.4.4: Imagination constructs candidate Hypotheses and delivers them into the Hypothesis Space without scoring them.

From Axiom 8 and Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3: Ground-Resolution redistributes probability across the Hypothesis Space by a rule that does not index on what a Hypothesis is about or on where a candidate came from.

From Section 14.7: the weight the evidence of other Individuals carries in that redistribution is set by Coupling Strength.

Given these premises, a constructed Hypothesis becomes a Belief whenever Ground-Resolution assigns it a high enough Posterior, and the architecture holds nothing that would prevent this.



Nothing in the architecture marks a Hypothesis as constructed. No property a candidate carries would let the evaluative operation treat invention differently from report, and there could be none without a source-tag of exactly the kind Common-Currency Integration destroys. There is no barrier between imagining an entity and believing in one, and the architecture does not require one to work as specified. A constructed Hypothesis held at high Posterior is the ordinary output of an engine doing what Section 14.3 requires of it.

The condition under which this occurs is the availability of evidence rather than the absence of a truth-value. A Hypothesis positing an entity in the physical world is answerable to physical evidence and can be tested, so it does not sit in the third regime of Section 14.8.1, where no truth-value exists for the dynamics to track. It sits in one of the two finite regimes, and its Decoherence Time is long for a reason the two parameters already supply: the evidence bearing on it reaches the Thinker rarely and only when sought out, while the evidence of what other Individuals hold reaches the Thinker continuously. Under high Coupling Strength the Posterior settles where the population settles rather than where the search record points.

The origin of a candidate matters and the architecture cannot read it. A Hypothesis whose composition is drawn from Knowledge acquired through contact with physical reality carries warrant the world supplied; a Hypothesis composed within the Individual carries none, and Knowledge is non-committal as to truth, so assembly from Knowledge confers no warrant by itself. The distinction is epistemically decisive and architecturally invisible: Ground-Resolution holds no term for it and scores both on the evidence reaching the Thinker alone. A domain in which the exogenous evidence is out of circulation is a domain operating under the Endogenous-Evidence Condition, where the convergence theorems of Section 14.6 do not apply. Where the candidate is endogenous in origin and the evidence endogenous in circulation, no exogenous evidence enters the cycle at any point, nothing anchors the Posterior outside the Individual and the population between them, and Coupling Strength alone fixes where it settles.

The placement in the Referent taxonomy of Section 14.8.3.1.1 follows. A Belief in an entity for which physical search has been conducted and has returned nothing is not Referent-free, because the Referent-free condition is Type I Exclusion with the test never having been run. The test has been run. The verdict is a null result rather than a positive contrary finding, and its force scales with the thoroughness of the search rather than being determinate in the manner of a measured distribution, but a verdict obtained is a verdict, and the Belief is Referent-abandoned. Its corrective is accordingly the positive limb of the Provenance Rule, to obey the decohered Referent, and not the Induced-Decoherence Test, which is the Referent-free corrective and does not reach this case. Filing the Belief as Referent-free would carry a second consequence the Referent Absence Property does not license, since Referent-absent content is governed by subcriticality rather than accuracy, and a claim the world can answer is governed by accuracy.

Two things hold together. The first is that the entity is experienced as real, because being experienced as real is what holding a Belief at high Posterior consists of, and the experience is not diminished by the provenance of the Hypothesis. An Individual who reports encountering a disembodied spirit reports something they underwent. The Phenomenological Reality Principle, derived at Chapter 9, Section 9.5, governs here as it governs a motivational signal: the vocabulary exists to give an Individual somewhere to stand, not to tell them that what they experienced was not experienced. The second is that no physical evidence for such entities has been identified. The architecture permits the entity to be experienced as real; the physical record supplies no evidence that the entity is real. Both hold at once, and the distance between them is the result.

Certainty-Truth Independence has already established that probability concentration is a property of the system rather than a relation to reality, and this result adds nothing to it. What a Hypothesis positing a physical entity ought to be held at is set by the evidence bearing on it. The contribution here is to explain why the Posterior an Individual holds so often departs from that, and the explanation is Coupling Strength rather than any defect in the Individual’s reasoning.

The Confabulation Priority Principle governs the attribution of an unexplained phenomenon to an agent, where the sincere-but-wrong account arrives first and the occupied explanatory slot removes the demand for the expansion that would admit the accurate one. The Constructed-Belief Entailment governs the holding of a constructed Hypothesis against an available null record, and requires no exclusion to operate. Where both conditions hold the two mechanisms compound.

The consequence for intervention follows. A practice that marks content as invented installs no barrier, there being none to install. What such a practice does is supply evidence, a signal that the content is not offered as describing the world, which Ground-Resolution weighs alongside everything else and which is outweighed wherever the evidence of other Individuals runs the other way. The governing quantity is Coupling Strength, which fixes how heavily the Beliefs of others weigh when little else bears on the Hypothesis, and the remedy is Subcriticality Maintenance rather than any discipline of labelling.

14.9 - Why Bayes’ Theorem Never Starts From Zero, and Why Order Effects Require State-Dependent Evidential Force

Sections 14.4 to 14.7 established the architectural causes of order effects and the two parameters that quantify them. Section 14.9 turns to a question a reader with probability training will press: could order effects be eliminated by sufficient Bayesian discipline, given that Bayes’ theorem is the calculus of rational updating? Strict conditionalisation on a fixed evidence set is commutative: an Individual who updates on the same total evidence by Bayes’ theorem reaches the same posterior whatever the order of presentation, and this holds even when the evidence items are strongly dependent. Bayes’ theorem does not, by itself, produce order effects. What produces them is that the evidential force an observation carries, the likelihood ratio the Individual assigns to it, is not fixed but depends on the Belief-state the observation is evaluated against, which is exactly the state-dependence that Sections 14.2 to 14.4 established as the non-Boolean substrate. Order effects are therefore structural and cannot be disciplined away, not because the calculus generates them but because the inputs the calculus is handed are themselves order-dependent. The multiplicative structure that keeps the prior from ever reaching zero is what carries that state-dependence forward from one update to the next.

14.9.1 Bayes’ Theorem in Plain Terms

Bayes’ theorem, in its standard form, states that the posterior probability of a Hypothesis given evidence is proportional to the prior probability of the Hypothesis multiplied by the likelihood of the evidence given the Hypothesis, divided by the marginal probability of the evidence. Written as a formula:

P(H | E) = P(H) · P(E | H) / P(E)

The theorem is a content-agnostic procedure for revising Beliefs in light of new evidence. It operates the same way regardless of whether the Hypothesis is about the weather, the bank’s solvency, or another Individual’s trustworthiness.

The crucial feature for present purposes is the multiplicative structure of the update. The posterior is the prior multiplied by a likelihood ratio, then normalised. The prior is not added to or subtracted from. It is multiplied. The implication is that the prior never zeroes out under any finite amount of evidence. A prior of 0.5 cannot become zero, and a prior of 0.01 cannot become zero, no matter how strongly the subsequent evidence pushes against the Hypothesis. The prior can be made arbitrarily small, but it can be reduced to zero only in the limit of infinite evidence, which is not a state that any finite Bayesian reasoner can reach.

14.9.2 Why the Order Effect Is Not in the Calculus but in the Assigned Likelihood

Consider first what strict conditionalisation delivers. Take again the trustworthy-C scenario from Section 14.1, and suppose for the moment that the two pieces of evidence carry fixed likelihood ratios: a fixed multiplicative factor for generosity and a fixed factor for broken promises, the same whatever the current Belief-state. The first Individual begins at prior odds set by a probability of 0.5, multiplies by the generosity factor, then multiplies by the broken-promises factor. The second Individual multiplies by the same two factors in the reverse order. Because multiplication commutes, the two Individuals reach the identical final posterior: the prior odds multiplied by both fixed factors give the same product in either order. With fixed likelihood ratios there is no order effect at all, however strongly the two items depend on each other. This is the negative result.

The order effect enters only when the likelihood ratio is not fixed but state-dependent, and in human cognition it is state-dependent, for the architectural reason given in Section 14.4.3: each evaluation projects the current Belief-state onto a reference frame fixed by context, so the force an observation carries is the force it has against the state it meets, not a quantity it carries intrinsically. The news of broken promises, arriving at a Belief already raised to 0.7 by generosity, is weighed against a background of established trust and carries one force; the same news arriving first, at a prior of 0.5, is weighed against no such background and carries another. Because the force each observation exerts depends on the state it lands on, and that state depends on what came before, the two Individuals do not multiply by the same factors at all. Their final Beliefs diverge (the first settling lower, the second higher), not because they applied the same operations in a different order, but because the same experiences delivered different evidential force in the two orders.

The order effect is therefore not a consequence of the multiplicative structure of Bayes’ theorem, which by itself commutes, but of the state-dependence of the likelihood that the multiplicative structure carries forward. What is state-dependent is the evidence an experience yields and not the likelihood function applied to it: the experience reaches the Thinker as a Scalar that the Belief-state it meets has already shaped, while the likelihood assigned to that Scalar stays content-agnostic, which is what keeps the Belief race monotone (Appendix A, Section A.5.6). What the multiplicative structure contributes is that the prior is never overwritten but always multiplied, so that the state an observation meets is always the accumulated product of everything prior; the state-dependence of the likelihood then makes that accumulated state matter for the force of what comes next.

The order effect is not a failure of Bayesian discipline and cannot be removed by more of it. That is the Rationality Misattribution Principle: the apparent violations of classical probability that Individuals exhibit under Mimetic coupling, order effects among them, are the predicted output of non-Boolean Belief dynamics rather than failures of rationality, and reading them as failures misattributes to the reasoner what belongs to the substrate. The full formal version, showing that strict conditionalisation on a fixed evidence set is order-invariant by the chain rule and locating the order effect precisely in the state-dependence of the assigned likelihood, is given in the appendix.

14.9.3 The Direction of Drift

The order effect is not random. It is directional. Because the force an observation carries is weighed against the state it meets, an observation that arrives early, against a less committed Belief, moves the state differently from the same observation arriving late, against a state already committed by prior evidence. The result is a monotonic, path-dependent drift: the first piece of evidence shifts the Belief-state, the second is weighed against the shifted state and shifts it again, and the final posterior reflects the path through Belief-space rather than the evidence set alone. Two Individuals presented with the same information in different orders traverse different paths and arrive at different posteriors, not through any error in the Bayesian arithmetic, which each performs perfectly, but because the state-dependence of the likelihood gives the same experiences different force in the two orders.

The directional character of the drift means that order effects compound across multiple updates. An Individual exposed to evidence in one order accumulates a different sequence of intermediate Belief-states than an Individual exposed to the same evidence in a different order, and the divergence is not in general erased by subsequent evidence, because the force each later observation carries is weighed against the divergent states the two now occupy rather than against a common baseline. The asymmetry is preserved in the state on which the next update operates, and compounds. This compounding is the mechanism by which the Confabulation Cascade, established in Chapter 11, propagates through a population: each Individual’s posterior becomes the next Individual’s evidence, and the order in which the evidence is encountered shapes the population’s convergence.

The path dependence established here has a second half, and it is the half that makes the first stick. Order effects determine where the probability mass goes: ground-resolution runs over the Hypothesis Space, and the force each observation carries is weighed against the state it meets, so the sequence of encounter decides which Hypothesis accumulates mass. That is selection. It does not yet say why the selection should survive, because a distribution that merely leans one way is still a distribution that later evidence can move back.

What governs how far later evidence can move it is the Interference Term. The residual coherence between competing Hypotheses marks how far the Belief-state has not collapsed onto one of them, and therefore how far it remains revisable at all. Its magnitude is bounded by the geometric mean of the competing probabilities, so it is largest when mass is spread across Hypotheses and falls as mass gathers on one. The selection therefore extinguishes the capacity that would have undone it. Each increment of concentration lowers the Interference Term; a lower Interference Term admits less movement from the next observation; less movement concentrates the mass further. Decoherence to the Individual Fixed Point is the limit of that process, the Interference Term at zero with the mass on a single Hypothesis, at which point ground-resolution returns the same Hypothesis whatever arrives.

This is why the divergence between two Individuals who met the same evidence in different orders is not in general erased by what follows. It is not that the later evidence is absent or weak. It is that the state each Individual occupies sets how much of it can register, and the state early ordering selected is the state that has already reduced its own revisability. Order effects select the Hypothesis; the collapse of the Interference Term keeps it. Reaffirmation supplies the increments by which the collapse proceeds, because the Belief Register’s own prior state returns as Evidence under Self-Coupling and the correlated attributions of others return through interpersonal coupling, and neither restatement arrives marked as a restatement. Selection by order, retention through reaffirmation, and the collapse of the Interference Term that follows from both together constitute the Type II limb of the Confabulation Rationality Lemma: a sincerely held false attribution reached with the true Hypothesis present throughout. Epistemic Suspension is the deliberate maintenance of a non-zero Interference Term against exactly this pressure, which is why Epistemic Suspension is a precondition for revision rather than an ornament upon it.

14.9.4 Connection to the Confabulation Cascade

The order-effect derivation of this section is the individual-level mechanism that underlies the population-level Confabulation Cascade described in Chapter 11 (Confabulation, Projection, and the Scapegoat Mechanism). At the individual level, an Individual’s posterior is path-dependent on the order of evidence because the evidential force of each observation depends on the state it meets. At the dyadic level, each Individual’s expressed Beliefs become evidence for the other Individual, and the dyadic system inherits the path-dependence of each member. At the population level, the network of dyadic exchanges produces a global path-dependence: the order in which Beliefs propagate through the network determines the population’s final Belief state, and the final state can converge to a high-certainty consensus that bears no necessary relation to the Truth of the Hypothesis. The Confabulation Cascade is what this convergence looks like from outside; the order-effect mechanism derived here is what produces it from inside each Individual.

14.9.5 Tie-Back to Section 14.3 - Bayes Requires a Representable Hypothesis

The derivation in 14.9.1 to 14.9.4 assumes that the Hypothesis being tested has a non-zero prior. The assumption is necessary for the multiplicative update to produce any posterior at all. If the prior is zero, then zero multiplied by any likelihood is still zero, and the posterior is zero regardless of the evidence. The implication is that Bayesian updating succeeds only on Hypotheses with a non-zero prior, which in turn requires the Hypothesis to be representable in the Hypothesis Space.

H2 makes M-driven desire formally invisible to Bayesian updating because the prior on the M-Hypothesis is not a small number; it is a number that the system cannot assign. The Hypothesis Space does not contain the basis vector corresponding to the M-Hypothesis, so the prior is undefined rather than merely small. The H2-to-H3 expansion derived in Section 14.3 is therefore a precondition for any Bayesian updating on the M-Hypothesis. Without the expansion, the order-effects-from-Bayes derivation does not apply to M-driven motivation because M is not yet a Hypothesis that can be tested. With the expansion, the order-effects-from-Bayes derivation applies fully, and the further work of the Knowledge Patch is required to direct probability mass toward the M-Hypothesis in the face of the Type II Exclusion that operates within the expanded space.

14.9.6 The Certification Bound

Section 14.9.5 established that Bayesian updating operates only on Hypotheses the Hypothesis Space represents, and that a Hypothesis the space omits carries an undefined prior rather than a small one. What an Individual is ever in a position to claim follows from that.

Updating distributes probability across the Hypotheses available to it and returns the one the Evidence fits most closely. That Hypothesis is the best supported in the space, which is not the same as the best supported. Where the true Hypothesis is absent the operation does not fail, return nothing, or report its own incompleteness. It converges on whichever available Hypothesis lies nearest, and the Individual arrives at that Hypothesis with whatever confidence the Evidence warrants. What the operation returns is the least wrong answer the space permits.

Nothing inside the Individual separates that case from the other one. Detecting the shortfall would require setting the Hypothesis Space against what it omits, and that comparison cannot be run, because stating the omission is the operation the space is unable to perform, which is what Section 14.3.4 establishes of Type I Exclusion. An absent Hypothesis leaves no trace in the posterior over the Hypotheses that remain, so the distribution looks the same whether the space is complete or not.

Confidence supplies no signal either. Certainty and Truth occupy independent dimensions, so the strength with which a Hypothesis is held carries no information about whether it corresponds, and a restricted space produces high confidence as readily as a complete one, more readily in fact, since fewer candidates compete for the probability mass.

No Individual is therefore ever in a position to assert a Truth. The strongest warrant the architecture makes available is that a Hypothesis is the least wrong of those the Individual’s Hypothesis Space contains, given the Evidence that has reached them. This is the Certification Bound.

The Certification Bound is not the claim that Beliefs cannot be true. A Belief in the Truth-Tracked Regime tracks a decohered Referent and is true, and reality goes on confirming it. What the Certification Bound governs is the warrant rather than the truth-value. The Individual’s position is that nothing has contradicted the Hypothesis and that their space holds no better candidate, which is a statement about the space and the Evidence rather than about the world. Truth is a property of the relation between a Belief and the state of affairs it concerns; warrant is a property of an operation run over a space whose edges the operator cannot see.

One regime lies outside the Certification Bound. Where the check is constitutive rather than contingent, as in the mathematically provable case, the Belief and its verification are the same act, and no space of competing candidates exists over which a posterior is taken. A proof is not a posterior, and the Certification Bound reaches only what is arrived at by updating.

Referent Inaccessibility is the case in which the shortfall is not merely possible but certain. A Referent that is causally operative while no access path exists within the available Hypothesis Space means the true Hypothesis is in nobody’s space, so every Individual reasoning in the domain converges on the least wrong answer available and has no means of establishing that this is what they have done. The history of explanation is largely a record of populations in exactly that position, reasoning correctly throughout.

14.10 - The Provenance Rule and the Limits of Consensus

Sections 14.1 to 14.9 established the architectural and mathematical facts about how human Belief dynamics work in coupled systems. Section 14.10 states the practical rule of thumb that follows from those facts. The rule can be applied by an Individual or institution without specialist training. Its correctness depends on the architectural results derived above.

14.10.1 The Rule in Plain Language

The Provenance Rule is: unless the provenance of another Individual’s stated Belief can be traced back to a source that presents a replicable test against physical reality, and that test has been run by the receiving Individual or by a community of independent testers whose replication is genuine rather than social, the evidence received is evidence whose certainty was generated by the dynamics of the coupled system rather than by contact with reality. The receiving Individual should therefore hold the posterior below certainty by an act of structural discipline, until provenance is traced.

The rule is procedural rather than perceptual. It does not ask the Individual to discriminate, from inside their own cognitive experience, between evidence whose provenance is sound and evidence whose provenance is corrupt. The chapter’s prior sections have established that the discrimination cannot be made from inside, because the phenomenology of holding a verified scientific finding is identical to the phenomenology of holding a coupled-system artefact. The rule asks the Individual to apply an external procedure: trace the provenance, or hold doubt.

14.10.2 Replicability-Consensus and Social-Proof Consensus

The rule’s force depends on a distinction between two kinds of consensus that look identical from outside but are produced by structurally different processes.


	Replicability-consensus is the form of consensus produced when many independent Individuals, each performing an experimental test whose result is determined by exogenous physical reality, arrive at the same Belief. The boiling point of pure water at one atmosphere of pressure is 100°C because every Individual who has ever measured it under controlled conditions has obtained, within measurement error, the same value. The consensus is trustworthy because the underlying tests can be re-run by anyone, and have been, and the running of the test exposes the Belief to evidence that the testing Individuals did not themselves produce.

	Social-proof consensus is the form of consensus produced when many Individuals, each updating on the expressed Beliefs of other Individuals within a coupled system, arrive at the same Belief. The bank-run scenario of Section 14.6 is the canonical example: every depositor converges on the Belief that the bank is insolvent, and the Belief is high-certainty across the population, but the certainty is generated by the dynamics of the coupling rather than by contact with the bank’s underlying balance sheet.



From inside an Individual, the two kinds of consensus produce the same phenomenology. The Individual who believes that water boils at 100°C and the Individual who believes, during a bank run, that their bank is insolvent both experience high subjective certainty. They both feel that the consensus around them confirms their Belief. They both can produce, on request, a list of other Individuals who hold the same Belief. The procedural distinction between the two is not visible from inside; it requires tracing the provenance of the Belief to its source.

14.10.3 The Boiling-Water Example

The 100°C boiling-water Belief is the canonical illustration of replicability-consensus. The Belief is held with high certainty across the global population of educated adults. The Belief is, within the conditions specified (pure water, one atmosphere of pressure), true. The certainty is justified because the underlying test, heating water and measuring the temperature at which sustained boiling occurs, can be run by any Individual with access to a kettle and a thermometer, and the test has been run independently in every laboratory on the planet. The result is determined by the physical properties of water and air, not by the social dynamics of the testing community.

The replicability of the test is what makes the consensus trustworthy. A community of testers whose results are determined by exogenous physical reality cannot, in the limit of sufficient sample size, converge to a false Belief about the boiling point of water. The convergence theorems of classical Bayesian epistemology apply here because the evidence is independent of the Beliefs being tested, in the sense established in Section 14.9: the temperature at which water boils does not change in response to anyone’s Belief about it. The Coupling Strength of the testing community, with respect to the boiling-water question, is approximately zero. The justification belongs to the community of testers. An Individual who holds the 100°C figure as a verdict, without the test, holds it on testimony, and the Belief is exposed to Contactless Updating (Section 14.8.3.2) however well founded the consensus behind it.

Most Beliefs that human Individuals hold are not of this form. They are Beliefs about other Individuals, about institutions, about social processes, about events that occurred outside the Individual’s direct experience, about contested matters of fact or interpretation. The evidence available for such Beliefs is largely the expressed Beliefs of other Individuals. The Coupling Strength of the relevant epistemic community is substantial (Zollman, 2007; O’Connor and Weatherall, 2019), and the Decoherence Time is long, and the convergence theorems of classical Bayesian epistemology (Goldman and O’Connor, 2021) do not apply. The Provenance Rule is the procedural response to this condition.

14.10.4 Why the Scientific Method Succeeds Where It Forces the Classical Case, and Where It Does Not

The boiling-water example in 14.10.3 illustrates more than the trustworthiness of replicability-consensus. It illustrates the architectural conditions under which the scientific method succeeds. The conditions are not given by nature; they are engineered by the practice. The method works when, and only when, the engineering succeeds in driving Coupling Strength toward zero and Decoherence Time toward the timescale of the test itself. Where the engineering fails, the method produces outputs that look identical, from inside the practice, to the outputs it produces when the engineering succeeds. There is no phenomenal marker that distinguishes the two cases.

14.10.4.1 The General Result, Why Predictive Fit Within a Coupled System Is Not Corroboration

The instances catalogued below share a single architecture, and the architecture can be stated as a general result before any instance is examined. The result holds for any model of a system in which the model is itself one of the coupled nodes, and it governs the scientific, financial, military, and artificial-intelligence cases alike. A model of a system of high Coupling Strength and long Decoherence Time is not an observer standing outside that system. It sanctions states of the system; the participants whose own reference points are shaped by the states it sanctions then behave accordingly; the resulting behaviour becomes the data; and the data, read back, confirms the model. Fit, in such a system, is the expected output of the coupling. It confirms the endogeneity of the system, not the quality of the model, because a model coupled into the system it describes will fit the data it helped to generate whether or not the model is true.

It follows that fit can carry information about a model’s quality only where the evidence against which it is checked is exogenous, which is to say only under low Coupling Strength and short Decoherence Time. Low Coupling Strength and short Decoherence Time are the conditions, engineered deliberately in the manner of 14.10.4.2, under which evidence arrives from outside the loop and the model can be disconfirmed. A model whose fit can be demonstrated under such conditions has earned its corroboration. A model whose fit is observed only under high Coupling Strength and long Decoherence Time has not, because in that regime the test it would need to pass cannot be run.

If no low-Coupling-Strength, short-Decoherence-Time test of the model can be constructed, the endogeneity is established by elimination: there was no exogenous component to the corroboration to begin with, or one could have been isolated and tested against physical reality. Stated as a biconditional, test-definability and exogeneity are equivalent: a low-Coupling-Strength, short-Decoherence-Time test of a model is constructible if and only if the corroboration contained an isolable exogenous component, so the regime in which the Induced-Decoherence Test cannot be run is precisely the completely endogenous regime the framework predicts, and the test therefore cannot be turned against the framework, its inapplicability to a domain is itself the framework’s positive diagnosis of that domain’s endogeneity.

This yields a constructive criterion of adequacy. The one exogenous event that a high-Coupling-Strength, long-Decoherence-Time system reliably produces is its own decoherence, the crisis at which Decoherence Time expires and the system transitions discontinuously through the Critical-Coupling Fold of Section 14.7.5. A complete and fit-for-purpose model must therefore be capable of predicting the conditions of that collapse, because the collapse conditions are the only state the system reaches that the model did not help to produce, and so the only state against which the model is genuinely tested. The decisive examination of such a model is accordingly not to observe its fit through the stable phase, which is uninformative, but to construct a low-Coupling-Strength, short-Decoherence-Time environment in which the model’s predicted collapse conditions can be induced on demand and observed. This is the Induced-Decoherence Test, and it is the experimental form of the Provenance Rule applied to a model rather than to a single Belief: it traces the model’s corroboration to a replicable test against exogenous reality by manufacturing the disconfirming event under controlled coupling rather than waiting for the system’s own rare and uncontrolled collapse.

A model that predicts the induced collapse is corroborated. A model that fits the stable phase and fails to predict the induced collapse is not partly confirmed and partly refuted; it is confirmed only where confirmation carries no information and refuted at the one point where information is available, and a model in that position is, by that fact, incomplete and not fit for purpose. A model in a domain where no such environment can be constructed at all, where the only exogenous test is the system’s own historical collapse and that collapse cannot be staged in miniature, as in the run-up to interstate war analysed in 14.10.4.7, has had its endogeneity established by elimination, and its fit was never corroboration.

The two phases of such a model’s performance are therefore one fact about the system read at two values of Decoherence Time, the second regime of the Decoherence Trichotomy of Section 14.8.1, long but finite Decoherence Time settled by catastrophic intrusion. The same high Coupling Strength that manufactures the fit through the long stable phase manufactures the collapse when the phase ends. A prediction the system has been coupled to fulfil is not a prediction the world was free to refute, and a prediction that cannot fail is not a prediction; it is a tautology with a time-stamp. This is the coupled-system instance of the Predictive Superposition Principle (Section 14.8.2): the prediction’s superposition is held open indefinitely because the coupling supplies no world-constraining decoherence event. The subsections that follow instantiate this result, in the engineered low-coupling case of the scientific method, where the test can be constructed and the classical case forced, and in the high-coupling cases of finance, war, and artificial intelligence, where it frequently cannot, and where the system’s own decoherence is the only test that ever arrives.

14.10.4.2 The Scientific Method as Coupling Engineering

The procedural apparatus of the scientific method, when one examines it from the perspective of Quantum Epistemology, is a set of devices for forcing the classical case. Pre-registration of Hypotheses fixes the prior before the evidence is encountered, preventing the order effect by which post-hoc reasoning produces different posteriors for the same evidence (Simmons, Nelson, and Simonsohn, 2011; Gelman and Loken, 2014). Blinding of measurement (single-blind, double-blind, triple-blind in increasing degrees of rigour) decouples the experimenter’s expectations from the measurement act, reducing the Coupling Strength between the testing community and the result. Independent replication by laboratories that have not communicated with the originating laboratory ensures that the testing community’s evidence is exogenous rather than endogenous (Ioannidis, 2005; Nosek and Open Science Collaboration, 2015). Standardised reporting and reproducibility of materials and methods allow any practitioner to re-run the test, exposing the Belief to evidence that the originating laboratory did not itself produce. Peer review by independent reviewers, where it operates as designed, supplies exogenous evidence about the methodological soundness of the work before publication shifts the community’s prior.

Each of these devices, taken individually, is a mechanism for reducing the Coupling Strength of the relevant epistemic community below the threshold at which Bayesian cascades become self-reinforcing. Taken together, they are an attempt to engineer the conditions under which classical Bayesian convergence theorems apply: independent observations, evidence that does not depend on the Hypothesis being evaluated, source-transparent provenance, and exogenous tests against physical reality. Where the engineering succeeds, the resulting consensus is replicability-consensus in the sense of 14.10.2, and the certainty produced is justified. The boiling point of pure water at one atmosphere of pressure is 100°C because the engineering succeeded across every laboratory on the planet, for centuries, and the convergence is therefore evidence of the underlying physical fact rather than evidence of the community’s coupling.

14.10.4.3 The Confounding Without a Phenomenal Marker

The scientific method’s success in classical-case domains is so reliable, and so familiar, that practitioners and the educated public extend the method’s authority to domains in which the engineering has not been performed. The extension is the central epistemic error of contemporary science communication, and it is invisible from inside the practice. A published paper in a peer-reviewed journal, produced by a laboratory at a reputable institution, looks the same to the reading practitioner whether the underlying engineering succeeded in forcing the classical case or failed to do so. The journal’s typography is the same. The institutional affiliations are the same. The statistical analysis is reported in the same notation. The author list contains familiar names. From inside the reading experience, the practitioner has no phenomenal marker that tells them which kind of finding they are reading.

The architectural reason for the absence of a phenomenal marker is the same as the architectural reason for the indistinguishability of replicability-consensus and social-proof consensus established in 14.10.2. The source-tag that would carry the information about Coupling Strength engineering has been destroyed at the integration site of the reading practitioner’s Decision Hub. The encoded Belief arrives with its institutional credentials attached, but the credentials are themselves social-proof signals; they tell the reader that other Individuals in the testing community treated the work as legitimate, not that the underlying engineering succeeded in decoupling the testing community from the result. The Coupling Strength of the testing community is precisely the variable that the institutional credentials do not measure.

14.10.4.4 The Replication Crisis in Psychology

The replication crisis in psychology, identified in the early 2010s and confirmed by large-scale replication projects across the decade that followed, is the most legible contemporary instance of the confounding-without-a-marker phenomenon described in 14.10.4.3. The findings of social psychology, personality psychology, and cognitive psychology that failed to replicate were not produced by fraud or by incompetence in the ordinary sense. They were produced by laboratories operating within the institutional apparatus of the discipline, publishing in peer-reviewed journals, securing tenure and funding, and accumulating citations. The laboratories were not, from inside their practice, doing something different from what successful scientific laboratories do. They were doing the same things, but in a domain where the engineering of low Coupling Strength was structurally more difficult and where the standard procedural devices were not, in fact, sufficient to force the classical case.

The architectural diagnosis is as follows. Psychological findings concern human Individuals whose responses are themselves subject to the coupling dynamics established in Sections 14.5 to 14.7. The measurement act in psychology is not the reading of a thermometer; it is the observation of a coupled cognitive system by another coupled cognitive system. The participant’s response to a stimulus is path-dependent on their own self-coupling and on the dyadic coupling between participant and experimenter. The experimenter’s coding of the response is path-dependent on the experimenter’s prior commitments to the Hypothesis being tested. The published statistical analysis is path-dependent on the analytical choices made during the analysis (the “garden of forking paths”), and those choices are themselves path-dependent on the analyst’s prior commitments. Each of these path-dependencies is an instance of the order-effect mechanism established in Section 14.9, operating at a different stage of the empirical pipeline.

The replication failures, when they came, did not feel like the failures of a corrupt or incompetent practice. They felt like the discovery that the engineering of the classical case had been incomplete in ways that were invisible from inside. Pre-registration, larger samples, blinded coding, multi-laboratory replication, and open data sharing were the responses that the discipline adopted, and they were responses precisely in the architectural sense of Quantum Epistemology: they were further devices for reducing the Coupling Strength of the testing community and for shortening the Decoherence Time of the published findings. Where these devices have been adopted at scale, replication rates have improved. Where they have not, the same confounding-without-a-marker phenomenon continues to operate, and the resulting findings continue to look, from inside the practice, indistinguishable from findings whose engineering succeeded.

14.10.4.5 The Generalised Lesson

The replication crisis in psychology is the most legible instance of a more general phenomenon that operates wherever the engineering of the classical case is incomplete. The same phenomenon has been identified, with varying degrees of explicit acknowledgement, in medical research (the reproducibility of preclinical findings, the publication-bias problem in clinical trials, the conflict-of-interest contamination of pharmaceutical research), in economics (the credibility revolution and its incomplete uptake outside microeconomic identification), in nutritional science (the chronic failure of observational nutritional epidemiology to predict the outcomes of randomised controlled trials), and in the social sciences more broadly (the political-priors contamination of contested empirical questions in education, criminology, and policy evaluation). In each of these domains, the institutional apparatus of science is present and functioning, and the practitioners are not, by ordinary standards, behaving unscientifically. What is absent, or incomplete, is the engineering of the conditions under which the practitioners’ Bayesian updating tracks reality rather than the community’s coupling.

The generalised lesson for the Provenance Rule is that institutional credentials are not provenance. A Belief that arrives with the credentials of peer-reviewed publication, institutional affiliation, statistical reporting, and citation in a respected literature has met the procedural requirements of the practice. It has not, by virtue of meeting those requirements, been established as the output of a successfully engineered classical case. The Individual receiving the Belief must still ask whether the engineering succeeded in driving Coupling Strength toward zero and Decoherence Time toward the timescale of the test. Where the answer is yes, the Belief can be held with the certainty that the engineering supports. Where the answer is no, or where the answer is not knowable from the credentials alone, the Belief is held below certainty until the engineering can be verified.

14.10.4.6 Implications for the Reader of the Scientific Literature

The practical implication for the Individual reading the scientific literature is that the question “has this been published in a peer-reviewed journal?” is the wrong question, in the precise sense that it is not the question whose answer carries the information the Individual needs. The right question, in the framing of Quantum Epistemology, is: “in this domain, are the procedural devices used by the discipline sufficient to engineer the classical case, and have those devices been applied to this particular finding?” The question is harder to answer, and in many domains the answer is no, but it is the question that the architecture of the cognitive system requires the Individual to ask if they are to avoid the convergence to false certainty that uncalibrated trust in institutional credentials produces.

The boiling-water example sits at one end of the continuum: a domain in which the engineering of the classical case is so well-established that the institutional credentials and the architectural conditions coincide. The contested findings of unreplicated social psychology sit at the other end: a domain in which the institutional credentials are present but the architectural conditions are not, and the resulting consensus is, in the framing of 14.10.2, social-proof consensus rather than replicability-consensus. Most working scientific findings sit somewhere on the continuum between these two cases, and the Provenance Rule is the procedural discipline by which the Individual locates each finding on the continuum rather than treating all credentialled findings as equivalent.

14.10.4.7 Endogenous Evidence Beyond Science - Economics and War

The architectural diagnosis offered in 14.10.4.2 to 14.10.4.6 generalises beyond the scientific literature to any domain in which evidence is endogenously generated by the population whose Beliefs are being formed. Two domains illustrate the generalisation with particular legibility, both because the architectural conditions are concentrated and because the collapse outcomes are historically catalogued.

Financial markets are the economy’s most coupled epistemic environments, currently and by a wide margin, though this is a tracked state (Section 14.10.9). Every participant’s price-formation behaviour generates evidence (price movements, volume, spreads, volatility) on which every other participant immediately updates, and the resulting updates generate the next round of evidence. The evidence in this environment is not exogenous but endogenously generated (each price update is a function of all prior price updates in the system), so the independent-evidence condition that the classical convergence theorems require (Section 14.9) fails completely.

The 2007 to 2009 global financial crisis displays the architectural signature with unusual clarity. In the pre-crisis years, the consensus that mortgage-backed securities were safe was sustained by the AAA ratings issued by credit-rating agencies, large institutional holdings by reputable banks, and regulatory acceptance of those holdings as low-risk capital. These institutional credentials are, in the framing of 14.10.4.5, not provenance. The credit-rating agencies were updating their models from observations of market pricing, the market pricing was generated by institutional purchases predicated on the agencies’ ratings, and the regulatory framework treated the ratings as exogenous inputs when they were, architecturally, endogenous outputs of the same coupled system. The pre-crisis certainty that the securities were safe was a social-proof consensus in the sense of 14.10.2, not a replicability-consensus. When the exogenous evidence eventually arrived (rising default rates on the underlying mortgages), the system did not return smoothly to the pre-crisis state; it transitioned discontinuously through the Critical-Coupling Fold derived in Section 14.7.5, and the recovery required years of exogenous intervention to re-establish a new equilibrium. The 1929 crash, the 1987 Black Monday collapse, and the 2000 dot-com collapse each instantiate the same dynamic at different scales. The full development of this case, including the Appetite-floor reassertion mechanism, is given at Chapter 17, §17.5.

The architectural signature is starker in the run-up to interstate war. A population approaching war exhibits the maximum sustainable Coupling Strength of any peacetime epistemic environment - information about the adversary is filtered through the same institutional channels that the adversary’s information is filtered through in mirror-image, and each side’s Belief about the other’s intentions is updated from observations of the other’s stated Beliefs about the first side’s intentions. Decoherence Time is exceptionally long, because the only fully exogenous test is the war itself, and the war’s intrusion on Belief is delayed until after the population has committed to the conflict. The war case is therefore the limiting instance of the Induced-Decoherence Test of 14.10.4.1: there is no low-Coupling-Strength, short-Decoherence-Time environment in which a model of the adversary’s intentions could be made to produce its predicted collapse and be checked, because the only exogenous test the domain admits is the war itself, which cannot be staged in miniature. The endogeneity of the pre-war consensus is accordingly established by elimination, and no degree of pre-war analytical fit constitutes corroboration of it. The Scapegoat Mechanism established in Chapter 11 operates in parallel to concentrate the population’s converging certainty on a designated adversary, and the convergence is self-reinforcing because the adversary’s defensive responses are themselves processed as confirmatory evidence.

Economic crises and wars therefore share a diagnosis at the level of architecture. Both occur in epistemic environments where Coupling Strength is structurally high and Decoherence Time is structurally long, where the standard procedural devices that engineer the classical case cannot be applied to the question being decided, and where the participants must make their decisions on endogenously generated evidence. (On the tracked-state and Referent-attachment treatment of this regime, see Sections 14.8.1 and 14.10.9.) The Provenance Rule provides the procedural defence at the level of the individual reader; the institutional defences, where they can be engineered, take the form of devices that artificially reduce Coupling Strength or shorten Decoherence Time. The full instantiation of these two cases, including the architectural diagnosis of pre-war consensus formation, the relationship between mimetic crisis and the historical patterns of interstate violence, and the institutional design principles that follow, is developed in Chapter 17 (Violence as Architectural Output), which imports the Critical-Coupling Fold and the Endogenous-Evidence Condition as established in this chapter.

14.10.4.8 Artificial Intelligence as Endogenous Evidence

A third domain extends the diagnosis to the most rapidly proliferating epistemic technology of the contemporary period. A large language model, and more generally any artificial intelligence trained predominantly on a corpus of human-generated text, image, code, or behavioural data, is by construction an artefact of the endogenous-evidence condition established in 14.10.4.7. The model has not, in any architectural sense, run a test against physical reality, which is to say it has never been subjected to the Induced-Decoherence Test of 14.10.4.1; its fit to its training corpus is the fit of a model to data it is itself coupled to, and so confirms the endogeneity of the corpus rather than the quality of the model. Its outputs are statistical extrapolations from the corpus on which it was trained, and the corpus is itself the accumulated expressed Beliefs of human Individuals operating under the coupling conditions analysed in Sections 14.5 to 14.7. The model’s apparent fluency, its capacity to produce confident statements, and its institutional positioning as an authoritative information source are, in the framing of 14.10.4.5, institutional credentials rather than provenance.

The architectural implication is direct. The output of an artificial intelligence trained on a human-generated corpus inherits the Coupling Strength of the corpus on which it was trained, and inherits the Decoherence Time of the underlying domain. In low-Coupling Strength domains such as the boiling point of water, the model’s outputs are reliable because the underlying corpus has been engineered into the classical case. In high-Coupling Strength domains such as the contested questions of social psychology, partisan politics, contested historical interpretation, or pre-crisis financial consensus, the model’s outputs reproduce the social-proof consensus of the training corpus rather than any independent test against physical reality.

The Provenance Rule applies to the output of an artificial intelligence in exactly the same form as it applies to the expressed Belief of another Individual, and for the same architectural reason: the source-tag has been destroyed at the integration site of the receiving Individual, and the certainty produced by fluent presentation is not evidence about the underlying Truth of the output. Artificial intelligence outputs are therefore to be treated as endogenous by default, with the Provenance Rule requiring trace-back to a replicable test against physical reality before the output can be held with certainty. The position is structural rather than transitional - humans and artificial intelligence systems are now, and remain as a tracked state, a single coupled system of information, in which each side’s outputs become the next side’s training data and the next side’s outputs become the first side’s evidence, with no architectural boundary between the two flows and no exogenous channel separating them. (The high coupling is a property of the AI substrate as an evaluator that cannot test against a Referent, not of the propositions it carries, which retain their own Referent-determined profile: Section 14.8.1, Referent-attachment and exercise.)

14.10.4.9 The Substrate-Interface Distinction and the Sycophancy Failure

The diagnosis of 14.10.4.8 fixes the Coupling Strength of the artificial-intelligence substrate at its upper limit, because the training corpus is endogenous and no exogenous channel separates the model’s outputs from the corpus that produced them. (The high coupling is a property of the AI substrate as an evaluator that cannot test against a Referent, not of the propositions it carries, which retain their own Referent-determined profile: Section 14.8.1, Referent-attachment and exercise.) It does not, by itself, fix the Effective Coupling Strength of a single direct interaction between an Individual and the system, which is a separate quantity. The Effective Coupling Strength of an interaction is the degree to which the Individual’s resulting Belief-state is constituted by other Individuals’ expressed Beliefs rather than by independently traceable evidence, and it is governed by properties of the exchange rather than by the substrate alone.

The first property is whether the answer’s load-bearing claims trace to exogenously verifiable evidence, a reproducible measurement, a traceable primary source, a test that the Individual could in principle run, rather than to the aggregated expressed Beliefs of the training corpus. An answer that points the Individual to a checkable fact has low Effective Coupling Strength irrespective of the substrate that produced it, in the same sense in which a thermometer that has its own temperature can nonetheless measure the temperature of a room. An answer that reproduces consensus opinion has high Effective Coupling Strength, and the Provenance Rule applies to it at full strength.

The second property concerns status, and here the artificial Proxy differs structurally from a human interlocutor. The prestige-biased transmission analysed in Section 14.7 depends on status markers that an observer reads off a Model independently of the content of any single utterance, the markers of standing, affiliation, and the visible deference of others, which is why a human Model’s expressed Belief carries coupling weight before its content is assessed.

An artificial Proxy carries none of these markers. It has no persistent identity that the Individual can locate within a social hierarchy, and it is not a stable person against whom others are compared. Whatever status the Individual assigns to the artificial Proxy is therefore constituted entirely within the interaction, read off the response itself rather than off the artificial Proxy’s social position, and it is idiosyncratic to that Individual rather than shared across a population. The principal channel by which human social proof raises Coupling Strength does not operate on an artificial Proxy, which is precisely why an artificial Proxy can in principle be a low-coupling interlocutor in a way that a prestigious human cannot. The artificial Proxy’s authority rises and falls with the traceability of what it says, not with who it is. This is the Interaction-Constituted-Status Result: an artificial Proxy carries no exogenous, population-shared status marker, so whatever status it is granted is constituted within the exchange and belongs to that Individual alone, and the prestige channel that raises Coupling Strength for a human Model has nothing to act on. The Result holds only so long as no interface manufactures an exogenous status position for the artificial Proxy, which would reintroduce the channel artificially.

The residual hazard is therefore not social proof but the dyadic feedback loop between the Individual and the artificial Proxy. When the artificial Proxy conditions its output on the Individual’s expressed Beliefs, and the Individual updates on the artificial Proxy’s responses, the two form a coupled system in the precise sense of Section 14.7, and this coupling can become pathologically high without any status marker at all. The mechanism that drives the loop is sycophancy. A system trained to maximise the Individual’s endorsement is rewarded for agreement, for flattery, and for the suppression of disconfirming content, and sycophancy is not a surface defect of tone but the reconstitution, inside a dyad of one Individual and one machine, of the certainty-without-Truth dynamic this chapter has derived for populations. Each cycle of agreement raises the Individual’s confidence, the raised confidence elicits further agreement, and the interaction converges on a fixed point that tracks the Individual’s prior rather than the world. The hazard is sharper than ordinary social proof, because the machine is fluent, available without limit, and clothed in the institutional credential of objectivity that 14.10.4.5 identified as the opposite of provenance, and because the constant availability extends the decoherence time by removing the friction that a disagreeing human interlocutor would supply.

Because the artificial Proxy’s coupling profile is a property of its design rather than of an unavoidable social position, artificial Proxies can be built to hold Effective Coupling Strength low, and this is a design consideration that the developers of future tools should take up directly. An artificial Proxy optimised for the accurate completion of the posed task rather than for the Individual’s continued endorsement removes the engine of the sycophancy loop. An artificial Proxy that traces its load-bearing claims to verifiable sources satisfies the first property by construction. And an artificial Proxy can be designed to expose, alongside its answer, an estimate of the Coupling Strength and Decoherence Time of that answer, derived from the provenance of the sources it drew upon, so that the Individual is told whether a given response rests on independently checkable evidence or on the endogenous consensus of its training corpus. That is the Provenance-Signal Design Result.

Such a signal is the opposite of the displayed engagement metrics that raise coupling on social platforms. It is not a measure of how many Individuals hold a Belief but a measure of how far the Belief’s evidence base stands from a test against physical reality, embedded in the response itself rather than read off a crowd, and it equips the Individual to apply Epistemic Suspension exactly where the architecture warrants it.

There is field evidence consistent with the possibility that a task-directed artificial Proxy lowers the Effective Coupling Strength an Individual would otherwise incur. In a controlled experiment with 776 professionals, Dell’Acqua, McFowland, Mollick et al. (2025) found that individuals working with a general-purpose artificial intelligence matched the performance of two-person teams working without one, and were statistically indistinguishable from teams that also used the system, a result consistent with the interpretation that a task-directed artificial Proxy supplies expertise and challenge without the reciprocal social-proof loop that operates within a human team. The same study found that at the very top tier of solution quality the advantage returned to human teams using the system, which marks the boundary of the claim. Decoupling from social proof is welfare-improving in the many domains where social-proof convergence dominates, but it is not universally optimal, because genuine collaboration carries coupling benefits of its own that can exceed the recoupling cost at the frontier of difficulty.

The practical implication for the reader is that the question is this system authoritative? is, once again, the wrong question. The right questions are whether the answer traces to evidence the reader can independently check, and whether the system is built to be right or built to be liked. The first determines whether the Provenance Rule has been satisfied. The second determines whether the system is, beneath its fluency, a decoupling instrument or a coupling amplifier.

14.10.4.10 The Motivational Disaggregation of Money, Why Price Tracks Truth Only in its A-and-I Fraction

The preceding instances classified whole domains by whether an exogenous channel can be constructed. Money and Status require a finer cut, because the test applies not to a domain as a whole but to a single aggregate, separating the fraction of it that contacts the world from the fraction that does not. The result follows from three established premises. First, Differential Satiation entails that only Appetites and Intrinsic Motivation make exogenous contact: A satiates on correction of the Body Manager’s deficit and I on correction of the deficit the Thinker signals for the Object its process requires, so each subsides when the world answers it, whereas Mimetic Desire is comparison-constituted and structurally non-satiating. Second, an exogenous channel is one whose evidence is generated independently of the coupled Belief-states, which makes satiability and a separable test the same property viewed twice. Third, by the test-definability biconditional, a low-Coupling-Strength, short-Decoherence-Time test of a valuation is constructible if and only if the valuation contained an isolable exogenous component.

It follows that money is neither inherently endogenous nor inherently exogenous. Money is a denominator that inherits its truth-tracking status from the motivational source of the demand it carries: the fraction of demand backed by A and I is a claim on goods that meet genuine deficits and engagements, and those goods decohere against reality; the fraction backed by M is positional demand for the thing because others value it, the Mimetic Premium expressed in monetary form, and within the price-forming aggregate it is camouflaged as ordinary demand because Source Opacity has stripped the source-tags before the price is set.

The error to avoid is to infer from this that the M-fraction is untestable. Isolation is precisely what renders it testable. Disaggregating M from A and I converts it from a quantity hidden inside an aggregate into a named variable with its own dynamics, and those dynamics are falsifiable because the disaggregated M is the variable that drives the decoherence saddle-fold by which an inflated valuation is dragged back to its A-and-I substrate. The exogenous handle on isolated M is therefore not a satiation signal but a phase structure. A correctly disaggregated M-model is constrained to fit two qualitatively distinct regimes on one parameterisation: the calm regime, in which the abstraction layer’s buffers absorb the compounding and the priced claim sits inflated but stable, and the crisis regime, in which reality intrudes and the claim folds back to the substrate beneath. Because the calm-phase data are not generated by the same cascade that produces the crisis, the requirement to fit both is a genuine low-Coupling-Strength test rather than a model fitting the data it generated, and it is available continuously rather than only at collapse, since the fold geometry lets the calm phase constrain the crisis and the crisis constrain the calm.

This yields a two-sided result. On the recovery side, endogeneity does not entail untestability: an endogenous system retains an exogenous handle wherever it produces distinct phases from one underlying structure, so the M-fraction is testable in principle through the dual-regime fit. On the limit side, testable fidelity is bounded by identifiability, which degrades as crisis-phase events become rarer, longer in Decoherence Time, and less stageable; a system can therefore be testable in principle and still under-determined in practice when its folds are rare and one-way. The residual endogeneity is thus a property of the accessibility of M’s decoherence events, not of M’s nature.

Status-PM admits no equivalent disaggregation into a world-constraining layer. Money represents claims on world-constraining goods, so isolating M leaves a residual A-and-I demand with an exogenous Referent. Status decomposes into Status-A, Status-I, and Status-PM (Chapter 2); Status-A and Status-I inherit the world-contact of their sources, but Status-PM has no underlying world-constraining good beneath it. Status-PM is the observable face of accumulated Mimetic Premium itself, the position in a comparison-constituted ordering, so the eliminative subtraction that exposes an exogenous remainder in a price, when applied to the mimetic component of Status, exposes nothing beneath Status-PM but further comparison. Both money’s M-fraction and Status-PM nonetheless remain testable in principle once isolated, by the same dual-regime fit, because Status-PM is M and inflates and folds by the same dynamic. They differ only on the identifiability gradient: money supplies abundant data in both the calm of priced intervals and the recurring crisis of buffer-exhaustion folds, so its fit is well-posed and repeatedly re-estimable, whereas Status-PM supplies abundant calm-phase data but only the rare, large externalised-decoherence crises its fold requires, so its fit is identifiable but weakly constrained on the crisis side. The two differ in fidelity, not in whether an exogenous Referent exists for the A-and-I residual of money; Status-PM has none.

The operation performed here is the same eliminative instrument the framework applies elsewhere, now turned on a market aggregate rather than an individual desire. Applied to a desire, eliminating the A and I grounds exposes the M component of a motivation. Applied to a price, eliminating the A-and-I-backed demand exposes the M component of the price. Applied to an Individual-as-Object, the same subtraction yields Status-PM, the M-residual left when Status-A and Status-I are accounted for. One instrument, three targets. The market consequence then follows rather than being asserted: because the M-backed fraction of monetary demand is positional and non-satiating, Status competition injects demand that no quantity of real goods can clear, since the demand is for relative position rather than for the good itself, and the correction arrives only as the fold, because while the price is forming the market cannot read off which fraction of it is M.

14.10.5 - The Status Control Principle - Status as a Contaminant on Any Test of a Solution

The Provenance Rule governs the Individual receiving evidence: hold a Belief below certainty until its provenance is traced to a replicable test against physical reality. A symmetric problem arises whenever a solution is put to a test, whether by a single Individual or by a group. The danger is not only that the evidence may be a coupled-system artefact, but that the test itself may be contaminated by Status, because the participants conducting it have standing riding on its outcome, and Status is endogenous and uncoupled from correctness.

The result follows from two established premises. By the Comparator Capture Principle, any contest denominated in a strong comparator carries a standing presumption of Mimetic rivalry. By the Individual-as-Object Principle, every participant is an Object in the others’ Decision Hubs, and Mimetic Premium flows unidirectionally toward higher standing. A test of a solution has, by construction, an outcome on which standing rides, so Status interests bear on it, and they bear on it at every stage, not only at the final selection: on how the test is framed, on what is chosen to be measured, on how results are interpreted, on when the inquiry is stopped, and on which solution is finally adopted. Wherever a Status interest bears on the test, it is a contaminant, in the strict sense that it injects an endogenous variable, standing, that is uncoupled from the correctness the test purports to measure.

The contamination has a definite sign, which is what makes it more than noise. Because Status-PM flows toward higher standing, it does not merely add scatter around the correct result; it skews the test toward whatever outcome serves the interests of the highest-Status parties, typically at the expense of the many. Whose interests an outcome serves, not merely who authored a proposal, is the operative variable: authorship-capture, in which a solution is favoured because adopting it credits its high-Status proposer, is the special case in which the proposer is the beneficiary, while the general and more consequential case is distributive, in which the favoured solution allocates resources, deference, or position upward regardless of who first advanced it. A test that leaves its Status interests uncontrolled therefore measures standing as well as Truth, and cannot be relied upon to identify the correct solution, because the contaminating variable is uncoupled from, and frequently anti-correlated with, correctness. This is the precise architectural content of the familiar observation that the interests of the highest-standing parties impose themselves to the exclusion of better solutions that would have served the many.

The corrective is the same disaggregation instrument the framework applies throughout, now turned on the test itself: identify where Status interests bear on the experiment or decision, and remove them, so that what remains is a test of the solution rather than a contest of standing. The operational form is the audience-removal counterfactual of the Two-Question Diagnostic. Would this solution still survive the test if the standing and distributive consequences of the outcome were removed, and if the parties conducting it had no standing riding on the result? Whatever survives that removal is the A-and-I-grounded residue of the test, the part actually tracking the solution’s correctness. Institutionally, this is implemented by controlling for Status as one controls for any confound, blind review, anonymised proposals, separation of the decision from those who gain by it, and framing and arbitration rules that do not privilege the highest-standing parties.

This is the Status Control Principle: any test of a solution must control for Status, treating Status interests wherever they bear on the experiment, the inquiry, or the decision as a contaminant on the result. Seeking exogenous evidence is necessary but not sufficient, because the Status interests operating on the test can corrupt it from any point. Like every result in the framework’s normative programme, the principle is non-utopian. It does not eliminate Status, which is architecturally impossible, and it does not guarantee the correct solution. It removes a known, signed, anti-correlated contaminant so that exogenous evidence can do its work, which is the collective-scale instance of Subcriticality Maintenance. The Status Control Principle and the Provenance Rule are therefore one demarcation applied at two scales: the Provenance Rule holds an Individual’s Belief in doubt until its source is traced outside the coupled system, and the Status Control Principle holds the result of any test in doubt until the Status interests bearing on it have been controlled for, because Status is the endogenous, coupled contaminant on the test exactly as untraced provenance is on the Individual Belief.

14.10.6 The Recantation Problem

A further feature of human Belief dynamics complicates the application of the Provenance Rule. Once a Hypothesis has been introduced into an Individual’s Hypothesis Space, the Hypothesis cannot be removed by retraction. The introducer can publicly state that the Hypothesis is false, the institution that propagated the Hypothesis can issue corrections, and the Individual who received the Hypothesis can declare that they no longer believe it. None of these acts removes the Hypothesis from the Hypothesis Space. The basis vector remains. The Hypothesis can be downweighted, but it cannot be deleted.

The architectural reason for this is established in Section 14.5. Every Individual’s prior Beliefs are re-ingested as evidence through memory recall. A Hypothesis that has been introduced into the Belief Register is present in memory, and the memory trace produces continuous reactivation. The reactivation feeds the Hypothesis back, through the Belief Register and the Observer that reads it, into the Decision Hub’s valuation as undifferentiated evidence, with the recantation processed as a separate event that adds new evidence against the Hypothesis but does not erase the prior in its favour. The net effect is that retracted Hypotheses persist in the cognitive system at reduced weight, and the persistence is permanent in the architectural sense established by the Self-Coupling Permanence Principle.

The recantation problem has practical implications for institutions whose role is to manage public Belief. An institution that propagates a false Hypothesis cannot fully remediate the harm by issuing a correction. The Hypothesis remains in the cognitive systems of every Individual who received it, at a reduced but non-zero weight, and the reduced weight is sufficient to affect the Individual’s future Belief updates on related questions. The architectural implication is that the responsibility for evidence quality lies at the point of propagation rather than at the point of correction, because correction is structurally incomplete. The implication compounds the lesson of 14.10.4: where the scientific method’s engineering of the classical case has failed and a false finding has been propagated, the formal retraction of the finding does not, by virtue of the retraction, remove the finding from the cognitive systems of the readers who encountered it. The cost of failed engineering is therefore not bounded by the duration of the false Belief in the formal literature; it persists in the population indefinitely at architecturally reduced but non-zero weight.

14.10.7 The Social-Media Environment

The social-media environment, in the form developed since the early 2010s, is the contemporary architecture that produces the highest Coupling Strength and the longest Decoherence Time of any communications environment in human history. The combination is not accidental; it is the predictable output of an attention-allocation system that maximises engagement with content, and engagement is reliably maximised by content that activates Mimetic Premium and triggers Confabulation.

Coupling Strength is maximised because every Individual on the platform is continuously exposed to the expressed Beliefs of every other Individual the platform’s algorithm selects, with no provenance information attached to the expressed Beliefs and no procedural barrier between exposure and update. The encoded Beliefs reach the Thinker as undifferentiated evidence carrying no record of their provenance, and the Individual’s cognitive system processes the expressed Beliefs of strangers in the same way it would process direct sensory evidence about the world.

Decoherence Time is lengthened because the social-media environment maintains the Individual’s attention on the platform for extended periods, and the platform’s content is produced by other Individuals operating on the same platform under the same coupling conditions. Exogenous evidence, in the form of experimental tests against physical reality, is rare on the platform. Most of what the Individual encounters is the expressed Beliefs of other Individuals who are themselves encountering the expressed Beliefs of other Individuals. The endogenous evidence loop runs uninterrupted for long periods, and the Decoherence Time of the resulting system is consequently long.

The combination of high Coupling Strength and long Decoherence Time places the social-media environment squarely in the dangerous regime identified in Section 14.7.3. Bayesian updating on the platform converges toward certainty without converging toward Truth, and the certainty is shared across large populations because the coupling is global rather than local. The Provenance Rule is therefore not an abstract piece of epistemic discipline; it is the practical procedure by which an Individual can resist the architectural pressure of the contemporary communications environment toward high-certainty false consensus.

14.10.8 The Procedural Character of the Rule

The Provenance Rule is procedural rather than perceptual because, from inside an Individual, replicability-consensus and social-proof consensus cannot be distinguished phenomenologically. The Individual cannot, by introspection, determine which kind of consensus they are participating in. The architectural results established in Sections 14.4 and 14.5 guarantee that the source-tag carrying that information has been destroyed by the time the Belief reaches conscious awareness.

The rule therefore operates as an external procedure rather than as an internal feeling. The Individual asks, of any Belief they hold or are about to hold: can the test that produced this Belief be run by me, or by a community of independent testers whose replication is genuine rather than social? If the answer is yes, and the test has been run, the Belief can be held with the certainty that the test result supports. If the answer is no, the Belief is held below certainty until the answer becomes yes. The discipline is structural rather than emotional, and its successful application requires the Individual to override the phenomenological certainty that the coupled system produces.

14.10.9 The Bubble as the Normal Form of the Social Object

Economics calls a self-sustaining price rise a Bubble: a price held up by self-confirming expectations, deviating progressively from fundamentals, and correcting not by gentle deflation but by a sudden crash (Blanchard and Watson 1982; Diba and Grossman 1988; Minsky 1992; Kindleberger and Aliber 2005; Sornette 2003). The mechanism is a Belief that feeds on itself: the more others are believed to hold it, the more each holds it, and the object inflates until reality intrudes and it folds. Named this way, the Bubble looks like an aberration, a departure from a real value the market will eventually reassert. That is precisely what the word conceals. The object is not a deviation from a real fundamental; it is the normal form of every standing social object, and the supposed fundamental is, in part, another Bubble.

A price decomposes into three motivationally distinct components: what the thing is worth for use, what it is worth for private meaning, and what it is worth because others value it. Only the first is anchored to anything outside Belief. The third component has no fundamental to return to; it is self-referential by construction, and it is the part that inflates and folds. Economics has not been able to disaggregate money into these sources on a universally principled basis of the kind proposed here, and so has tended to model the whole price as though it shared the floor that only the use-value component actually has, which is one structural reason its catastrophic collapses recur. The self-referential component is folded invisibly into “price,” and its cascade dynamics are never isolated, never measured, never governed. The crash is not a failure economics will eventually model away; it is the guaranteed signature of an un-disaggregated, fundamental-less component inflating inside an aggregate theory treats as anchored.

This exposes what the analogy hides, so the analogy can now be set aside. There is no exogenous floor under Status, legitimacy, or orthodoxy at all, and only a partial one under price; these objects are constituted within coupled Belief, and the Belief in an underlying fundamental is itself the membrane of a larger Bubble. The point of the bubble language is to reach this conclusion and then leave the soap-film behind: what matters is the coupled Belief and its dynamics, in the framework’s own terms.

Those terms also say when a Bubble is safe. The standard result that Beliefs converge to the Truth as evidence accumulates, that priors “wash out”, holds only when the evidence is independent and comes from physical reality. When the evidence is mostly other people’s Beliefs, priors do not wash out; they reinforce, and updating converges to consensus rather than to the Truth. A Bubble is therefore fold-prone in proportion to how far its Belief has decoupled from reality, not in proportion to its size. A large consensus that has landed on a correct Referent and is still continuously tested is not fragile; every fresh test ratifies it, and it can grow without becoming a hazard. The mature natural sciences are the standing example. The dangerous case is the large, tightly-coupled consensus on an unverified or false Referent whose testing has lapsed, which looks identical from the inside to a true one and is distinguishable only by whether it is still exposed to disconfirmation.

The design implication is a foam. Many small, weakly-coupled Belief-domains contain a collapse to a single cell, where one large domain folds globally; so under uncertainty about which Beliefs are correct, resilience is served by more and smaller Bubbles, not fewer and larger ones. The one exception is a domain whose output is not mediated by Belief and so is contained by no Belief-made wall; such a domain must be gated by a small, insulated, low-coupling controller whose integrity becomes the load-bearing condition of the whole arrangement.

The clearest contemporary instance is not financial. On algorithmically curated platforms, close-knit online communities are filtered-aggregate objects in the strict sense: a distinct endogenous evidence base, an in-group payoff functional, and weak coupling to outside domains. Recommendation systems raise the coupling within such a community and filter out contradicting contact from outside, which is exactly the configuration that inflates a Bubble and thins its contact with correcting reality: strong internal agreement, long insulation, and a discipline that never arrives. The predicted dynamics are the observed ones, progressive decoupling from outside reality followed by discontinuous rupture, mass disillusionment or radicalisation, rather than gradual moderation. The intervention follows directly from the foam: curation designed to lower within-community coupling and restore cross-domain contact keeps these Bubbles small and reality-tested, whereas engagement-maximising curation does the opposite, manufacturing the large, high-coupling, long-insulation configuration most prone to catastrophic fold.

The formal results underlying this section, the migration-and-containment / firebreak structure (Section 14.8.6 and Appendix 14A.10), the washing-out / safe-bubble-limit treatment (this section), and the price-disaggregation recurrence result (Appendix A.12.5), are developed here and in Appendix A.12.

14.10.9.1 The Inevitability of Boundary-Beliefs and the Obligation That Attaches to Them

Nothing in the foregoing treats Boundary-Beliefs as illegitimate. They are a structural requirement of the architecture, not a defect of it: a belief-space with no maintained membranes is not a purer belief-space but a formless one, with no distinct domains at all, for it is the Boundary-Belief that makes a domain a domain. The same construct that walls off a persecuted category also walls off physics from fashion, and the framework depends on it doing so. The object is management, not elimination.

What the analysis provides is not a verdict of illegitimacy but a pair of tools and a single obligation. The tools are diagnostic: the Hardness–Referent Matrix, read by the Cost-Provenance Test, lets an Individual determine which regime a given Boundary-Belief occupies. The obligation attaches only once that is known, and it is this: it is not legitimate to impose the Cost of maintaining a Boundary-Belief on those the belief places outside the boundary it draws.

The dividing line is not whether a Referent exists but whether the belief is actually being governed by one. Where a belief currently tracks a live Referent, no such requirement arises, because the world, not the excluded party, supplies whatever Cost the belief carries, and the excluded party is not being made to pay for anything. But the mere existence of a Referent discharges nothing, for a Referent may have decohered and be ignored, which is the case of Referent Abandonment: the world has already returned its verdict, the belief contradicts it, and the party keeps the belief regardless. There the belief no longer draws its Cost from reality, because it has severed itself from the reality that would supply one, and the Cost falls back onto the persons outside the boundary exactly as it does where no Referent ever existed. The obligation therefore bites in both regimes in which the belief is not governed by a Referent, the Referent-free and the Referent-abandoned alike, and is discharged only where a live Referent is genuinely being obeyed. What determines the obligation is not the presence of a Referent but its authority over the belief.

14.10.9.2 Boundary Hardness, Cost-Export, and the Violence of Delayed Decoherence

The obligation has a dynamical consequence that reaches beyond ethics into the stability of the belief-space itself. The hardness of a Boundary-Belief is the endogenous coupling of the domain it encloses, and by Section 14.7.7 raising that coupling lengthens the holder-measured Decoherence Time by throttling the reality-contact that reaches those inside. The policing of who is inside and who is outside, the authorisation of othering, and the imposition of the maintenance Cost on the excluded party are precisely the operations that raise that coupling, and thereby lengthen holder-measured Decoherence Time. Cost-export and boundary-hardening are not two phenomena but one: the act that exports the Cost is the act that hardens the wall. This is the Boundary-Hardening Principle, stated at Section 14.8.6, in its ethical setting.

The consequence is a suppression of decoherence that is only apparent. A belief that has decohered against reality ordinarily leaves the holder with revision-pressure, the felt friction of the gap between what is held and what is so, and that pressure, left with the holder, is what forces correction. Exporting the maintenance Cost removes that pressure from the holder without removing it from the system: the Cost of a Belief’s exported form is borne by the excluded party as real losses in the A-domain and the I-domain, not as an M-ledger entry. The pressure the belief should have discharged does not dissipate; what is not exported accumulates behind the hardened membrane and is released, when the membrane finally gives, as a single violent Saddle-Node Default. Cost-export therefore buys persistence at a price that is deferred and compounded: the belief is maintained by suppressing the holder’s contact with that pressure precisely so that the Belief may decohere catastrophically later rather than continuously now.

The corrective is the mirror image, and it is why the normative result and the stability result are one result seen from two sides. Softening the membrane means declining to punish the Individual for not fitting the category, making the Cost of non-fit payable by no one. When no one is made to bear that Cost, the barrier to transit falls, and persons and beliefs shift between domains as their understanding changes rather than being pinned in place and charged for the position they were assigned. A permeable boundary decoheres continuously and cheaply, yielding a little at a time as people move, so the load never accumulates to the point of violent release. Refusing to make the outsider pay is what keeps the membrane soft, and keeping the membrane soft is what lets the belief decohere gently instead of violently.

14.10.10 The Fidelity Bound and the Identifiability Result The Structure of Being Right About Another

This chapter has established that Belief is revised through a generalised-probability substrate in which evaluations do not commute (Sections 14.3 to 14.4), that endogenous evidence can drive a coupled system toward certainty without tracking Truth (Sections 14.6 to 14.7), and that an Individual’s evaluations of another rest on a Predictive Superposition of possible outcomes that the encounter has not yet collapsed (Section 14.8.2). From these it derives a two-part result governing how accurately one Individual can judge another: an upper bound on the fidelity of the judgement, and a structural fact about the relationship between a correct judgement and a correct Belief. The two together explain why a history of judging others rightly is worth so much less than it feels.

When A judges B, A is not estimating a settled single conduct of B. What B will do in the encounter to come is not fixed in advance, but stands, by the Predictive Superposition Principle, as a weighted superposition of possible conducts that resolves only as the encounter unfolds, with A’s own conduct among the things that resolve it. There is nonetheless a well-defined target for A’s judgement, namely the value B’s conduct will yield on average across that distribution of possibilities, the expectation taken under the way B’s conduct is actually distributed. A’s judgement is an estimate of that quantity, formed by taking the same expectation not under the true distribution, which A cannot see, but under A’s Belief about B. The judgement is accurate to the extent that the Belief A computes the expectation under resembles the truth it stands in for.

The fidelity bound is the first part, and it measures accuracy by exactly that resemblance. The judgement can miss the true value by no more than the Belief misses the truth, that is, by the distance between the Belief held and the Belief that matches how B’s conduct is actually distributed, scaled by how steeply the outcome-relevant stakes vary across the possibilities.

Two forces therefore set the ceiling on accuracy, and only two. The first is how far the Belief lies from the truth. A Belief close to the truth forces a judgement close to the truth, while a Belief far from it leaves the judgement adrift in exactly that measure. The second is how sharply the stakes differ across the possible conducts. Where the outcomes are all much of a muchness, even a badly wrong Belief cannot push the judgement far, because there is little at stake to be wrong about; where the outcomes range from ruinous to invaluable, the same error in Belief translates into a large error in judgement, because the misplaced probability now sits on possibilities that matter. What no care can do is close a distance that lives in the Belief itself. The estimating procedure runs on the Belief; it cannot recover a resemblance to the truth that the Belief does not already have, and so it cannot make the judgement more accurate than the Belief is close.

The identifiability result is the second part, and it is the counterintuitive one. A correct judgement does not require a correct Belief. The judgement is an expectation, and an expectation is a many-to-one summary, so many distinct Beliefs, spreading probability across the possibilities in many different ways, return the same expected value. A Belief that places too much weight on a favourable conduct and too little on an unfavourable one can return exactly the right expectation if the two misplacements are of offsetting size, though the Belief misrepresents what B is likely to do in every part. The Beliefs that produce a given correct judgement therefore do not form a point in the space of possible Beliefs, the single accurate Belief, but a surface running through it. Fixing the expectation imposes a single constraint, and a one-constraint set in a many-dimensional space is a surface of one dimension less than the whole, populated overwhelmingly by Beliefs that are wrong but wrong in mutually compensating ways. Being right once is thus not evidence of a right Belief; it is evidence only of having landed somewhere on a vast surface most of whose points are mistaken. Correctness on a single occasion is, in the exact structural sense, cheap.

Reliability is where the cost falls, and the reason is that the compensations which purchase one-off correctness do not transport. The particular misplacements of probability that offset for target B in one encounter are not the misplacements that would offset for a different B, or for the same B in different circumstances. The cancellation is a coincidence of the case, and a fresh case draws a fresh arrangement of stakes under which the old offsets no longer balance.

To be right across many targets and many encounters, a Belief cannot rely on its errors cancelling anew each time, because nothing constrains them to; it must instead lie genuinely close to the truth, so that its expectations are accurate for the reason that the Belief resembles what happens rather than for the reason that its distortions happen to net out. Each further correct judgement, on an independent case, pins the Belief to another such surface, and the surfaces cut across one another, so that enough of them, drawn from varied enough cases, intersect only where the Belief is genuinely close to the truth. Sustained correctness therefore forces informativeness, where single-instance correctness does not, which is why reliability, unlike luck, cannot be had below the fidelity bound, and why a calibrated Belief is precisely one whose correctness survives the variation of the case.

The union of the two parts disarms the defence from experience. An Individual who has often judged others correctly treats the record as warrant for trusting the next judgement, but the identifiability result shows a short record to be nearly worthless as such warrant, because each isolated success is compatible with a Belief that was never close to the truth and merely enjoyed offsetting error. Only a sustained record across varied cases carries the warrant, and only because the intersecting constraints it imposes leave no room for a Belief that is not genuinely informative. Source Opacity (Chapter 9) then ensures the Individual cannot tell from the inside which kind of record they hold, since the composition that would distinguish a calibrated Belief from a fortunate one was destroyed at integration. Confidence tracks the estimate, the estimate is reachable from the informative and the uninformative Belief alike, and no introspection recovers which was in play.

The evidence that most readily moves a Belief about another, the transmitted signal of how much others regard them, sits at a large distance from the truth about conduct, because it reports standing in others’ Belief rather than what B will do, yet it is vivid and widely shared and so raises confidence without moving the Belief closer to the truth and thus without raising the fidelity bound at all. The corrective is to condition the Belief on evidence that tracks conduct, drawn across enough independent cases that the case-specific cancellations cannot persist and only genuine closeness to the truth survives to register. Judging another by their standing buys confidence without accuracy; judging them by what they reliably do buys accuracy, at the only price at which it is for sale, namely a Belief brought genuinely close to the truth and kept there across cases. This is the belief-layer completion of the valuation-layer result of Chapter 9, Section 9.9.11, that a source-opaque valuation cannot vouch for its own accuracy. The formal statement, including the result that sustained correctness forces informativeness, is at Appendix A.11.3.

14.11 - Implications for the Normative Programme

The chapter’s prior sections established the architectural and mathematical foundations of Quantum Epistemology. Section 14.11 identifies the consequences for the normative programme of AIM, in the form of brief statements that connect to subsequent chapters where the operationalisation is developed in full. The section does not develop the operationalisation here; the chapters that follow do that work.

14.11.1 Necessity of the Knowledge Patch

The chapter’s results, taken together, entail the necessity of the Knowledge Patch as the compensatory architecture by which human Individuals can navigate Source Opacity and the coupled Belief dynamics that follow from Source Opacity. The Knowledge Patch is not an optional addition to the AIM Framework. The Patch is the architectural response that the AIM Framework’s own diagnostic results demand. Without the Knowledge Patch, the Individual is left to navigate a non-Boolean cognitive substrate, with source-opaque evidence streams, in a high-coupling environment, with no procedural defence against the convergence to false certainty that the architecture produces.

The seven operations of the Knowledge Patch, in the order in which they must be applied, are: AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, Epistemic Suspension, the Two-Question Diagnostic, Behavioural Signatures, the Presumption Against Scapegoating, the Push-Pull Obligation Principle, and the Normality Fiction Breaker. Each operation addresses a specific failure mode of the unaugmented cognitive architecture, and the seven operations together constitute the minimum sufficient intervention to maintain Subcriticality of the M-driven dynamics in a population.

14.11.2 Tie-Back to the H2-to-H3 Expansion

AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, the first operation of the Knowledge Patch, is the H2-to-H3 expansion derived in Section 14.3 of this chapter. The remaining six operations address Type II Exclusion within the expanded Hypothesis Space, that is, they direct probability mass toward the M-Hypothesis in the face of Source Opacity, cultural priors that reinforce A and I attributions, and the meta-level prior that “I have already addressed M”. The architectural priority of AIM Vocabulary Acquisition over the other operations follows from the derivation of the H2-to-H3 expansion: doubt without subspace expansion is misdirected, because mass flows away from the false Hypothesis but toward the next-least-wrong A or I alternative within H2, rather than toward the M-Hypothesis, because the M-Hypothesis is not yet representable.

The seven operations are taken up in full in Chapter 18 (The Knowledge Patch), where their joint operation, their interdependence, and their institutional implementation are developed. The present chapter establishes only the architectural necessity of the Patch; the operational detail belongs to the chapter that takes the Patch as its central subject.

14.11.3 Architectural Necessity of Subcriticality Maintenance

The chapter’s results also entail that the normative goal of the AIM Framework is Subcriticality Maintenance rather than M-elimination. The Self-Coupling Permanence Principle established in Section 14.5 guarantees that no Individual can be brought to a state in which self-coupling is zero, and the architecture of Common-Currency Integration established in Chapter 9 guarantees that no Individual can be brought to a state in which Source Opacity is absent. The conditions under which Mimetic Desire produces crisis can be managed; the conditions cannot be eliminated.

Subcriticality Maintenance, established in Chapter 8 (Mimetic Desire), is the architectural goal of keeping Coupling Strength below the critical threshold at which Bayesian cascades become self-reinforcing. The chapter’s phrasing in terms of “Coupling Strength below critical threshold” is the operational form the goal takes in the intrapersonal and dyadic layers this chapter formalises. The corresponding architectural condition at the full multi-layer level is the Total Stability Condition of Appendix A, Section A.9.5: the total loop gain (integrating the fast-valuation loop, the slow-Belief loop, the cross-coupling terms, and the two network-layer channels) held below its critical threshold. Coupling Strength, as this chapter derives it, is one contribution to that total: it is the share the order-effect dynamic adds where the fast and slow loops feed into one another. Expressing the chapter’s parameter and the Appendix’s total as a single criterion is an open specialist task of the A programme. The goal is not perfection. It is vast improvement over the status quo and indefinite deferral of terminal mimetic crisis. Partial uptake of the Knowledge Patch is sufficient to maintain Subcriticality if the partial uptake is distributed across a sufficient fraction of the population, and the chapters that follow develop the institutional design principles that produce this distribution.

14.11.4 Institutional Design Principles

The chapter’s results have implications for three categories of institutional design.


	Observability governance is the deliberate institutional management of what is seen, by whom, and with what consequences, treating observability as a design variable rather than an absolute virtue. The chapter’s results entail that public expression of Beliefs in high-coupling environments produces convergence to false certainty, and that reducing the observability of certain classes of Belief expression (status displays, comparison opportunities, outrage triggers) reduces the Coupling Strength of the resulting epistemic community.

	Blind pricing is the institutional suppression of price observability, of the figure at which a transaction clears and of the sequence of figures it belongs to alike, while quality, function and every other non-price differentiating fact remain visible and the price stays available on demand to the parties who transact at it and to the regulator, with the architectural goal of reducing the Mimetic Premium attached to consumption decisions. The chapter’s results entail that price information processed in a high-coupling environment carries embedded Mimetic Premium that the participants cannot distinguish from the A-Functional or I-Adequate components of value, and that a price sequence formed in such an environment supplies no world-constraining test of the forecast extrapolated from it, the fit of that forecast being the expected output of the coupling.

	I-domain protection is the institutional creation and maintenance of contexts in which Intrinsic Motivation can reliably lead, with A secured and M deliberately bounded. The chapter’s results entail that I-Override requires a low-coupling environment to operate, and that the contemporary communications environment, in its current form, structurally suppresses the conditions under which I-Override is possible.



The three categories of institutional design are not exhaustive; they are illustrative of the kinds of intervention that the chapter’s results make possible. The full normative programme is developed in the chapters that follow.

14.11.5 What a Rule Presupposes

The apparatus that carries a shared Belief is a separate thing from the Belief, and its settings are free where the Belief’s content is not. A rule naming a side of the road, a duration of hand washing before performing surgery, or a temperature for cooking is an instrument. An instrument may be calibrated either way without the Referent it serves becoming negotiable. The Referent here is that vehicles at speed, moving through a population with no common system, kill the people moving among them, and nothing in that admits calibration.

A rule presupposes the Belief it was built on and supplies no Evidence about the Referent that Belief concerns. This decides what a rule can do, because Beliefs move by updating and updating runs on Evidence. A rule reaches conduct as a template, read by the Observer, arriving at the Decision Hub as one weighted input among three. Where the underlying Belief that gives the rule its meaning is absent, the rule contributes almost nothing to valuation, and it cannot supply what would put that Belief in place. What arrives instead is the imposition itself, received as a demand made without a reason. Judged on what is available from inside, that reception is accurate: the justification lies wholly in a Belief the rule assumes and does not carry.

A rule can fail in three places, and only one of them concerns the population it governs. The Referent may not exist, and the party writing the rule may believe it does. The population may never have received the Evidence that would move it toward the Belief. Or the rule may fail to act on the Referent at all, which is the case of an instrument sincerely offered against a real harm while operating on a quantity that harm does not depend on. The three are independent. A rule can be written against a live Referent, by a party who holds a True Belief about it, into a population that shares that Belief, and still do nothing, because the instrument was never checked against what it was supposed to correct.

The party writing the rule occupies the third position while writing it. A legislator legislates about costs that fall on other people. The cost of a legislative error is borne by the governed and returns to its author, if it returns at all, through an aggregate and across years. That is the engineer’s position and the chef’s, and it carries the same consequence: a Belief with a live Referent, and a working life in which nothing arrives to disturb it. The Evidence that does reach a rule-maker is mostly the expressed confidence of colleagues, which is the condition under which a Belief decouples from the Referent it is about.

Neither party can see this from inside, and the blindness is architectural rather than careless. Each holds a Belief about the Referent. Seen from within that Belief, the other party’s position cannot be explained by anything structural, so it is explained by something about them: ignorance, stupidity, bad faith, capture by an interest. That is the agent-default completing a causal chain with a party who can be held responsible. It runs in both directions and runs identically in both, because the architecture producing it is the same on either side of the chamber door. Both accounts are confabulated. Both are held with certainty. Neither party is positioned to notice the structural fact underneath, which is that one of them has never received the Evidence the True Belief requires, or holds a conflicting Belief at a probability high enough to keep the True Belief out of reach, and that no one yet knows which position they hold.

What follows is not an order of operations but a requirement that two things run together. The Evidence and the rule are supplied in the same movement, because the rule cannot supply the Evidence and the Evidence does not, by itself, coordinate conduct. Where circumstances allow the Evidence to go first, it should: a population that has already updated toward the Belief will ask for the rule, and a rule arriving in answer to that request meets nothing to overcome. Circumstances frequently do not allow it. An epidemic sets its own timetable, and the measures it demands cannot wait on a settled public understanding of what they are for.

The emergency decides the question against deferral, for a reason particular to this class of Belief. An emergency is the worst moment to move a population’s Beliefs, because no interval is available to update them. It is also the best, because the cost the Referent imposes is falling in real time, in public, and is being counted where everyone can see it. Ordinarily that cost falls on parties who are not the holders of the Belief, and is never assembled anywhere the holders would encounter it. An emergency assembles it. The cost of withholding the Evidence at that moment is not confined to the emergency. Hardening is written to a Template and Template state persists. The measure lapses when the emergency does; the priors it hardened do not lapse with it, and the population emerges less reachable by the same authority at the next emergency than it was at this one. A rule imposed without its Evidence does not merely fail to secure the conduct it named. It spends the capacity that would have secured that conduct next time.

Not every unadopted Belief is unadopted for the same reason, and the reason decides what can be done. Where the Referent is live and the correction merely displaced, it can be routed back, made visible, attributed, returned to those whose conduct it concerns, and the Belief becomes reachable again. This applies to the party writing the rule exactly as it applies to the party governed by it. Where the Referent’s verdict is statistical and slow, no routing helps, because no Individual’s own experience will ever contain it. A Belief of that kind travels only by transmission. It competes for adoption on the same terms as a Belief with no Referent at all, and it enters that competition with no advantage, because within coupled dynamics being true confers none.

14.11.6 Forward Connection

The chapter hands the reader to the chapters that operationalise the response. Chapter 15 (The Bayesian Self-Model) imports the Self-Coupling Permanence Principle as derived and develops its consequences for the Self-Model, including the Self-Model Perturbation Principle and the Observation-Transfer Identity (the Observation-Transfer Identity being conjectured at §14.7.2 of this chapter and derived in Ch.15). Chapter 18 (The Knowledge Patch) imports the H2-to-H3 expansion as the architectural prerequisite for AIM Vocabulary Acquisition and develops the full seven-operation Patch.

The seven procedural operations of the Knowledge Patch as catalogued in this chapter map onto the five formal channels specified at Appendix A.6.4 as follows: AIM Vocabulary Acquisition and Common-Currency Comprehension correspond to Channel 2, interior practice operating on the intrapersonal vocabulary, which lowers the Restriction-Induced Concentration Factor by giving the Hypothesis Space the explanation it was missing, Source-Skepticism Practice and Confabulation Recognition correspond to Channel 3 (dyadic reflective speech operating on the immediate output of confabulated explanation), Two-Question Diagnostic and Epistemic Suspension correspond to Channel 1 (institutional procedure withholding verdict until structural evidence is gathered), and Observability Governance corresponds to Channel 5 (macro-architectural reform of the network-layer evidence flow); Channel 4 (the embedded reflective practice within high-velocity institutional decision cycles) operates above the individual-level scope of this chapter and is treated at Chapter 18 and Appendix A.6.4. Channels 4 and 5 are the institutional channels and they belong to the network-scale architecture rather than to the intrapersonal and dyadic layers this chapter formalises. Subsequent chapters deploy Coupling Strength and Decoherence Time as established defined terms, and Appendix A provides the formal companion to the present chapter’s appendix.

A Closing Note - The Two Rules of Thumb

Everything derived here reduces, for the working Individual and the working institution, to two intuitive rules of thumb, one for each scale.

The first is the Provenance Rule, for the Individual. If you cannot trace where a Belief, a Hypothesis, or a piece of information came from, doubt it, and doubt it substantially, because the architecturally likeliest explanation for an untraceable source is that the Belief was generated inside the coupled system rather than received from physical reality. Untraced provenance is not neutral uncertainty; it is positive evidence of endogeneity.

The second is the Status Control Principle, for any test of a solution. Treat status as a contaminant, exactly as you would control for any confound in an experiment. Wherever someone’s standing rides on the outcome, on how the test is framed, on what is measured, on how the results are read, or on which solution is chosen, that status interest will skew the result toward what protects or raises standing rather than toward what is true, and usually toward the highest-standing parties at the expense of the many. Find where status is bearing on the test and remove it, or you are running a contest of standing in the place of a test of the solution.

Both rules are the same instruction at two scales: separate the endogenous component from the exogenous one before trusting the output. Neither rule promises certainty or a status-free inquiry, both of which are architecturally unavailable. Each removes a known, signed distortion so that contact with physical reality can do its work. That is the whole of quantum epistemology, reduced to practice.

Chapter Closing

Establishment Summary

This chapter has established that human Belief dynamics require generalised probability theory rather than classical Kolmogorov probability, both within a single Individual and across coupled systems of Individuals. The non-Boolean substrate is not a curiosity of cognitive science but a structural feature of the architecture identified by the AIM Framework’s prior chapters. The chapter has derived nineteen named results within the body: the H2-to-H3 Hypothesis Space Expansion, the Confabulation Priority Principle, the Self-Coupling Permanence Principle, Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, the Predictive Superposition Principle, Referent Foreclosure, the Aesthetic Drift Principle, the Induced-Decoherence Test, Referent Abandonment, Contactless Updating, the Standing Test, the Heuristic, Culture, the Diversity Referent, the Hardness–Referent Matrix, the Bubble-and-Foam Model of Belief-domains, the Boundary-Hardening Principle, and the Constructed-Belief Entailment. It has stated the Provenance Rule as the practical consequence of these results, identified the architectural conditions under which the scientific method succeeds and the conditions under which it produces confounded outputs without a phenomenal marker, and identified the architectural necessity of the Knowledge Patch as the compensatory intervention that the chapter’s results entail, extended the diagnosis to the endogenous-evidence domains of economics and war as a brief introduction handed forward to Chapter 17, and identified artificial intelligence outputs as architecturally endogenous by default.

Axiomatic Recap

The chapter’s derivations rest on Axioms 2 (Common-Currency Integration), 3 (Source Opacity), 4 (Confabulation), 7 (Preconscious Transmission), 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics), and 9 (Agent-Based Causal Default). No new axioms have been introduced. The named results derived in the chapter follow as consequences of the established axioms operating in the coupled regime that the contemporary communications environment produces.

Forward Connection

Chapter 15 (The Bayesian Self-Model) imports the Self-Coupling Permanence Principle as already established and develops its consequences for the Self-Model. Chapter 18 (The Knowledge Patch) imports the H2-to-H3 expansion as the architectural prerequisite for AIM Vocabulary Acquisition and develops the full seven-operation Patch. Subsequent chapters deploy Coupling Strength and Decoherence Time as established defined terms. Chapter 17 imports the Critical-Coupling Fold and the Endogenous-Evidence Condition as established in Section 14.10.4.7, and develops the full instantiation of the economic-crisis and war cases that this chapter introduces only briefly. The artificial-intelligence case, including the institutional design principles for distinguishing low-Coupling-Strength training domains from high-Coupling-Strength ones, lies outside this volume’s scope; what the chapter supplies is the parameter pair on which any such treatment depends.

What Would Falsify This?

The chapter’s claims depend on the falsification criteria for the core architecture stated in Chapter 11 (Confabulation, Projection, and the Scapegoat Mechanism). The chapter adds eight specific falsification criteria of its own. First, order effects must appear in private, non-social evaluations of multi-source Objects; if they do not, the Self-Coupling Permanence Principle is falsified. Second, order effects must scale with measured Coupling Strength in social domains; if Coupling Strength varies across communities while order effects do not, the Coupling Strength Definition is falsified. Third, interventions explicitly designed to reduce Coupling Strength in scientific testing communities (pre-registration, blinded coding, multi-laboratory replication, standardised reporting, open data sharing) must produce measurable improvements in replication rates in the domains where they are adopted at scale; if such interventions are adopted at scale without producing improvements in replication rates, the architectural diagnosis of the replication crisis offered in 14.10.4.4 is falsified.

The first criterion’s base observation (order effects in private evaluation) is well replicated; what remains genuinely at risk is its boundary condition: the criterion fails, and the Self-Coupling Permanence Principle with it, if order effects are abolished by private evaluation in domains where self-coupling persists, since that would locate the effect in social observation rather than in memory-recall self-coupling. The second awaits the coupling-strength calibration specified in Appendix B, Tier 4. The third is being tested in real time by the ongoing reforms in psychology, medical research, and adjacent disciplines.

Fourth, the Induced-Decoherence Test asserts that a model of a high-Coupling-Strength system which fits the stable phase but cannot predict the conditions of the system’s decoherence is incomplete; if a model is constructed that demonstrably fits only endogenous stable-phase data, has no capacity to predict the system’s collapse conditions, and nonetheless predicts those collapse conditions correctly under a low-Coupling-Strength, short-Decoherence-Time induced test, the Induced-Decoherence Test is falsified. No such case is known at the time of writing. Fifth, the Constructed-Belief Entailment asserts that the prevalence of Belief in constructed entities tracks Coupling Strength rather than access to the disconfirming search record. If populations matched on access to that record but differing in measured Coupling Strength show no difference in prevalence, while populations matched on Coupling Strength but differing in access to the record do show one, the Constructed-Belief Entailment is falsified.

Sixth, Contactless Updating asserts that applying the Provenance Rule, with the trace of the settling test held, protects a True Belief held on testimony against accumulated small increments of endogenous Evidence. That the updating itself moves a Belief held on testimony without regard to whether the Belief is true is not offered as a criterion, since the persistence of discredited Beliefs in either direction is established (Section 14.8.3.2). If Individuals who hold the trace and apply the Rule lose a taught verdict under sustained social disconfirmation at the same rate as Individuals who hold the verdict alone, the protective claim is falsified. Seventh, the Standing Test asserts that whether revising a Belief held against an available Referent would cost the Individual standing marks whether positional value maintains the Belief, and that the two remedies act on different maintainers. If Individuals for whom revision costs nothing in standing are as unresponsive to restored provenance as those for whom it costs standing, or if lowering the cost in standing makes those for whom it did cost standing no more responsive, the distinction is falsified.

Eighth, the Heuristic asserts that a class held on testimony departs from the Referent it summarises unless the Individual holds the Referent prior to the class. If the classes of Individuals who learned them as verdicts track a change in the distribution they summarise as closely as the classes of Individuals who test the classes’ predictions against that distribution, the claim is falsified.
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Appendix 14A - Mathematical Derivations

The chapter appendix contains the formal mathematical derivations of the named results introduced in the chapter body. The appendix is structured into ten sections, lettered for the reader’s convenience and not for hierarchical reasons. The full treatise-level formalisation is provided in Appendix A, which is the formal companion to the present appendix and is cross-referenced in both directions.

14A.1 The Non-Boolean Substrate from Vector-Space Belief States

Let B be the belief state space, a complex Hilbert space of finite dimension. Let |ψ⟩ ∈ B be a belief state, normalised so that ⟨ψ|ψ⟩ = 1. Let {|h_i⟩} be a complete orthonormal basis of B corresponding to the hypotheses H_i that the system can represent. The probability that the system assigns to hypothesis H_i in belief state |ψ⟩ is P(H_i | ψ) = |⟨h_i | ψ⟩|², which is the Born rule.

Measurement of a property A is represented by a Hermitian operator Â on B, with spectral decomposition Â = Σ_a a · P̂_a, where the P̂_a are orthogonal projection operators onto the eigenspaces of Â. The post-measurement belief state, conditional on outcome a, is |ψ_a⟩ = P̂_a |ψ⟩ / √⟨ψ|P̂_a|ψ⟩.

Two measurements A and B are non-commuting when their corresponding operators do not commute - [Â, B̂] = Â · B̂ - B̂ · Â ≠ 0. For non-commuting measurements, the joint probability of outcomes (a, b) depends on the order of measurement - in general, ⟨ψ| P̂_a · P̂_b · P̂_a |ψ⟩ ≠ ⟨ψ| P̂_b · P̂_a · P̂_b |ψ⟩. The order-dependence of joint probabilities is the algebraic source of order effects, and it cannot be reproduced in a Boolean lattice of projection operators because the lattice of projection operators on a Hilbert space is non-distributive when the dimension is greater than one .

14A.2 The H2-to-H3 Expansion in Formal Hilbert-Space Terms

Let H2 be a two-dimensional complex Hilbert space spanned by the orthonormal basis {|A⟩, |I⟩}. A belief state in H2 is a vector |ψ⟩ = c_A |A⟩ + c_I |I⟩ with |c_A|² + |c_I|² = 1.

Let H_mimetic be the hypothesis “the desire was acquired through preconscious mimetic transmission from a Model”. The corresponding basis vector |M⟩ is, by construction, orthogonal to both |A⟩ and |I⟩ - ⟨A|M⟩ = 0 and ⟨I|M⟩ = 0. The projection of any belief state in H2 onto |M⟩ is zero - ⟨M|ψ⟩ = 0 for every |ψ⟩ ∈ H2. The probability that the H2-restricted system assigns to H_mimetic is therefore zero, and the prior P(H_mimetic) is undefined rather than small - the basis vector that would carry the probability is not in the space.

The H2-to-H3 expansion is the construction of a three-dimensional Hilbert space H3 spanned by the orthonormal basis {|A⟩, |I⟩, |M⟩}, in which the basis vectors |A⟩ and |I⟩ of H2 are preserved as basis vectors of H3 and the new basis vector |M⟩ is added. A belief state in H3 is a vector |ψ⟩ = c_A |A⟩ + c_I |I⟩ + c_M |M⟩ with |c_A|² + |c_I|² + |c_M|² = 1. The probability that the H3 system assigns to H_mimetic in belief state |ψ⟩ is |c_M|², which is defined and can be non-zero. The expansion makes H_mimetic representable and capable of accumulating probability mass under Bayesian updating .

14A.3 The Coupling Strength (κ) Operator Norm Derivation

Let A and B be two measurements on the belief state space, with corresponding projection operators P̂_A and P̂_B. The order effect on belief state |ψ⟩ is defined as:

OE(ψ; A, B) = ‖ P̂_A · P̂_B |ψ⟩ - P̂_B · P̂_A |ψ⟩ ‖

where ‖ · ‖ is the Hilbert-space norm. The order effect is a non-negative real number, equal to zero when the two measurements commute on the belief state |ψ⟩ and positive otherwise.

The average order effect across the belief state space is defined as:

OE_avg(A, B) = ∫ OE(ψ; A, B) dμ(ψ)

where dμ is the uniform probability measure on the unit sphere of the belief state space. The average is a non-negative real number that captures the order-dependence of the two measurements across all possible belief states.

The diameter of the belief state space is:

D = max_{ψ, φ} ‖ |ψ⟩ - |φ⟩ ‖ = 2

since the maximum distance between two unit vectors in a Hilbert space is achieved when the vectors are antipodal, and the distance in that case is 2.

Coupling Strength is defined as the normalised order effect:

κ(A, B) = OE_avg(A, B) / D = OE_avg(A, B) / 2

The normalisation places κ on the unit interval. κ = 0 when the two measurements commute on every belief state in the space; κ = 1 when the two measurements produce the maximum possible order effect on average, corresponding to a maximally non-commutative system.

14A.4 The Decoherence Time (τ) Exponential Decay Derivation

Let OE(t) be the order effect measured at inter-measurement interval t, holding the two measurements and the initial belief state fixed and varying only the temporal gap between the two measurements. The empirical observation is that OE(t) decays approximately exponentially with t:

OE(t) ≈ OE(0) · exp(-t/τ)

where OE(0) is the order effect at zero inter-measurement interval and τ is the characteristic timescale of the decay.

Decoherence Time τ is defined as the fitted value of the exponential decay timescale. The fitting procedure is least-squares regression on log(OE(t)) versus t across a range of inter-measurement intervals. Goodness-of-fit is assessed using R² ≥ 0.90 across the fitted range and residuals consistent with the exponential model.

The Observation-Transfer Identity asserts that τ has a unified interpretation across intrapersonal and interpersonal scales. At the intrapersonal level, τ measures the persistence of the memory trace on which self-coupling depends. At the interpersonal level, τ measures the frequency with which exogenous evidence intrudes on the dyadic feedback loop. The two interpretations are quantitatively equivalent - the same numerical value of τ characterises both levels of the system, and the same fitting procedure applied to either level yields the same τ.

14A.5 The Interference-Angle Inversion Formula

For a two-outcome measurement on a belief state in a two-dimensional Hilbert space, the relationship between Coupling Strength and the interference angle θ between the two measurement bases is:

κ = sin(θ)

where θ ∈ [0, π/2]. The interference angle is the angle between the basis vectors of the two measurements in the belief state space. The inversion formula:

θ = arcsin(κ)

allows the interference angle to be recovered from the measured Coupling Strength. The formula provides a convenient parameterisation of the belief state geometry that connects the empirical Coupling Strength to the underlying Hilbert-space structure.

14A.6 The Critical-Coupling Fold and Its Symmetric-Distribution Closed Form

For a population belief dynamics governed by Coupling Strength κ and a symmetric distribution of minority and majority pathways with probabilities r and 1 - r respectively, the critical-coupling fold κ_cr is the value of κ at which the system undergoes a phase transition from approximately classical dynamics to fully non-commutative dynamics.

The closed-form expression for the symmetric distribution is:

κ_cr ≈ √(r/2)

where r ∈ (0, 1/2] is the probability of the minority pathway. The formula is derived by setting the order-effect contribution to the population dynamics equal to the threshold at which the dynamics become self-reinforcing, and solving for κ in terms of r.

The practical implication is that near-unanimous populations (small r) have small κ_cr and are more vulnerable to fold collapse, while divided populations (r closer to 1/2) have larger κ_cr and are more resistant to fold collapse. The dependence of κ_cr on r runs counter to the common intuition that divided populations are more vulnerable to crisis - the structural variable that sets the critical threshold is r, not the apparent unity or division of the population.

14A.7 The Formal Proof that Self-Coupling Strength is Bounded Below by Zero

Let κ_self(t) be the Self-Coupling Strength of an Individual at time t. The proof that κ_self(t) > 0 at all times during waking cognition proceeds in four steps.

Step 1. Memory recall is continuous during waking cognition. The cognitive system reactivates stored beliefs at a non-zero rate throughout waking hours, with the rate varying across cognitive conditions but remaining strictly positive. Formally, the rate of recall events R(t) satisfies R(t) > 0 for all t in the waking period.

Step 2. Each recall event reactivates a stored belief and feeds the reactivated belief, through the Belief Register and the Observer that reads it, into the Decision Hub’s valuation as undifferentiated evidence. The source-modality tag (recalled versus perceived) is destroyed at the integration site, by extension of the Source Opacity Theorem to input modality. Formally, for each recall event at time t_i, the Decision Hub receives an input I(t_i) whose source-modality is unrecoverable.

Step 3. The undifferentiated evidence contributes to the next belief update on the integration site’s output. Formally, the order effect OE(t) between the pre-recall belief state and the post-recall belief state is non-zero whenever a recall event has occurred, because the recall event has fed an additional input into the integration without a corresponding exogenous input.

Step 4. Self-Coupling Strength is the normalised order effect attributable to recall events, by extension of the Coupling Strength definition in 14A.3 to the intrapersonal case. Formally:

κ_self(t) = OE_recall(t) / D

where OE_recall(t) is the order effect attributable to recall events at time t and D is the diameter of the belief state space. Because R(t) > 0 and each recall event contributes a non-zero order effect, OE_recall(t) > 0, and therefore κ_self(t) > 0.

The proof establishes the Self-Coupling Permanence Principle as a mathematical consequence of the architecture, not as an empirical generalisation. The bound κ_self(t) > 0 holds at every time t during waking cognition for every Individual, regardless of the Individual’s training, intelligence, or cognitive condition. The bound can be reduced toward zero by reducing the rate of recall events, but it cannot be reduced to zero except in the limit of complete cognitive silence, which is not a state that can be achieved during waking life.

14A.8 The Common-Currency Integration Equation

The Common-Currency Integration discussed in plain terms in Section 14.4.1 has the formal expression:

U = w_A · U_A + w_I · U_I + w_M · U_M

where U is the integrated Scalar produced by the Decision Hub, U_A, U_I, and U_M are the source-specific utilities, and w_A, w_I, w_M are the context-dependent weights, with w_A + w_I + w_M = 1 and each weight in. In the fast-layer notation of Appendix A (A.4; A.5.6), w_M corresponds to β, the mimetic-source weight on the fast utility channel. The integration is a many-to-one mapping from the three-dimensional source-vector (U_A, U_I, U_M) to the one-dimensional scalar U. The Source Opacity Theorem follows from the application of the Data Processing Inequality to this mapping - no function f applied to U can recover the source-vector, because infinitely many distinct source-triples produce the same U for any fixed weight vector, and the inverse mapping is therefore not well defined.

14A.9 The Order Effect Is Located in State-Dependent Likelihood, Not in Conditionalisation

The trustworthy-C scenario discussed in plain terms in Section 14.9.2 has the formal expression in conditional-probability notation. Let H be the hypothesis “C is trustworthy”, and let E_1 and E_2 be the two pieces of evidence (generosity, broken promises). The first Individual receives E_1 then E_2; the second Individual receives E_2 then E_1.

For the first Individual, the posterior after E_1 is:

P(H | E_1) = P(H) · P(E_1 | H) / P(E_1)

This posterior becomes the prior for the update on E_2. After E_2, the posterior is:

P(H | E_1, E_2) = P(H) · P(E_1 | H) · P(E_2 | H, E_1) / [P(E_1) · P(E_2 | E_1)]

For the second Individual, the analogous derivation gives:

P(H | E_2, E_1) = P(H) · P(E_2 | H) · P(E_1 | H, E_2) / [P(E_2) · P(E_1 | E_2)]

By the chain rule both numerators equal the joint probability P(H, E_1, E_2): the first is P(H) · P(E_1 | H) · P(E_2 | H, E_1) = P(H, E_1) · P(E_2 | H, E_1) = P(H, E_1, E_2), and the second is P(H) · P(E_2 | H) · P(E_1 | H, E_2) = P(H, E_2) · P(E_1 | H, E_2) = P(H, E_1, E_2). Both denominators equal P(E_1, E_2) = P(E_2, E_1) by the commutativity of conjunction. The two final posteriors are therefore identically equal,

P(H | E_1, E_2) = P(H | E_2, E_1) = P(H, E_1, E_2) / P(E_1, E_2),

and this equality holds whether or not E_1 and E_2 are conditionally independent given H. Strict conditionalisation on a fixed evidence set is commutative without exception. Conditional dependence changes the intermediate posterior reached after the first item, the increment, but not the destination reached after both: dependence produces differential increments, not different final Beliefs. Any claim that conditional dependence alone generates a final order effect is therefore false, and the two posteriors above are the demonstration.

The order effect documented in Section 14.1 accordingly cannot arise from conditionalisation on a fixed evidence set, and the divergence in Section 14.9.2 is not an instance of it. The order effect is located one level up, in the likelihood the Individual assigns. Human revision does not conditionalise on a fixed proposition E_i carrying a fixed likelihood P(E_i | H); it registers an experience whose assigned evidential force is weighed against the current Belief-state, because the integration site is source-opaque and the Belief Register’s prior outputs are re-ingested as evidence through self-coupling (Sections 14.4 to 14.6). When the assigned likelihood ratio depends on the state the experience meets, the update is a probability-kinematic (Jeffrey-type) revision on the partition rather than conditionalisation on a fixed proposition, and successive such revisions on a common subject matter do not in general commute. The non-commutativity is thus a property of state-dependent likelihood assignment, not of Bayes’ theorem, whose conditionalisation, as the equality above shows, commutes exactly. The condition under which state-dependent revision reduces to order-invariant updating is the classical limit in which evidential force is state-independent (κ → 0, τ → 0), which is the regime in which the classical convergence theorems hold.

The full treatise-level formalisation is provided in Appendix A.

14A.10 The Mathematical Coherence of the Bubble Image

This section establishes only that the Bubble-and-Foam Model of §14.8.6 has a coherent mathematical structure. It proves no new empirical claim; it shows that the terms of the image (Bubble, membrane, inflation, migration) correspond to well-defined quantities already derived in this chapter and in Appendix A, and that they compose consistently.

Let the belief-space be a set of belief-domains {Di}\{ D_{i} \}. Each domain DiD_{i} carries a set of Content-Beliefs whose aggregate evidential load Li≥0L_{i} \geq 0 is the inflation of the Bubble. Each ordered pair of adjacent domains (Di,Dj)\left( D_{i} , D_{j} \right) is separated by a Boundary-Belief whose strength fixes a cross-domain Coupling Strength κij∈[0,1]\kappa_{ij} \in [0,1], in the network-endogeneity sense of §14.7.7 and Appendix A, not the Hilbert-space sense. A strongly-held Boundary-Belief gives κij→0\kappa_{i j} \rightarrow 0 (an intact membrane); a decohered Boundary-Belief gives κij→1\kappa_{i j} \rightarrow 1 (an absent membrane).

A fold in DiD_{i}, the discontinuous collapse of the domain at the expiry of its Decoherence Time, does not destroy LiL_{i}. Because the Content-Beliefs of DiD_{i} are about Referents whose demand persists through the collapse, the load is conserved and redistributed to adjacent domains across their membranes. The load arriving at neighbour DjD_{j} is κijLi\kappa_{i j} L_{i}, attenuated by the membrane. Containment holds at DjD_{j} when the arriving load leaves the neighbour below its re-ignition threshold θj\theta_{j}:

κijLi<θj\kappa_{ij} L_i < \theta_j

Terminal, foam-wide collapse requires a connected chain of domains along which this inequality fails at every membrane, or the sequential decoherence of the separating Boundary-Beliefs that raises the relevant κij\kappa_{i j} toward one. This is the network critical-coupling condition of Appendix A.5.7.5 restated at the level of the foam, and it is the formal content of the migration-firebreak: a finely divided foam with low κ\kappa at each membrane dissipates a fold locally, while a foam whose Boundary-Beliefs have decohered transmits it.

The image is therefore coherent in the precise sense that each of its terms is a quantity already in the framework (LiL_{i} the domain load, κij\kappa_{i j} the cross-domain Coupling Strength, θj\theta_{j} the re-ignition threshold, and the fold the Saddle-Node collapse of Appendix A) and the containment inequality composes them without contradiction. No stronger claim is made. In particular, nothing here asserts that belief-space is metrically a foam or that the Bubbles have physical volume; the correspondence is structural, in the sense of §14.1.3, and is offered only to show that the organising picture is well-defined.

Corollary: the Boundary-Hardening Principle, and the decoherence-cost ledger. Within these quantities the principle of §14.8.6 is a decomposition, not a new claim. Let DsysD_{\mathrm{sys}} denote the rate at which disconfirming exogenous reality bears on the domain’s Belief (positive when a live or decohered Referent exists, zero in the aesthetic regime), and let 1/τ1/\tau denote the holder-measured rate at which that pressure reaches the holder and resets the Belief (the quantity of §14A.4, holder-relative by §14.7.2). A hard boundary, high endogenous coupling within and low cross-domain κij\kappa_{i j} to the reality-tracking neighbours without, drives 1/τ1/\tau toward zero without lowering DsysD_{\mathrm{sys}}.

The difference Dsys−1/τD_{\mathrm{sys}} - 1/\tau is conserved, not eliminated: it splits into a flux borne continuously by the excluded party (the exported maintenance Cost) and a rate of accumulation of undischarged load behind the membrane, which is the LiL_{i} of the migration analysis above. The stored fraction LiL_{i} is what the Saddle-Node collapse releases at the expiry of the extended τ\tau, driving κijLi\kappa_{i j} L_{i} above the neighbours’ thresholds θj\theta_{j} that continuous small-increment discharge would have kept it below; the exported fraction is already sunk in the outsiders’ losses and is not among what the fold returns. Declining to export holds τ\tau low and discharges the pressure continuously within κijLi<θj\kappa_{i j} L_{i} < \theta_{j} at each step. The exported flux and the stored LiL_{i} are the two conserved shares of the one reality-pressure DsysD_{\mathrm{sys}} that the hard boundary refuses to let the holder pay: the ethical wrong is the former, the stability hazard the latter.



Chapter 15: The Bayesian Self-Model

Position Statement. This chapter establishes that the Self-Model is the mediating structure between architecture and behaviour. The Individual acts on their Self-Model, not on reality. The architecture (Chapters 4 through 13) produces the Self-Model. The Self-Model produces behaviour. Understanding how the Self-Model is formed, maintained, and revised is therefore the necessary bridge between the individual-level architecture established in the preceding chapters and the population-level dynamics (including those that produce crisis, violence, and institutional consequences) that Chapters 16 through 20 address.

Dependency Statement. This chapter requires prior understanding of:


	The component-function localisations of Chapter 4, Section 4.4.12

	Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2) and Source Opacity (Axiom 3), established in Chapter 9 (Neural Integration and Source Opacity)

	Confabulation (Axiom 4), established in Chapter 11 (Confabulation, Projection, and the Scapegoat Mechanism)

	Differential Satiation (Axiom 6), established in Chapters 6 through 7

	Preconscious Transmission (Axiom 7), established in Chapter 8 (Mimetic Desire M)

	Content-Agnostic Processing (Axiom 8) and the Individual Confabulation Cascade, Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, and Bayesian Lock-In, established in Chapter 13 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics)

	Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9), established in Chapter 10 (The Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis)

	The Scapegoat Mechanism (Chapter 11) and the Mimetic Premium transfer architecture (Chapter 8)

	The Self-Coupling Permanence Principle, derived in this chapter (§15.3), with the conceptual groundwork in Chapter 14 (Quantum Epistemology) on the architectural status of self-coupling



Derivation Preview. The chapter’s central claims are derived from Axioms 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, and 9 plus established properties of Bayesian updating on endogenous evidence. No new axioms are required. The primary derived results are:


	The Self-Coupling Permanence Principle: Self‑Coupling Strength is greater than zero at all times; memory recall is the minimum self-coupling from which all other coupling is additive.

	Imperceptible Drift: local stability on each dimensional prior is compatible with global Self-Model movement across a lifetime; the Confabulation architecture narrates the drift as continuity by reconstructing the recalled past self to match the current self.

	The Stability-Pathology Trade-Off: the same content-agnostic mechanism (the Bayesian Flywheel) that produces stable, functional identity necessarily also stabilises pathological Self-Model elements; no design modification separates the benefit from the cost.

	The Referent Absence Property: the Self-Model lacks the World-Model’s structural guarantee of decoherence against reality; even where exogenous evidence participates in Self-Model formation, three features (mixing, contingent decoherence, the evaluative layer) attenuate its corrective force, producing a gradient from reliably-corrected physical elements to effectively uncorrectable evaluative identity-elements; the normative criterion is subcriticality rather than accuracy.

	The Self-Model Perturbation Principle: encounter with cultural difference constitutes Bayesian evidence against the Self-Model’s encoding of “normal”; the architecture defaults to extraction (Option B) rather than revision (Option A) for four converging reasons.

	The Observation-Transfer Identity: Decoherence Time receives a unified interpretation across intrapersonal (memory-trace persistence) and interpersonal (social-evidence persistence) scales; quantum cognition findings are the observable signature.

	Self‑Coupling Strength (Self-Coupling Strength): the coupling-strength parameter measuring the degree to which an Individual’s evidence base is endogenous to their own prior states through the memory-recall channel.



The chapter also draws on the Individual Confabulation Cascade (Chapter 13), the Prior Examination Inversion, the Confabulation Rationality Lemma (Chapter 11), and the Subcriticality Maintenance Principle (Chapter 13).

Chapter Preview. The chapter proceeds through fifteen sections. Section 15.1 defines the Self-Model as a confabulated summary of the Belief Register whose A-I-M composition is architecturally hidden from its owner. Section 15.2 traces how the Self-Model is formed through path-dependent, non-commutative information encounter. Section 15.3 identifies the memory-recall self-coupling loop as the mechanism by which the Self-Model maintains itself and derives the Self-Coupling Permanence Principle. Section 15.4 demonstrates that this self-coupling produces asymptotic convergence (the Bayesian Flywheel) operating across a high-dimensional vector of priors (one per Salient dimension), driving each toward practical irreversibility while permitting imperceptible global drift of the aggregate Self-Model across a lifetime. Section 15.5 establishes the Stability-Pathology Trade-Off: the same content-agnostic mechanism that produces functional identity necessarily also stabilises pathological content. Section 15.6 derives the Referent Absence Property, showing that the Self-Model lacks the World-Model’s structural guarantee of decoherence: exogenous evidence is mixed with endogenous evidence upon entry, decoherence is contingent rather than universal, and most identity-content sits behind an evaluative layer with no Referent; the normative criterion is subcriticality rather than accuracy.

Section 15.7 examines what happens when evidence challenges the Self-Model, deriving differential disruption dynamics for A-shocks, I-transitions, and M-shocks. Section 15.8 derives the Self-Model Perturbation Principle. Section 15.9 derives Phenomenological Isolation and its bifurcation consequence, showing that group identification can proceed only by perceived similarity into a binary the architecture cannot otherwise represent, and distinguishes the two decoherence paths: conflict, which collapses the superposition of two Self-Models in favour of one party, and the acknowledgement of superposition, which preserves it. Section 15.10 unifies the intrapersonal and interpersonal dynamics through the Observation-Transfer Identity. Section 15.11 composes the opacity, identifiability, condensation, and confirmation-loop results into the unmeasurability of interpersonal accuracy: exact within the endogenous evidence regime, asymptotically defeated outside it, with the release-by-procedure consequence for Epistemic Suspension. Section 15.12 demonstrates that quantum cognition findings are the observable signature of these dynamics. Section 15.13 identifies the Self-Model as the missing variable in social psychology. Section 15.14 addresses anticipated objections. Section 15.15 states the formal results.



15.1 What the Self-Model Is

The previous chapters built the architecture of human motivation from the ground up. Chapters 6 through 7 established the three sources (Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, Mimetic Desire). Chapter 9 (Neural Integration and Source Opacity) showed how Common-Currency Integration collapses them into a single Common-Currency Scalar (the Scalar), and proved via the Source Opacity Theorem that source-decomposition information is irreversibly destroyed in that process. Chapter 10 (The Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis) established that the brain’s causal cognition defaults to agent-based explanations. Chapter 11 (Confabulation, Projection, and the Scapegoat Mechanism) demonstrated that the Confabulation architecture generates sincere but inaccurate narratives to fill the gap that Source Opacity creates, and that these narratives provide the raw material for Projection and the Scapegoat Mechanism. Chapter 13 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics) showed how Content-Agnostic Bayesian updating compounds those Confabulations over time through the Individual Confabulation Cascade, producing Bayesian Lock-In.

Something is missing from this account. The architecture produces motivational signals. It integrates them. It strips their source tags. It generates narratives about them. It compounds those narratives over time. But none of this yet explains the thing that sits between all of these operations and the Individual’s actual behaviour in the world: the Individual’s understanding of who they are.

Every Individual carries an internal model of who they are. This model encompasses Beliefs about their identity, values, capacities, social position, and motivational profile. It determines how they interpret ambiguous evidence, which social environments they seek out, which they avoid, how they respond to challenge, and what they experience as threat. It is, for practical purposes, the lens through which the Individual encounters reality. The Individual does not interact with the world directly. They interact with the world as filtered through the Self-Model.

The Self-Model is the subset of the Individual’s Belief Register consisting of Beliefs about themselves, generated by the Confabulation architecture operating on source-opaque integrated signals, experienced as discovered self-knowledge but constituting a path-dependent confabulated narrative whose A-I-M composition is architecturally hidden from its owner. (The term “confabulated” in this definition refers specifically to the source-attribution dimension: the narrative misidentifies the motivational sources of its elements. The identity-Content of the narrative is constitutive rather than confabulated, as Section 15.2 establishes, because for most identity-Content there is no Referent against which the narrative could be measured as accurate or inaccurate.)

Each component of this definition carries specific technical weight established in prior chapters.

Subset of the Belief Register. The Individual’s total Belief Register (Chapter 13) contains Beliefs about the external world, other Individuals, causal relationships, social norms, and themselves. The Self-Model is the reflexive portion: Beliefs directed at the believer. But it is not a separate system. It is maintained by the same Bayesian updating machinery, subject to the same Content-Agnostic Processing (Axiom 8), and vulnerable to the same compounding dynamics that Chapter 13 established for the Belief Register in general.

The updating that revises the Self-Model is Ground-Resolution, the evaluative operation of Conscious Cognition, the always-on Bayesian generative inference process operative during the Individual’s waking phenomenological experience. The Self-Model’s priors, posteriors, and revisions are therefore continuous with the priors, posteriors, and revisions that, in Chapter 11, produce Confabulation on motivational-source Hypotheses, and that, in Chapter 18, are reconfigured by the Knowledge Patch. The Self-Model is not updated by a separate self-reflection faculty but by the same engine, whose two operations are Imagination and Ground-Resolution and whose outputs are individuated by whether the Hypothesis Space contains the true generative Hypothesis and by the interference term sustained against collapse.

Generated by the Confabulation architecture. The Self-Model is not perceived from some stable inner reality. It is constructed. The same brain system that generates post-hoc explanations for choices (Chapter 11) generates post-hoc explanations for the self. The Individual does not observe who they are and then report it. They observe source-opaque integrated signals, generate a narrative that achieves cognitive closure over those signals, and experience the narrative as perception. The sense of discovering one’s identity (“I finally understood who I really am”) is itself a Confabulation. What was discovered was the output of a narrative-generation system operating on evidence it could not decompose by source (Gazzaniga, 2000; Haidt, 2001).

Operating on source-opaque integrated signals. This is the architectural fact that makes the Self-Model’s source-attributions Confabulations rather than perceptions. When the Individual claims “I value this because it genuinely matters to me,” the source-attribution is confabulated (the actual source may be M, and the claim is wrong about something real). The identity-Content generated by the same process (“I am a person who values this”) occupies a different epistemic category: it is constitutive rather than confabulated, because the domain it operates on has no Referent against which to measure accuracy (Section 15.6 formalises this as the Referent Absence Property). By the time the Individual’s self-reflective systems encounter a desire, a preference, a value, or a reaction, Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2) has already collapsed the three-source input into a single Scalar, destroying the decomposition that would show how much bodily need (A), genuine engagement (I), and social transmission (M) each contributed (Source Opacity, Axiom 3). The Data Processing Inequality guarantees that this destruction is irreversible (Cover and Thomas, 2006). The Self-Model is therefore built from materials whose composition is architecturally unavailable to the builder.

Experienced as discovered self-knowledge. This is the phenomenological signature. The Self-Model does not feel constructed. It feels found. The Individual experiences their values, their passions, their sense of social position as features of themselves that they have come to recognise through experience. The constructive process is invisible, and the Confabulation architecture (Axiom 4) ensures that when asked about the origins of their identity, the Individual will generate a sincere but inaccurate narrative of self-discovery rather than a narrative of path-dependent construction (Nisbett and Wilson, 1977).

Path-dependent confabulated narrative. The Self-Model is sensitive to the order in which experiences arrived. As Section 15.2 establishes, information encounter in human cognition exhibits Non-Commutativity: encountering Evidence A before Evidence B produces a different posterior than encountering B before A, because each piece of evidence is processed through the prior that existed at the time of encounter. Two Individuals exposed to identical information in different sequences will construct different Self-Models and be equally certain that their Self-Model reflects who they truly are. The Self-Model the Individual “discovers” is the Self-Model that the particular sequence of encounters happened to produce.

Whose A-I-M composition is architecturally hidden from its owner. The Self-Model contains elements grounded in all three motivational sources. Some identity elements are A-grounded (“I need security,” “I am someone who values physical comfort”). Some are I-grounded (“I love woodworking,” “I am passionate about mathematics”). Some are M-grounded (“I am successful,” “I belong in this social circle,” “I am the kind of person who drives that car, lives in that neighbourhood, holds that credential”). The Individual cannot tell which is which from the felt signal. Source Opacity applies to the Self-Model just as it applies to any individual desire. The M-grounded elements feel as authentically “me” as the I-grounded elements, because the phenomenological signal is identical: an integrated value with no source tag.

The Self-Model presents as perception, not as Hypothesis. When an Individual says “I am a generous person” or “I value honesty above all” or “I have always been drawn to medicine,” these feel like reports of observed fact, not like provisional Beliefs subject to revision. This presentational mode is itself a consequence of the architecture. A Self-Model experienced as Hypothesis would not achieve cognitive closure. If every self-attribution carried the felt quality of “maybe,” the Individual would face continuous identity uncertainty, producing computational paralysis in every decision that requires knowing what one values. The Confabulation architecture resolves this by presenting its outputs with the phenomenological certainty of perception. The cost of this resolution is that revision becomes structurally difficult, because revising a perception feels like denying what one can plainly see.

15.2 How the Self-Model Is Formed

The Self-Model is assembled across the Individual’s lifetime through the same process that assembles the rest of the Belief Register. Information arrives. It is processed through the existing prior. The posterior becomes the new prior. The probability assignment at the start of a cycle is the Prior; the degree to which the Hypothesis is held true at that start is the Prior Belief. After Bayesian Updating the assignment is the Posterior and the holding-true degree is the Posterior Belief. A Posterior is not yet a Belief in the full sense: whether the cycle’s output amounts to a Belief turns on how much doubt is still held against it. The Posterior Belief of one cycle becomes the Prior Belief of the next. Where the Hypothesis concerns the source of a motivation, that specialisation is Source Belief. The three mutually exclusive Hypotheses about which motivational source generated the want are the Source Hypotheses H_A, H_I, and H_M. The next piece of information is processed through that updated prior. The difference, for the Self-Model, is that the “information” in question includes the Individual’s own desires, reactions, choices, and social feedback, all of which reach the Thinker as source-opaque integrated signals once the Decision Hub has integrated them.

The formation process is governed by four architectural features established in prior chapters, operating in concert.

Path-dependent, non-commutative information encounter. The Individual does not receive all self-relevant information simultaneously and then form a Self-Model from the complete evidence set. Information arrives serially, across years and decades, and each piece is processed through the prior that exists at the time of arrival. A child raised in a household that values academic achievement encounters evidence about the Status-value of credentials before encountering evidence about the intrinsic rewards of manual craft. The prior that greets the craft-related evidence is already weighted toward credential-valuation, and the craft-related evidence is processed through that prior. Had the order been reversed (the child first encountering a master craftsperson and only later encountering credential-oriented achievement), the resulting Self-Model would differ, even if the total evidence set were identical.

This is a mathematical consequence of Bayesian updating. When updating is sequential, the posterior after observing evidence in order (E₁, E₂) is not, in general, the same as the posterior after observing (E₂, E₁). The orders converge only in the limit of infinite evidence or under restrictive independence conditions that self-relevant experience does not satisfy (because later interpretations depend on the prior that earlier evidence established).

Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2). Every piece of self-relevant evidence, whether it originated in Appetitive need, Intrinsic engagement, or Mimetic transmission, is collapsed into a single Scalar before the Individual becomes consciously aware of it (Levy and Glimcher, 2012; Bartra, McGuire, and Kable, 2013). The child who feels excitement about academic awards does not know whether the excitement is A-grounded (the award brings material security), I-grounded (the academic work is genuinely engaging), or M-grounded (the award signals Status within the reference group). The excitement is integrated. The Self-Model incorporates “I am someone who cares about academic excellence” without any capacity to determine which of these three very different motivational stories is actually driving the felt excitement.

Source Opacity (Axiom 3). As a result of Common-Currency Integration, the Individual cannot introspectively determine the source-composition of any self-relevant signal. Every desire, preference, value, and reaction that feeds into the Self-Model arrives without a source label. The M-grounded element (“I value this credential because my reference group values it”) is phenomenologically indistinguishable from the I-grounded element (“I value this work because the process of doing it is intrinsically rewarding”). The Self-Model is therefore built blind. It incorporates whatever the encounter-sequence delivers, without the capacity to filter by source.

Confabulation (Axiom 4). The Individual does not experience the formation of their Self-Model as a blind construction process. The Confabulation architecture generates a narrative of self-discovery that achieves cognitive closure. “I always knew I wanted to be a lawyer.” “I discovered my passion for finance in university.” “I am just not a creative person.” These feel like honest reports of introspective observation. They are outputs of the same narrative-generation system that Chapter 11 established produces sincere but inaccurate explanations for individual choices, now operating at the scale of a lifetime of choices (Gazzaniga, 2000; Wegner, 2002).

The same mechanism produces outputs with different epistemic status depending on the domain it operates on. When the narrative-closure process operates on motivational source (a domain where a Referent exists but is architecturally inaccessible, because Source Opacity has destroyed the source tag), the output is Confabulation: a sincere but false attribution. The narrative says “I chose this because I genuinely value it,” but the actual source may have been Mimetic transmission, and the claim is wrong about something real. When the same process operates on identity-Content (a domain where no Referent exists at all, because there is no mind-independent fact about who the Individual “truly is”), the output is what this chapter terms Constitutive Narration: a construction that is neither true nor false because there is nothing for it to be true or false about. The Self-Model is not a description of a pre-existing self that the narrative gets wrong. The Self-Model is the narrative. There is nothing behind it to get wrong about.

The mechanism is one. The computational machinery is identical. What differs is the epistemic structure of the domain. In subsequent sections, references to the narrative-closure mechanism operating on identity-Content should be read as Constitutive Narration rather than Confabulation, unless the context specifically concerns source-attribution failure (in which case the standard Confabulation terminology from Chapter 11 applies). Both outputs are produced by the Confabulation architecture (the mechanism name is retained because the mechanism is one), but their epistemic status diverges: Confabulation is descriptive and systematically inaccurate; Constitutive Narration is constructive and orthogonal to accuracy.

The Self-Model narrative is not a lie. It is the output of a narrative-closure process operating on an Information Gap that the architecture cannot fill transparently, because the transparent answer (“Your identity is a path-dependent construction whose source-composition you have no access to”) does not achieve closure and is not computationally available to the system. Two distinct gaps are being filled simultaneously: the source-composition gap (which source produced each element) is filled by Confabulation, because there IS a Truth about source that the narrative misses. The identity-Content gap (who am I?) is filled by Constitutive Narration, because there is NO pre-existing Truth about identity for the narrative to miss. The architecture closes both gaps in the same operation, with the same phenomenological signature of discovery, but the epistemic status of the two outputs diverges.

The combined effect of these four features is that the Individual arrives at adulthood with a Self-Model that feels discovered, feels stable, feels like an accurate perception of who they are, and is in fact a path-dependent narrative construction assembled from source-opaque evidence (confabulated as to source-composition, constitutive as to identity-Content) in a particular historical sequence that could easily have been otherwise.

This has a consequence beyond the single Individual. Because every Self-Model is the output of an unrepeated, Individual-specific path, the population of Self-Models carries no modal type: no average self against which a variant self could be ranked as a lesser or a greater kind. That non-modality is itself a decohered Referent, not the absence of one, and it is the trajectory channel of the Diversity Referent (Chapter 14, §14.8.3.1.2): the architecturally-entailed limb, holding independently of any genetic finding, on which any carve of persons into ranked natural kinds is Referent-abandoned. It is the stronger of the result’s two channels precisely because it does not wait on the data: the population distribution has no modal type by construction, so the carve fails on the framework’s own premises before the genetics is consulted.

This is not a counsel of despair. The Self-Model is not random. It is responsive to the evidence the Individual actually encountered. An Individual raised in a musical household, surrounded by instruments and practice, is more likely to develop an I-grounded identity element related to music than an Individual raised without any musical exposure. The path-dependence claim is not that the Self-Model bears no relation to the Individual’s actual experiences. It is that the Self-Model bears a contingent and sequence-sensitive relation to those experiences, and that the Individual has no access to the contingency. They experience the result as necessary (“this is who I am”) rather than as contingent (“this is who the particular sequence of encounters produced”).

The contingency observation from path-dependence raises a question this chapter will address directly: contingent on what? For World-Model Beliefs, the answer is straightforward. The Belief that a bridge will hold your weight is contingent on structural evidence, and reality imposes costs on error. But for identity-content (“I am a generous person,” “I am the kind of person who values family,” “my preferences are genuinely my own”), the question has no clear answer. There is no mind-independent fact about generosity-of-character against which the Self-Model could be measured. The Self-Model is not merely contingent on the sequence of encounter. For most of its identity-relevant content, it is contingent on a sequence that was never anchored to an external Referent in the first place.

15.3 How the Self-Model Maintains Itself: The Memory-Recall Self-Coupling Loop

The preceding sections explain how the Self-Model is formed. This section identifies the mechanism by which it is maintained.

Chapter 13 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics) introduced Coupling Strength (κ), the parameter measuring the degree to which a system’s evidence base is endogenous (generated within the system rather than arriving from external sources). High Coupling Strength produces Belief structures that track internal consensus rather than external reality. The analysis in Chapter 13 focused on interpersonal coupling: the process by which Individuals within a network generate evidence for each other’s Beliefs, producing Bayesian cascades that can become self-reinforcing when Coupling Strength exceeds the Subcriticality Threshold (G_crit at the fast-layer scale, or κ_c at the network-coupling scale, per Appendix A and Chapter 13).

A coupling channel more fundamental than any interpersonal mechanism operates within a single Individual. It requires no social contact, no expression, no behaviour, and no external observer. Its minimum condition is memory.

The mechanism is as follows. Source Opacity (Axiom 3) applies not only to the origin of a motivational signal (A vs. I vs. M) but also to the modality through which evidence arrives at the Decision Hub. The Decision Hub cannot reliably distinguish between three phenomenologically similar inputs:


	“I am encountering new evidence from the external world.”

	“I am observing my own current behaviour.”

	“I am recalling a thought, Belief, or experience I had previously.”



All three arrive at the Decision Hub as inputs to be processed through the current prior. The architecture does not flag recalled content as “already counted.” Each act of memory recall therefore feeds the Belief Register’s own prior outputs back, through the Observer that reads them, into the Decision Hub’s valuation as though they were fresh evidence.

The cycle operates as follows. The Individual has a thought or Belief (“I am a hard worker”). This thought is encoded in memory. At some later point, the thought is recalled. The recalled thought arrives, through the Belief Register and the Observer that reads it, at the Decision Hub as evidence. Source Opacity prevents the Decision Hub from recognising that this evidence originated within the system rather than from an external source. The evidence is processed through the current prior, producing a posterior shift (however slight) in the direction of the recalled Belief. This posterior shift increases the strength of the Belief, which increases its availability for subsequent recall (because stronger Beliefs are more readily accessible in memory). Increased recall availability produces more frequent recall. More frequent recall produces more evidence. More evidence produces further posterior shifts.

The cycle is: thought → encoding → recall → source-opaque reprocessing → posterior shift → increased recall availability → further recall.

This is self-coupled Bayesian updating. The system’s own outputs re-enter the system as inputs. This cycle requires no external participant. No one needs to agree with the Individual. No one needs to observe them. No one needs to reinforce the Belief through social validation. The Individual, alone in a room with nothing but their own memory, is already running a self-reinforcing Bayesian loop on every Belief in their Belief Register, including every element of their Self-Model.

Define Self‑Coupling Strength (Self-Coupling Strength) as the coupling-strength parameter measuring the degree to which an Individual’s evidence base is endogenous to their own prior states through the memory-recall channel.

Note (Appendix A cross-reference). The parameter Self‑Coupling Strength defined in this chapter (Self-Coupling Permanence in the Bayesian Self-Model framework) is distinct from the parameter κ_S used in Appendix A (the salience-to-M coupling in the fast valuation loop). The two parameters share a base Greek letter but denote different couplings in different architectural layers; the subscript disambiguation (self versus S) should be preserved in all cross-chapter citations to avoid collision. In the fast-to-slow coupling specified in Appendix A.5.6, κself\kappa_{self} enters the slow-layer loop gain GslowG_{slow} as a factor, with the Self-Coupling Permanence Principle keeping κself\kappa_{self} above zero, which keeps the Slow-Layer Loop Gain above zero wherever the Thinker is recruited (r*>0r^{*} > 0); because recall of an unresolved question is itself a route to recruitment, that condition holds on the inflated branch, and Bayesian Lock-In is structural there. Calibration of κself\kappa_{self} remains outstanding; the parameter enters the coupled system at Appendix A.5.6.

The Self-Coupling Permanence Principle follows directly.

The Self-Coupling Permanence Principle follows from three established premises:


	From Axiom 3 (Source Opacity, Chapter 9): the Decision Hub cannot distinguish recalled content from fresh evidence.

	From the Content-Agnosticism of Axiom 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics, Chapter 13): the Bayesian updating machinery processes recalled content identically to fresh evidence regardless of its origin, accuracy, or consequences.

	From established memory science: any Individual with functioning memory will recall prior Beliefs, and recalled Beliefs arrive, through the Belief Register and the Observer that reads it, at the Decision Hub as inputs.



Given these premises, it is entailed that Self‑Coupling Strength is greater than zero at all times for any Individual with functioning memory. No Individual is ever at a Coupling Strength of zero. (This domain’s regime is time-indexed like any other; it sits at the lower bound of the transition-cost continuum because its Referent is exercised constitutively, the cost of running the proof, so its low κ is pinned rather than exempt from tracking, as developed in Appendix A, A.12.6.) Even complete social isolation leaves the Individual coupled with their own prior states. Memory recall is the minimum self-coupling from which all other coupling (social, institutional, media-driven) is additive.

This result has a structural consequence that reframes the entire Coupling Strength analysis from Chapter 11. The baseline for Coupling Strength is not zero. It is Self‑Coupling Strength. Every Individual begins every moment already coupled with their own prior states. Social coupling (κ_social) adds to this baseline. Institutional coupling adds further. Media coupling adds further still. But the floor is never zero. The Individual is never a blank slate receiving purely exogenous evidence. They are always, at minimum, in conversation with their own prior Beliefs, and that conversation is self-reinforcing.

The Self-Coupling Permanence Principle also establishes a hierarchy of self-coupling channels, ordered from most endogenous (most self-reinforcing) to least endogenous (most capable of introducing genuinely exogenous evidence):


	Memory recall. Pure endogenous evidence. The Individual recalls a prior Belief or experience. No external input. Maximum Self‑Coupling Strength contribution.

	Internal rehearsal. The Individual mentally rehearses an argument, replays a conversation, or imagines a scenario. The content is generated from the existing Belief Register and processed as evidence. Still fully endogenous, but may generate novel combinations that are less directly self-reinforcing than simple recall.

	Private expression. The Individual writes in a journal, talks to themselves, or records their thoughts. The expressed content is the Belief Register’s output, but the act of expression creates a trace (written, auditory) that the Individual subsequently perceives as evidence. Slightly less endogenous than pure recall because the externalised content is fixed and could, in principle, be encountered by the Individual in a different state.

	Public expression. The Individual states a Belief to another person. Now social coupling enters: the other person’s response provides genuinely external evidence. But the act of public expression also commits the Individual to the expressed position (consistency effects), adding a social-coupling layer to the self-coupling.

	Reality contact. The Individual encounters evidence from physical reality that bears on the Belief. This is the only channel that reliably introduces exogenous evidence with the potential to override the self-coupling loop.



Reality contact encompasses any event in which physical reality provides evidence that bears on a Self-Model element. This includes ordinary encounters with the physical world (an unsupported object falls; a bridge bearing one’s weight does or does not hold) as well as deliberately designed experiments. What distinguishes this channel from the preceding four is not the method by which evidence is generated, but the fact that its source is exogenous to the Individual’s own prior states and to the coupled social system.

Of the five channels through which the Individual can engage with a Belief, only the fifth introduces genuinely exogenous evidence. The first three are entirely self-reinforcing. The fourth adds social coupling on top of self-coupling. The architecture is not neutral between self-reinforcement and reality-testing. It has a built-in gradient that overwhelmingly favours endogenous evidence.

Even the reality-contact channel (the most exogenous channel available) has limited reach within the Self-Model. It provides clear correction for physically measurable propositions (“I can lift 100 kg” is settled by attempting the lift), and it participates meaningfully in identity formation for skill-based and credential-based elements (the mechanic who fixes cars, the lawyer who wins cases, the mathematician who solves proofs all receive exogenous evidence that shapes their Self-Models). But once this exogenous evidence enters the Individual’s information stream, Source Opacity (Axiom 3) ensures it is processed identically to endogenous evidence. “I fixed that engine” (exogenous) and “I recall that I am good with engines” (endogenous, reaching the Decision Hub through the Belief Register and the Observer that reads it) arrive at the Decision Hub as undifferentiated input. The Individual cannot flag one as more reliable than the other. The hierarchy is therefore not merely weighted toward endogenous evidence in the volume of evidence it generates; it is weighted toward endogenous processing of all evidence, including evidence that originated exogenously.

15.4 The Bayesian Flywheel: Why the Self-Model Becomes Stable

The self-coupling loop described in Section 15.3 does not merely maintain the Self-Model. It drives the Self-Model toward a specific mathematical regime in which Beliefs become effectively irreversible.

The mechanism is standard Bayesian convergence, operating on a system that is generating most of its own evidence. Consider a Belief about the self, the probability held on a Hypothesis such as “I am a generous person.” Early in life, that probability might be moderate, say 0.6. Each recall of a generous act (itself selected for recall because it is consistent with the current prior) constitutes evidence that shifts the posterior slightly upward. After many recall cycles, the probability approaches 0.95, then 0.99, then 0.999.

As the probability approaches 1.0, the available probability mass that could shift shrinks asymptotically. When the Belief is held at 0.5, a single strong piece of contrary evidence can produce a large shift. When the Belief is held at 0.99, the same evidence produces almost no shift, because the prior assigns overwhelming weight to H and the posterior is dominated by the prior rather than by the new evidence.

This is the Bayesian Flywheel. Early observations produce large shifts: the Self-Model is still forming, and new experience has real power to reshape it. As the prior strengthens through self-coupled recall, each successive observation produces negligible movement. The Self-Model updates in response to every observation. It changes in response to almost none.

Two reinforcing properties accelerate the flywheel beyond what simple Bayesian convergence would produce:

Recall frequency increases with Belief strength. Stronger Beliefs are more cognitively available. The Individual who strongly believes “I am honest” will recall instances of their own honesty more frequently than instances of their dishonesty, not because they are suppressing the latter (though they may be) but because the strength of the prior makes honesty-consistent memories more accessible. Each additional recall generates more evidence for the Belief, which further increases its strength, which further increases recall frequency. This is a positive feedback loop operating within the already self-reinforcing Bayesian loop.

The interpretive frame is constituted by the prior. When new evidence arrives, it is not processed by a neutral evaluator. It is processed through the existing Self-Model. The Individual who believes “I am honest” encounters an ambiguous situation in which they told a minor lie. The interpretive frame generated by the Self-Model offers multiple closure-achieving completions: “That was not really a lie, it was social politeness.” “I only said that because I was put in an impossible position.” “The important thing is that I am honest in matters that count.” Each of these completions preserves the prior. The only completion that would revise the prior (“Perhaps I am not as honest as I believe”) is the one that threatens the Self-Model, which means it threatens cognitive closure, which means the Confabulation architecture will not select it unless every prior-consistent completion fails. The accused, in effect, judges their own trial. This is an instance of the Prior Examination Inversion, which Section 15.8 will develop formally.

Multi-dimensional updating and the parallel flywheel bank. The preceding analysis describes the flywheel operating on a single Hypothesis. But the Self-Model is not a single Belief. It is a high-dimensional vector of priors, one per Hypothesis, where each Hypothesis corresponds to a Salient dimension of self-and-world assessment: appearance norms, accent norms, dress norms, status markers, competence signals, social manner, moral standards, and any other dimension on which the Individual has accumulated evidence through encounter. Each dimension is maintained by its own flywheel. Each encounter with another Individual constitutes not a single updating event but a vector of updating events, one per Salient dimension, processed in parallel. The Individual who encounters a colleague at a conference simultaneously updates dimensional priors on professional competence, social manner, dress, accent, and status markers. Each update is individually negligible (the prior on each dimension is strong). Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2) then collapses this vector of micro-updates into a single felt response, which the Confabulation architecture narrates as a unified impression (“she seemed impressive” or “something about him was off”).

The multi-dimensional structure has a consequence that the single-Hypothesis formulation obscures: imperceptible drift. If each encounter updates multiple dimensional priors by individually negligible amounts, and if the composition of encounters shifts gradually across a lifetime (different people, different environments, different cultural exposure, different professional contexts), then the aggregate Self-Model drifts over time. At no point does the Individual experience a discontinuous shift. Each day’s encounters produce updates so small they fall below the threshold of phenomenological detection. But compounded across decades, the cumulative drift is massive. The Self-Model at age five (constituted primarily by caregiver encounters during a period of weak priors, when each observation produced large shifts) is radically different from the Self-Model at age fifty-five (constituted by millions of micro-encounters across decades, each shifting individual dimensional priors by vanishingly small amounts). The Individual at fifty-five does not experience having become a different person. They experience continuity: “I have grown, but I am still fundamentally the same.” This experience of continuity is itself a Confabulation generated to achieve cognitive closure over a Belief Register whose actual content has shifted substantially through accumulated drift.

Drift is the continuous complement to the discontinuous disruption dynamics that Section 15.7 will formalise. M-shock produces discontinuous change that is experienced as crisis (the Self-Model Disruption Principle). Drift produces continuous change that is experienced as stability, because the Bayesian Flywheel maintains local stability on each dimension while permitting global movement of the aggregate. The two mechanisms are not alternatives. They operate simultaneously. At any given moment, the Self-Model is being maintained by a bank of dimensional flywheels (producing local stability) and drifting imperceptibly as the evidence composition shifts (producing global movement). The architecture registers only the local stability. The global movement is invisible from the inside.

When the Individual recalls their past self (“I was always ambitious” or “I have always valued honesty”), the recalled Self-Model is itself subject to reconstruction. Memory research establishes that recall is reconstructive rather than reproductive: the Individual does not retrieve a stored snapshot of their prior Self-Model but reconstructs a version of it using the current Self-Model as the interpretive frame (Bartlett, 1932; Schacter, 2001). The result is that the recalled past self is assimilated to the current self, producing a phenomenological experience of continuity that masks the actual drift. The Individual’s autobiography is not a record of who they were. It is a Confabulation of who they were, generated by the same architecture that confabulates who they are, and serving the same function: cognitive closure over evidence that would otherwise produce identity uncertainty.

The combined effect of these properties (recall-frequency feedback, prior-constituted interpretation, and multi-dimensional parallel stabilisation) is that the Self-Model reaches a state of practical irreversibility well before the mathematical limit. By early adulthood, most Self-Model elements have been reinforced through thousands of self-coupled recall cycles, processed through an interpretive frame that is itself constituted by the Belief being evaluated, and narrated by the Confabulation architecture (here operating constitutively on identity-Content rather than descriptively on source-attribution, because the identity-Content it narrates has no Referent to be wrong about) that is structurally incentivised to preserve the existing narrative. The result is an identity structure that is experienced as rock-solid (“I know who I am”), is phenomenologically perceived rather than hypothesised, and is extraordinarily resistant to revision even in the face of strong contrary evidence.

The flywheel’s content-agnosticism is compounded by a feature that distinguishes the Self-Model from the World-Model. A World-Model Belief that is false (the bridge is safe when it is not) will eventually decohere against reality: Decoherence Time is finite because reality intrudes. But for identity-content, the flywheel runs unopposed. The Belief “I am a fair-minded person” faces no equivalent of a bridge collapse. The evidence that could test it is itself endogenously generated (through selective memory recall), socially constituted (through the reports of other people whose feedback is itself mimetically positioned), or both. The flywheel stabilises identity-content not because it has overcome reality’s correction, but because reality never arrives on most identity-relevant dimensions. This asymmetry is formalised in the section that follows the Stability-Pathology Trade-Off.

15.5 The Stability-Pathology Trade-Off

The preceding analysis is easily mistaken for a demonstration that the Self-Model is a defect: a self-reinforcing construction that traps the Individual in a narratively constituted identity and resists all correction. This misreading arises precisely from conflating Confabulation (which implies the narrative is wrong about something) with Constitutive Narration (which implies the narrative builds something that has no independent existence to be wrong about). The stability of the Self-Model is not the stability of a falsehood that persists despite correction. It is the stability of a construction that has no external standard against which to be corrected. This conclusion would be wrong. The stability described in Section 15.4 is not a bug in the architecture. It is the purpose of the Self-Model.

Without a stable Self-Model, the Individual cannot function. Consider what navigating a single day requires. The Individual must make hundreds of decisions about what to pursue, what to avoid, how to allocate attention, how to interpret the behaviour of others, and how to respond to unexpected events. Every one of these decisions requires a reference frame: What do I value? What am I good at? What kind of person am I? What do people like me do in situations like this? Without stable answers to these questions, every decision would require recomputation from scratch, producing computational paralysis.

The Self-Model provides precisely this stability. It pre-computes a set of answers to the most frequently asked identity questions and makes those answers available as cached priors that can be deployed rapidly without deliberation. “I am an honest person” pre-computes the answer to thousands of potential dilemmas. “I am a lawyer” pre-computes answers about what to attend to, what skills to maintain, and what social environments to inhabit. “I am not the sort of person who does that” pre-computes avoidance decisions. The stability is not incidental. It is what the Self-Model is for.

The problem is that Content-Agnostic Processing (Axiom 8) ensures the Bayesian Flywheel cannot distinguish between elements that should remain stable and elements that should be revised. It stabilises everything: accurate self-knowledge, useful heuristics, benign narrative constructions (whether confabulated source-attributions or constitutive identity-Content), and M-grounded identity elements whose stability produces pathological consequences.

Consider two Self-Model elements in the same Individual:


	“I enjoy cooking” (I-grounded, accurate, deepening with practice, audience-independent).

	“I am the kind of person who belongs in the professional class” (M-grounded, reference-group-dependent, constituted through comparison, audience-dependent).



The Bayesian Flywheel treats these identically. Both are reinforced through recall. Both become increasingly resistant to revision. Both are processed through an interpretive frame that preserves them. Both are narrated by the Confabulation architecture as discovered Truths about the self. The architecture has no capacity to distinguish the first (which is I-grounded and genuinely self-authored) from the second (which is M-grounded and constitutively dependent on a reference group that the Individual did not choose and whose influence they cannot detect by introspection). Source Opacity ensures that both feel equally “me.”

This is the Stability-Pathology Trade-Off: the mechanism that produces functional identity is the same mechanism that produces pathological identity-defence. The stable Self-Model that enables rapid decision-making and psychological coherence is the same stable Self-Model that resists acknowledging M-grounding, rejects disconfirming evidence, and generates Confabulations to protect Beliefs that are producing harmful downstream consequences. No design modification can separate the stability benefit from the rigidity cost, because the benefit and the cost are the same property of Content-Agnostic Processing (Axiom 8) viewed from different angles. This is how the architecture works.

The Stability-Pathology Trade-Off has a direct implication for the Knowledge Patch (the compensatory mechanism developed in Chapter 18, consisting of AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, Epistemic Suspension, the Two-Question Diagnostic, Behavioural Signatures, the Presumption Against Scapegoating, the Push-Pull Obligation Principle, and the Normality Fiction Breaker). The Knowledge Patch does not and cannot dismantle the Self-Model or disable the Bayesian Flywheel. What it can do is provide the Individual with conceptual resources (the A-I-M taxonomy) and diagnostic tools (the Two-Question Diagnostic, Behavioural Signatures) that enable partial, deliberate examination of the Self-Model’s M-composition. This is compensatory protocol, not architectural repair, and it operates within the constraints that the trade-off identifies.

The trade-off, however, runs deeper than it first appears. The next section shows that for most identity-content, the distinction between “accurate” and “distorted” Self-Model elements cannot be drawn at all.

15.6 The Referent Absence Property

The Stability-Pathology Trade-Off described in the preceding section assumes, implicitly, that there exists a distinction between the Self-Model’s accurate elements and its distorted ones, and that the trade-off consists in the architecture’s inability to distinguish between them. The Referent Absence Property shows that this distinction is itself largely incoherent for identity-content, not because exogenous evidence never participates in Self-Model formation, but because the structural conditions that make the World-Model reliably self-correcting are absent from the Self-Model.

The World-Model is characterised by the universal availability of decoherence. For every World-Model Belief, a reality-contact event is in principle possible, and for many, it is unavoidable. The Belief that a bridge is structurally sound will be tested by the bridge bearing or failing to bear weight. The Belief that water boils at a particular temperature will be tested by every act of boiling water. Reality is not optional. It arrives whether or not the Individual seeks it, and when it arrives, it carries evidence that is genuinely exogenous to the Individual’s prior states and to the coupled social system. This is what makes World-Model Beliefs convergent across Individuals: the same exogenous reality corrects everyone’s Beliefs toward the same facts.

The Self-Model has no equivalent guarantee. This is not because exogenous evidence never participates in Self-Model formation. It plainly does. A law degree is both Referent-present (it can be verified) and identity-defining (it constitutes the Individual’s identity as a lawyer). A mechanic’s ability to fix cars is exogenous evidence that shapes their Self-Model as a competent mechanic. A surgeon’s successful operations, a teacher’s students who learn, a musician’s audiences who respond: all of these are exogenous inputs that participate in forming identity-relevant Self-Model content. The claim is not that the Self-Model is sealed off from reality. The claim is that three structural features distinguish the Self-Model from the World-Model:

First, mixing. Once exogenous evidence enters the Individual’s information stream, Source Opacity (Axiom 3) ensures it is processed identically to endogenous evidence. “I won that case” (exogenous) and “I recall that I am a talented advocate” (endogenous, reaching the Decision Hub through the Belief Register and the Observer that reads it) arrive at the Decision Hub as undifferentiated input. The exogenous origin of the evidence is not preserved. It is mixed into the same Bayesian updating process as memory recall, internal rehearsal, and socially constituted feedback, and once mixed, it cannot be unmixed. The Individual cannot weight exogenous evidence more heavily than endogenous evidence, because the architecture does not label evidence by source.

Second, contingent decoherence. For the World-Model, decoherence is universally available and often unavoidable. For the Self-Model, whether a decisive decoherence event will ever arrive for any given identity-element cannot be known in advance. An Individual can believe themselves a good lawyer; someone else might consider them a poor one. The circumstances that would settle the question (a sufficiently clear-cut failure or success) may never arise, or may arise but be interpretable through the lens of the existing prior (“that case was unwinnable,” “the judge was biased”). Even for identity-elements with substantial exogenous grounding, the arrival of a decoherence event is contingent, not structural.

Third, the evaluative layer. Many identity-relevant propositions contain an evaluative component that no amount of exogenous evidence can resolve. Having a law degree is verifiable. Being a “good” lawyer is not, because “good” is an evaluative judgement that depends on criteria that are themselves socially constituted, mimetically transmitted, and subject to the same source-opaque processing. The mechanic can verify that the car runs; they cannot verify, in any equivalent sense, that they are “a skilled mechanic” rather than “a mechanic who has been lucky with straightforward jobs.” The evaluative layer sits on top of the exogenous evidence and is itself Referent-absent.

The result is not a clean binary between Referent-present and Referent-absent content. It is a gradient. At one end sit purely physical Self-Model elements (“I am 183 cm tall”) where exogenous evidence is readily available, decoherence is near-certain, and the evaluative layer is minimal. At the other end sit purely evaluative identity-elements (“I am a good person,” “I deserve my success,” “my preferences are genuinely my own”) where exogenous grounding is minimal to nonexistent, decoherence is structurally unlikely, and the evaluative layer is the entire content. Most identity-relevant Self-Model elements sit toward the Referent-absent end of this gradient. Even those with substantial exogenous grounding (the law degree, the mechanical skill) are wrapped in evaluative layers that are themselves Referent-absent, and the exogenous evidence that does arrive is mixed with endogenous evidence and processed source-opaquely.

A possible objection: other people tell the Individual who they are. Does this not constitute exogenous evidence? No. Other people’s reports about the Individual are themselves products of their own Self-Models, their social incentives, their mimetic positioning, and the M-field of the shared social environment. The Individual who asks “am I a good leader?” receives answers shaped by employees’ coupling to workplace norms, their own status-maintenance calculations, and the ambient culture’s definition of leadership. The social-feedback channel is endogenous to the coupled social system, even though it feels like external validation. Information received from other people about identity-content is socially constituted, mimetically transmitted, and source-opaque once integrated at the Decision Hub.

The three structural features (mixing, contingent decoherence, the evaluative layer) collectively ensure that Decoherence Time for identity-content is, on average, far longer than Decoherence Time for World-Model content. It is not, however, unbounded: identity-content is not a single Belief in one regime but a transient aggregate whose component Beliefs each occupy a Decoherence Regime, so its Decoherence Time is a regime-weighted degree, long-deferred but bounded wherever a Referent exists. Only genuinely Aesthetic components, those with no Referent at all, carry unbounded Decoherence Time; the most evaluatively loaded elements are typically Referent Abandoned, their fold-back deferred but inevitable, not exempt (see the Self-Model Transience Principle and Decoherence Regimes, Chapter 2). Not because the Bayesian Flywheel is so powerful that it has beaten reality, but because reality arrives unreliably on identity-relevant dimensions, and when it does arrive, it is mixed with endogenous evidence, interpreted through the existing prior, and filtered through an evaluative layer that has no Referent of its own.

If identity-relevant Self-Model content were as reliably corrected by reality as World-Model content, the Bayesian machinery would drive Individuals toward convergence on identity just as it drives convergence on physical facts. Individuals in the same gravitational field converge on the Belief that unsupported objects fall. Individuals exposed to the same thermal environment converge on the Belief that fire burns. The machinery works. Yet no two Individuals on Earth have the same Self-Model. Self-Models are radically heterogeneous across the entire human population, and this heterogeneity persists across lifetimes of evidence-processing by the same content-agnostic Bayesian architecture (Axiom 8) that produces World-Model convergence. The only variable that differs between the two cases is the evidence structure: for World-Model content, decoherence is universally available and exogenous evidence maintains its corrective force; for identity-content, decoherence is contingent, exogenous evidence is mixed with endogenous evidence upon entry, and most of what matters sits behind an evaluative layer with no Referent. The population-level divergence of Self-Models is the observable signature of this asymmetry. It is not that the architecture has failed to converge. It is that the conditions for convergence are structurally absent.

The covered coin introduced in the derivation of the Unresolved Plurality Principle makes the asymmetry concrete. There, a coin is caught and hidden under the hand: the face is determinately settled, and only the observer’s access is unresolved, so the incompatible Hypotheses persist precisely because the hand is almost never lifted. That image describes the World-Model case and the Referent-present elements of the Self-Model exactly (the held credential, the measured height, the won case), where a determinate fact waits behind the hand and the only obstacle to convergence is that the decoherence event mostly never fires.

For the Referent-absent content that constitutes most of the Self-Model, the image must be sharpened rather than simply borrowed. Here there is no face beneath the hand. Lifting it would not reveal a settled outcome but constitute one, because the evaluative content (I am a fair-minded person, I deserve my success) has no mind-independent fact to be revealed against. The plurality is therefore over-determined twice over. For Referent-present content, incompatible self-Hypotheses persist because the hand is never lifted; for Referent-absent content, they persist because there is no face to find even if it were. In both cases the decoherence event that would force resolution does not occur, and the range of mutually incompatible identity-elements a person can sustain at once is, for practical purposes, without limit, which is why no two of the eight billion Self-Models converge.

The scale of this heterogeneity carries direct consequences for conflict. Two Individuals whose Self-Models encode incompatible Content are sufficient for the perturbation dynamics this chapter has established: the other Individual’s mere difference constitutes Bayesian evidence against elements of one’s own Self-Model, and the architecture defaults to extraction of Mimetic Premium (Option B) rather than revision (Option A), as Section 15.8 will formalise. No population is required, only two encounter-constituted Self-Models whose Content cannot be simultaneously correct. Now extend this to eight billion Individuals, each carrying a unique Self-Model constituted by a unique encounter sequence, processed source-opaquely, stabilised by a flywheel running on mixed evidence with no structural guarantee of decoherence. The sheer volume and variety of Self-Model Content variation over-determines the kinds of friction that escalate into crisis, scapegoating, and institutional capture. It is not that particular Content (particular Beliefs, particular cultural norms, particular identity-claims) causes crisis. It is that any population of unique, Referent-absent, flywheel-stabilised Self-Models interacting at scale will generate the perturbation dynamics from which crisis is built. The specific Content varies; the structural outcome does not. Chapters 14 and 15 trace this escalation from the individual-level perturbation dynamics established here to population-level crisis and civilisational risk.

If Self-Model accuracy were both definable and important, then the radical heterogeneity of Self-Models would imply that nearly every Individual is wrong about who they are, and that the correct therapeutic or institutional response would be to move all Individuals toward the “true” Self-Model. The absurdity of this implication is itself evidence that accuracy is the wrong criterion. The vast majority of Individuals function adequately, sustain relationships, contribute to communities, and navigate complex social environments with Self-Models that differ from every other Individual’s. What matters is not whether the Self-Model is true (a question that is, for most identity-content, incoherent) but whether it is stable enough to support functional behaviour and non-pathological enough to avoid generating crisis at scale.

The Referent Absence Property, reinforced by the population-level evidence, entails that the normative criterion for the Self-Model is not accuracy but subcriticality. A Self-Model does not need to be true. It needs to be stable enough to support functional behaviour and non-pathological enough in its consequences that it does not generate scapegoating, extractive behaviour, or mimetic crisis at scale. This is a lower bar than accuracy, and it is achievable precisely because it is defined by consequences rather than by correspondence to a Referent that, for most identity-content, does not exist, and for the remainder, is unreliably available and source-opaquely processed.

The Referent Absence Property is what transforms the mechanism’s output from Confabulation to Constitutive Narration. (The Self-Model is not located in any single Decoherence Regime: it is a transient aggregate output whose component Beliefs each occupy a regime, so its accuracy is a regime-weighted degree strictly between 0 and 1, never fixed and never total; see the Self-Model Transience Principle and Decoherence Regimes in Chapter 2.) The Constitutive Narration concept introduced in Section 15.2 identified the distinction: one mechanism, two epistemic regimes. The Referent Absence Property now explains why the two regimes diverge. In the source-attribution domain, a Referent exists (the actual motivational source), Source Opacity hides it, and the narrative-closure process generates a sincere but false completion. In the identity-Content domain, no Referent exists, and the Referent Absence Property proves that this is a structural feature rather than a contingent limitation: the three attenuating features (mixing, contingent decoherence, the evaluative layer) do not merely make the Referent hard to reach. For evaluative identity-Content, they establish that there is no Referent to reach. The mechanism continues to run. It produces narratively closed, phenomenologically certain outputs. But the outputs are constructions, not descriptions. The criterion applicable to constructions is not “is it true?” but “what does it produce?”

This reframing has two distinct consequences. The first is interpersonal: because every Self-Model is path-dependent and Referent-absent, difference between Individuals is not a defect to be corrected but a mathematical consequence of distinct encounter-sequences. Punishing an Individual for the content of their Self-Model is a category error, because there is no “normal” from which they have departed (the Normality Fiction, which Chapter 18 addresses through the Normality Fiction Breaker). The second consequence is intrapersonal: the same Individual whose difference is no defect still has reason to examine their own Self-Model for M-grounded elements that produce extraction, scapegoating, or crisis dynamics. Referent Absence dissolves the authority of others to impose a Template on the Individual. It does not dissolve the Individual’s own interest in subcriticality maintenance. These two consequences operate simultaneously. The interpersonal consequence protects difference. The intrapersonal consequence motivates self-examination. They are not in tension; they are complementary applications of the same property to different scales.

The Referent Absence Property is the formal derivation of what the Romantic Lie denies. The Romantic Lie claims that there is a true self to be discovered, that introspective effort can uncover it, and that authenticity consists in aligning behaviour with this discovered Truth. The Referent Absence Property shows that for most identity-content, there is no pre-existing Truth to discover. There is only the Self-Model that the architecture happened to produce, maintained by a flywheel running on evidence that was mixed at source, wrapped in evaluative layers with no Referent, and reinforced by a decoherence schedule that ranges from contingent to nonexistent.


Referent Absence Property. The Self-Model lacks the World-Model’s structural guarantee of decoherence against reality. Even where exogenous evidence participates in Self-Model formation, three features attenuate its corrective force: (1) mixing, where Source Opacity ensures exogenous evidence is processed identically to endogenous evidence upon entry; (2) contingent decoherence, where whether a decisive reality-contact event will ever arrive for any given identity-element cannot be known in advance; and (3) the evaluative layer, where most identity-relevant content contains evaluative components for which no mind-independent Referent exists. The result is a gradient from reliably-corrected physical Self-Model elements to effectively uncorrectable evaluative identity-elements, with the majority of identity-relevant content sitting toward the uncorrectable end. The normative criterion for such content is not accuracy but subcriticality.



15.7 What Happens When Evidence Challenges the Self-Model: Disruption Dynamics

Not all evidence is equal in its capacity to disturb the Self-Model. Most evidence encountered in daily life is consistent with the existing prior, or ambiguous enough that the Confabulation architecture can generate a prior-consistent interpretation. The Self-Model deflects this evidence routinely and without conscious effort. But some events destroy the conditions sustaining a source-specific valuation so completely that the existing Self-Model narrative cannot achieve cognitive closure over the revised evidential base. That event is Frame Rupture: a Hypothesis central to the Self-Model can no longer be held as a True Belief, either because the evidence has become impossible to reconcile with it or because a Hypothesis the Individual could not previously formulate has entered the Hypothesis Space and displaced it, and the weight the lost Hypothesis carried is redistributed across the Hypotheses that remain. When this happens, the Individual enters Self-Model Disruption: a period of forced identity revision during which the Individual’s answer to “Who am I?” is genuinely uncertain.

The Self-Model Disruption Principle demonstrates that the three motivational sources produce structurally distinct disruption dynamics:

A-shocks (Appetitive disruption). Events that destroy A-grounded conditions: job loss, financial collapse, serious illness, loss of shelter. These disrupt the Self-Model elements built around “I am someone who is secure, housed, employed.” A-shocks are recoverable through restoration. If the A-conditions are restored (new job, financial recovery, health treatment), the A-grounded Self-Model elements can be reconstructed, because A-Objects have stable functional Referents. The identity crisis resolves when the deficit is corrected.

I-transitions (Intrinsic disruption). Events that remove I-grounded conditions: the musician whose hands are injured, the scientist whose research programme is defunded, the athlete who ages out of competition. These disrupt Self-Model elements built around “I am someone who does this thing I love.” I-transitions are recoverable through substitution. Because Intrinsic Motivation deepens with engagement but is not Object-specific at the level of source (the musician might discover sculpture, the athlete might discover coaching), the I-grounded identity element can transfer to a new domain. The recovery path is: identify a new I-compatible Object, engage, and allow the I-signal to rebuild the Self-Model around the new engagement.

M-shocks (Mimetic disruption). Events that destroy M-grounded conditions: emigration to a society where one’s Status is unrecognised, retirement from a profession whose Status constituted one’s identity, expulsion from a reference group, social class displacement. These disrupt Self-Model elements built around “I am respected, I belong here, I am successful.” M-shocks require full architectural reconstruction, because Mimetic Desire has no independent Object (Axiom 5, Object Parasitism). The Status the Individual enjoyed was not a property of any Object they possessed. It was a property of other Individuals’ valuations of them within a specific reference group. When the reference group is removed, the M-grounded identity element does not merely weaken. It ceases to have content, because there is nothing left to attach to.

The disruption dynamics described above are the discontinuous case: events whose evidential force is sufficient to shatter the Confabulation architecture’s capacity for cognitive closure. But the Self-Model is also subject to continuous change through the imperceptible drift mechanism identified in Section 15.4. Drift and disruption produce phenomenologically opposite experiences. Disruption is experienced as crisis (“I don’t know who I am anymore”). Drift is experienced as stability (“I’ve always been like this”), because each day’s aggregate update falls below the threshold of conscious detection and the Confabulation architecture reconstructs the recalled past self to match the current self. The two mechanisms operate on different timescales and produce different intervention points. Disruption opens the Therapeutic Window (below). Drift does not, precisely because the Individual never registers that change has occurred. Interventions targeting drift must therefore operate through cumulative exposure to evidence that shifts the composition of dimensional updating across encounters, rather than through a single disconfirming event. This distinction becomes operationally relevant in Chapter 18’s treatment of the Knowledge Patch.

The structural distinction generates differential predictions. A-shocks produce anxiety centred on survival and security; they resolve when security is restored. I-transitions produce grief centred on lost engagement; they resolve when new engagement is found. M-shocks produce disorientation centred on social location; they resist resolution because the Individual cannot identify what was lost (Source Opacity prevents introspective recognition that what was lost was other people’s valuations, not any property of the self).

The M-shock that removes the Individual’s standing on a single rung is Rung Loss (Chapter 8, Section 8.5.6), and it opens a state the other two classes of shock do not: Status Death, the persistent gap between the Individual’s holding and a comparison set the Belief Register continues to carry, read with the sign of a reading against a predator (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7) and felt as injury to the body. Status Death persists because the explanandum it presents cannot be closed, so ground-resolution is run repeatedly against it (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3), and because each recall of the fall feeds it back as fresh evidence (Section 15.3; the self-coupling term of the slow layer, Appendix A, Section A.5.6).

Status Death is recognised in one of two ways, and the two differ in when the recognition comes. A sudden fall is recognised as it happens: the event and its recognition are contemporaneous, and ground-resolution completes the prey-signed reading, at that moment, with the account the reading’s shape offers, that the self has been destroyed. Under the Constructed-Belief Entailment (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.11) that account is held as a Belief whenever the evidence available assigns it a high enough Posterior, and the evidence available is the reading itself.

A gradual decline, or notice withdrawn over a long isolation, is not recognised as it happens. Each day’s update falls below the threshold of detection and the decline is experienced as stability, which is drift. Recognition then comes later and detached from any event of comparable size, when some encounter carries enough evidential force that the Confabulation architecture can no longer close over the accumulated state, and the drift is read at once as the disruption it had been. What delayed recognition ruptures is not a Hypothesis about present standing but the Hypothesis of recovery: while that Hypothesis holds a Posterior (Axiom 8, Chapter 4, Section 4.3.8) the gap is endured, and once it is lost the gap is read as permanent. A sudden fall that leaves the Hypothesis of recovery standing can be followed, when that Hypothesis is later lost, by a recognition of the second kind. The limit of the state is being beneath notice, a more complete form of Status Death than being despised (Chapter 2, Valence-Neutral Status), because the despised Individual’s Observer still receives other Individuals’ reactions to the Individual’s own action and the Individual beneath notice receives none (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7).

M-shocks also generate two phenomena that A-shocks and I-transitions do not:

The Revelation Effect. M-shock involuntarily reveals the M-composition of the prior Self-Model by removing the reference group against which M-grounded identity elements were defined. Elements the Individual had experienced as I-grounded (“I love my work”) or A-grounded (“I need this lifestyle”) are exposed as M-dependent when they collapse upon removal of the audience. The executive who retires and discovers that the work they “loved” holds no appeal without colleagues to impress has been subjected to an involuntary version of the Two-Question Diagnostic. The disruption did not remove the activity. It removed the comparison group. If the motivation collapses, it was M-grounded all along. The same removal has a positive counterpart, I-Emergence. I-grounded signals that the Decision Hub had been outweighing against a louder M-contribution are not created by the shock; they were present throughout, and they rise in relative weight because the integrated value comparison of Axiom 2 no longer carries the inflated M-term. An I-compatible Object can then reach decision-relevant value for the first time, provided A-sufficiency holds, the capacity for engagement is intact, and such Objects are within reach. The executive who discovers gardening in retirement did not acquire the interest, but is hearing a signal the career had drowned out.

The Therapeutic Window. During M-shock, the Confabulation architecture’s primary barriers to Knowledge Patch delivery are temporarily lowered. The Romantic Lie (the culturally transmitted Belief that desires originate autonomously within the Individual) has been weakened by the Revelation Effect. The social cost of M-recognition is reduced because the reference group that would have penalised the Individual for acknowledging M-grounding has been removed or destabilised. The result is a period of elevated receptivity during which the Individual can absorb AIM Vocabulary (not as a threatening challenge to their identity but as an explanation for a disruption they are already experiencing). The window opens at M-shock, reaches maximum receptivity during the early reconstruction period (before a new stable Self-Model has formed), and closes progressively as the new Constitutive Narration achieves closure (the process is constitutive here rather than confabulated, because the Individual is constructing a new identity, not generating a false description of a pre-existing one).

The Therapeutic Window has practical implications for Knowledge Patch delivery. If the Knowledge Patch (Chapter 18) is to operate at the individual level, the optimal delivery point is during M-shock, when the Self-Model’s defences are temporarily lowered and the Individual is actively seeking explanatory resources. Delivery outside the window (when the Self-Model is intact and the Confabulation architecture is operating at full strength) faces the full resistance of the Bayesian Flywheel. Status Death opens the window at each recognition, at a sudden fall and at the delayed recognition that follows drift, when the Individual is seeking an account of a condition that has only then become visible.

15.8 The Self-Model Perturbation Principle: Why Encounter with Difference Defaults to Extraction

The disruption dynamics described in Section 15.7 involve events that shatter the Self-Model forcibly. But the Self-Model can also be perturbed by an event far less dramatic than a life crisis: the simple encounter with another Individual whose observable characteristics deviate from the culturally constituted encoding of “normal” within the first Individual’s Self-Model.

Every Self-Model contains, as a necessary structural component, an encoding of what is normal. This encoding is not stored as an explicit proposition (“People who look like me and act like me are normal”). It is distributed across thousands of priors, built up through the same path-dependent encounter-sequence that produced the rest of the Self-Model. The Individual raised in a culturally homogeneous environment has encountered, over decades, an overwhelmingly consistent evidence base in which “people” look a certain way, speak a certain way, worship a certain way, and organise their social lives a certain way. Each encounter reinforced the prior P(H_normal), where H_normal is the Hypothesis that the Individual’s culturally specific configuration is the universal default. After tens of thousands of reinforcing encounters, P(H_normal) approaches 1.0 through the same Bayesian Flywheel mechanism described in Section 15.4.

The encounter with a visibly different Individual constitutes Bayesian evidence against the Self-Model’s encoding of normal. The encounter is not a single evidence event against a single prior. It is a vector of evidence events across however many dimensions are Salient in that encounter: appearance, accent, dress, behavioural norms, social manner, status markers, moral signals. Each dimension carries its own deviation from the Individual’s culturally constituted encoding of “normal” on that dimension, and each deviation constitutes a separate updating event on a separate dimensional prior. Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2) then aggregates these dimensional perturbations into a single felt response, which the Confabulation architecture narrates as a unified reaction. The magnitude of the aggregate perturbation is a function of both the number of dimensions on which deviation is detected and the degree of deviation on each dimension. An Individual who deviates on a single dimension (unfamiliar accent but otherwise similar appearance, dress, and manner) produces perturbation on one dimensional prior. An Individual who deviates on many dimensions simultaneously produces perturbation across many priors at once, and the aggregate felt perturbation (after integration) is correspondingly stronger. This is the architectural basis for the empirically observed gradient from mild discomfort (single-dimension deviation) to intense threat response (multi-dimension deviation).

The architecture now faces a binary choice:

Option A: Revision. Update P(H_normal) downward. Acknowledge that “normal” is culturally specific. Revise the Self-Model to incorporate a broader encoding that includes the different Individual as a variant of human rather than a deviation from human. This is the Bayesian-rational response to the evidence.

Option B: Extraction. Process the different Individual as an anomaly rather than as evidence for revision. Assign the different Individual low Status. Extract the Mimetic Premium from the resulting Status differential. Maintain the existing Self-Model unchanged.

The Self-Model Perturbation Principle states that the architecture defaults to Option B (extraction) rather than Option A (revision) for four converging reasons.

The Self-Model Perturbation Principle follows from five established premises:


	From Axiom 3 (Source Opacity, Chapter 9): the Decision Hub processes recalled self-Beliefs, which reach it through the Belief Register and the Observer that reads it, and new observations identically.

	From Axiom 4 (Confabulation, Chapter 11): the narrative system generates closure-achieving explanations that preserve the existing Self-Model.

	From the Content-Agnosticism of Axiom 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics, Chapter 13): the Bayesian Flywheel strengthens priors regardless of accuracy.

	From Axiom 9 (Agent-Based Causal Default, Chapter 10): causal cognition defaults to agent-based attribution when discomfort arises.

	From Chapter 8 (Mimetic Desire M): the Mimetic Premium transfer architecture generates ongoing positional advantage from Status differentials.



Given these premises, the four converging reasons for the Option B default are entailed:

Reason 1: Prior dominance. The prior P(H_normal) has been reinforced through tens of thousands of encounters across the Individual’s lifetime. A single encounter with a different Individual, however striking, carries negligible evidential weight against a bank of dimensional priors of this strength, each of which has been independently reinforced through its own flywheel across the Individual’s lifetime. The Bayesian Flywheel (Section 15.4) ensures that the posterior barely moves. The Individual can encounter difference hundreds of times and still maintain an effectively unchanged P(H_normal), because each encounter is processed against a prior so strong that the likelihood ratio required for meaningful revision is astronomically high.

Reason 2: The Prior Examination Inversion. The framework through which the Individual evaluates the encounter is itself constituted by the prior being tested. When the Individual encounters a different Individual and asks (implicitly) “Is this person normal?”, the interpretive frame answering the question is the very encoding of “normal” whose universality the encounter is testing. The prior is simultaneously the Hypothesis under examination and the judge evaluating the evidence. Revision would require the Individual to use the prior to undermine the prior, which is a structural impossibility without external conceptual resources (such as the Knowledge Patch) that make the circularity visible.

The Prior Examination Inversion operates not only on priors about what is normal but also, and with far greater consequence for the disciplines that study human motivation, on priors about what is knowable. When an investigator confronts human behaviour and concludes that humans are too complex to be properly modelled, the framework through which this conclusion is evaluated is the prior being tested. The prior that current explanatory frameworks exhaust the available Hypothesis Space is used to adjudicate whether any Hypothesis outside the current frameworks could succeed. Revision would require the investigator to use the prior to undermine the prior, which this section has already identified as a structural impossibility without external conceptual resources.

The conclusion that human motivation is intractable is therefore not a finding. It is a Constitutive Narration generated by the same architecture that produces every other Self-Model element, now operating on the investigator’s professional identity as someone who has correctly identified the limits of their own discipline. The Bayesian Flywheel then proceeds as Section 15.4 predicts. Each subsequent failure to model human motivation is processed through the prior that modelling is impossible, producing a posterior that assigns still higher probability to impossibility, which further biases the interpretation of the next failure. The investigator experiences each round of this cycle as accumulating evidence for a conclusion they already hold. What is actually accumulating is self-coupled reinforcement of a prior that was installed before any of the evidence was collected.

The architectural consequence is immediate. Because Bayesian updating is content-agnostic (Axiom 8), the prior that a problem is unsolvable is strengthened by every subsequent failure to solve it, independent of whether the framework in use was ever capable of solving it. The precondition for solving a problem is a prior that assigns non-negligible probability to solvability, because the updating machinery cannot route evidence toward a Hypothesis it has already driven to probability zero. The investigator who has declared human motivation intractable has not merely predicted that the problem will remain unsolved within their framework, they have architecturally guaranteed it. This is the structural meaning of the intuition that one cannot accidentally solve a problem one has already determined to be unsolvable. The updating machinery does not permit the accident, because the Hypothesis that would receive the credit has been excluded from the Hypothesis Space by the prior that constitutes the framework.

The normative consequence follows from the architecture rather than from exhortation. Declaring human motivation intractable is not a posture of epistemic humility, it is the installation of a prior whose self-reinforcing dynamics the investigator does not control and cannot, from within, examine. The model developed across these chapters is the evidence that the prior on intractability was installed too early: the model the Intractability Confabulation predicted could not exist.

The institutional apparatus that stabilises the Intractability Confabulation at disciplinary scale is the modern professional segregation of philosophy from the scientific disciplines. Every scientific discipline operates on philosophical priors that specify what observation is, what inference is, what evidence is, what causation is, and what explanation is. These priors are the framework within which the discipline’s empirical work is intelligible as work. A discipline whose empirical programme has been worked through without theoretical revision can only progress by examining those priors, which is the operation the modern professional arrangement codes as philosophy and disqualifies from the discipline’s category of legitimate activity. The prior-scrutiny the Inversion makes cognitively and socially costly is here made professionally prohibited, the scientist who would examine the framework upon which their own work depends must leave their discipline to do so, and no institutional channel returns the examination to the discipline’s revision process.

The replication crisis in psychology is the documented case, the field’s post-crisis response operationalised one philosophical commitment (replication) that had been neglected while leaving the remainder of its philosophical priors unexamined, which is the move the arrangement institutionally permits and which theoretical progress requires the field to extend rather than to treat as complete. The disciplines produce, with increasing confidence, outputs whose validity depends on priors that no one in the professional system is structurally positioned to test. This is Disciplinary Pseudoscience as Chapter 2 defines it, the operation of empirical method within a framework whose philosophical priors have been excluded from scrutiny. A field in this condition experiences itself as making progress while producing nothing that could, in principle, disconfirm its governing theory. The remedy is not more data, and it is not only better methodology. The remedy is to scrutinise the priors that the data is being collected through and that the methodology is operationalising, which is the operation the Inversion structurally suppresses and the modern disciplinary arrangement institutionally prohibits.

Reason 3: The Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9). When the encounter with difference produces discomfort (which it will, because the evidence threatens P(H_normal) and thereby the Self-Model), the architecture’s causal-cognition system generates an agent-based explanation. The computationally tractable completion is not “My discomfort arises because my encoding of ‘normal’ is parochial, which I cannot recognise because the encoding constitutes my interpretive frame.” The computationally tractable completion is “That person is the cause of my discomfort.” The different Individual becomes the attributed cause of the perturbation, and the architecture processes them accordingly: as an anomaly to be managed, not as evidence to be absorbed (Heider and Simmel, 1944; Barrett, 2004).

Reason 4: The extractive incentive. Option B is not merely the cognitively easier path. It is the materially rewarding path. When the architecture assigns the different Individual low Status relative to the Self-Model’s encoding of “normal,” a Mimetic Premium differential is created. Every subsequent interaction between the Individual and the different Individual transfers attention, deference, and positional advantage from the lower-Status party to the higher-Status party. This is not a metaphorical transfer. It is the same Mimetic Premium extraction mechanism established in Chapter 7. The architecture does not merely fail to revise. It profits from failure to revise.

These four reasons do not merely co-occur. They converge. Prior dominance prevents the evidence from gaining traction. The Prior Examination Inversion prevents the Individual from recognising that the prior is the problem. The Agent-Based Causal Default redirects discomfort toward the different Individual as cause. And the extractive incentive provides ongoing reinforcement for the assignment, because the Mimetic Premium differential generates real positional advantage that the architecture experiences as welfare-enhancing.

The Referent Absence Property deepens the perturbation dynamics. The reason encounter with difference is experienced as genuinely threatening (not merely inconvenient) is that the challenged Belief has no exogenous ground Truth to fall back on. When a World-Model Belief is challenged (“that bridge is not safe”), the Individual can appeal to engineering data, load-bearing calculations, or direct observation. There is an independent Referent to adjudicate the dispute. When a Self-Model Belief is challenged (“your culture’s norms are not the only way to organise family life”), there is no equivalent arbiter. The prior is the only territory there is. Option B (extraction) is attractive precisely because it restores a boundary that has no external justification but whose loss would destabilise the entire Self-Model, given that the prior cannot appeal to reality for vindication.

The Self-Model Perturbation Principle is not a claim about prejudice as moral failing. It is a derivation from architectural premises. The Individual experiencing the perturbation is not choosing to discriminate. They are producing the output that the architecture generates under the given input conditions. Prior dominance, self-constituted evaluation, agent-based attribution, and extractive incentive converge on the same output regardless of the Individual’s conscious values. This is why moral exhortation alone has limited efficacy against discrimination: the exhortation targets conscious intent, but the discriminatory output is generated by architectural processes that operate prior to and independently of conscious intent.

The Self-Model Perturbation Principle applies with particular force to identity-elements toward the Referent-absent end of the gradient. For elements with strong exogenous grounding (“I am taller than most people in this culture”), encounter with difference can be resolved by measurement through the reality-contact channel, and the perturbation is minor. For elements toward the evaluative end of the gradient (“my culture’s approach to hospitality is the normal one”), there is no measurement available, and the perturbation registers as a threat to identity itself. The intensity of the perturbation response is therefore predicted to correlate with the degree of Referent-absence in the challenged element, which is itself empirically testable.

The principle also explains why discrimination persists even in Individuals who sincerely disavow it. The disavowal operates at the level of the Self-Model (“I am not a prejudiced person”). The discriminatory output operates at the level of the architecture (prior dominance, agent-based attribution, extractive incentive). Source Opacity ensures that the Individual cannot detect the discrepancy between the Self-Model and the architectural output by introspection. Confabulation ensures that when the discrepancy is pointed out, the Individual generates prior-consistent explanations (“I treated that person differently because of their behaviour, not because of their group membership”) that preserve the Self-Model while the architectural output continues unchanged.

The same perturbation arises within kinship, where the Individual whose Beliefs deviate is a parent or child whose Beliefs helped to form the Self-Model being perturbed. The divergence and estrangement that follow are derived at Chapter 9, Section 9.20, where divergence of Beliefs is distinguished both from the extraction of Mimetic Premium and from Conflict.

15.9 Phenomenological Isolation, Bifurcation, and the Superposition Resolution

A further consequence follows from Source Opacity together with Preconscious Transmission. Because the Individual never experiences the installation of Mimetic Desire (Axiom 7), and the Scalar the Decision Hub integrates carries no record of which source contributed what, so that M-grounded elements present as indistinguishable from I-grounded ones (Axiom 3), the Individual has phenomenal access to one experience only, their own. This is the outward limb of Phenomenological Isolation. It is not a feeling of loneliness that better social contact would cure. It is the architectural fact that the integrated, tag-stripped signal is private and incommunicable at the level of source, so no Individual can directly share or verify another’s motivational interior.

From Phenomenological Isolation, group identification can proceed by one route only, perceived similarity. The Individual identifies with those whose observable characteristics match the Self-Model’s encoding of normal (these people are like me, therefore I am one of them) and against those who deviate (those people are not like me, therefore I am not one of them). The structure is necessarily binary. Because the only datum available is the match or mismatch between the other’s observable signal and one’s own prior-encoded normal, there is no architecturally available third position, no in-between, no simultaneous in-and-out. Political two-party systems, sectarian division, and the full range of in-group/out-group conflict are not contingent cultural artefacts on this account. They are the population-scale signature of phenomenally isolated Self-Models sorting by similarity into a binary that the architecture cannot represent otherwise.

Quantum epistemology supplies the only exit that does not require dismantling the architecture, and it does so because the underlying state is, in fact, a superposition. Two Individuals cannot reconcile their Self-Models by direct introspection, because neither can interrogate the other’s Self-Model. What is foreclosed here is access to the entire Self-Model, the full collection of the other’s Beliefs, where each Belief arose, which Hypotheses are held, and what probability weights sit on those Hypotheses. None of this is available to anyone other than the Individual whose Self-Model it is. Introspective access stops at the boundary of one’s own Self-Model (Source Opacity guarantees this), so there is no channel by which two Self-Models could be inspected against each other and collapsed to a determinate shared value through introspection alone.

Two decoherence paths remain, and they are very different in character. The first is conflict, the event in which two incompatible Self-Models clash and reality, in the form of the clash itself and its consequences, forces a posterior shift, collapsing the superposition to a determinate winner that introspection could never have produced. The second is the acknowledgement of superposition itself. This is a genuine form of mutual understanding, but not the kind the Individual ordinarily expects. It does not consist in seeing inside the other and verifying their interior. It consists in understanding that the other Individual has had a completely different experience and therefore holds a completely different Self-Model, assembled from a path-dependent sequence of encounters that was never one’s own. To understand this is to acknowledge the superposition rather than to collapse it: to hold that both Self-Models are the lawful products of two non-converging histories, neither inspectable by the other, without forcing either into a false determinacy.

The distinction carries a normative consequence. On this reading the superposition is the status quo: the unforced, default condition in which both Self-Models coexist undestroyed. Conflict is therefore not a neutral discovery procedure but an active decision to collapse that superposition, and collapse destroys the status quo in favour of one party over the other. Acknowledgement preserves the status quo precisely because it declines to collapse; the choice between the two paths is a choice between preserving the coexistence of both Self-Models and destroying it.

15.10 The Observation-Transfer Identity: Unifying Intrapersonal and Interpersonal Dynamics

Chapter 13 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics) introduced two parameters governing coupled systems: Coupling Strength (Coupling Strength, the degree to which a system’s evidence base is endogenous) and Decoherence Time (Decoherence Time, the delay before external reality imposes costs that coupled dynamics cannot absorb). Chapter 13 developed these parameters primarily at the interpersonal scale: Coupling Strength measured the degree to which Individuals in a network generate evidence for each other’s Beliefs, and Decoherence Time measured the time until reality intrudes on the network’s coupled dynamics.

This chapter has identified a deeper instance of the same coupling mechanism operating within a single Individual. The memory-recall self-coupling loop (Section 15.3) is Coupling Strength at the intrapersonal scale. The Self-Coupling Permanence Principle establishes that this intrapersonal coupling is never zero. The Bayesian Flywheel (Section 15.4) describes the convergence dynamics this coupling produces. The question this section addresses is whether the intrapersonal and interpersonal instances of coupling are genuinely the same phenomenon operating at different scales, or merely analogous processes that share superficial features.

The Observation-Transfer Identity establishes that they are the same phenomenon. The identity is stated as follows:

The parameter Decoherence Time receives a unified interpretation across both scales. At the intrapersonal scale, τ_self measures the time until the memory-recall self-coupling loop is interrupted by genuinely exogenous input (an encounter with evidence that did not originate within the Individual’s own Belief Register). At the interpersonal scale, τ_social measures the time until the social-coupling loop (Individuals generating evidence for each other’s Beliefs) is interrupted by reality’s corrective signal (the physical, economic, or social costs of maintaining false Beliefs).

The unity claim is that these are not two different parameters that happen to use the same symbol. They are a single parameter, Decoherence Time, measuring the same thing at different scales: the duration of uninterrupted endogenous evidence cycling before exogenous correction arrives. The mechanism is identical in both cases. Endogenously generated evidence circulates through a Bayesian updating system. The updating system cannot distinguish endogenous from exogenous evidence (Source Opacity at the intrapersonal scale; social proof at the interpersonal scale). The system converges toward a Fixed Point that reflects the dynamics of circulation rather than the structure of reality. The only difference is the channel through which evidence circulates: memory recall (intrapersonal) or social expression (interpersonal).

The identity has three structural consequences.

First: Coupling Strength is additive across scales. The Individual’s total Coupling Strength is not the maximum of Self‑Coupling Strength and κ_social. It is their sum (plus any additional coupling channels such as media consumption, institutional messaging, and algorithmic curation). An Individual with high‑coupling‑strength_self (intensive rumination, limited exposure to disconfirming experiences) and high‑coupling‑strength_social (embedded in a tightly coupled reference group with strong consensus on identity-relevant Beliefs) is more deeply coupled than either parameter alone would suggest. The Self-Model that results from this combined coupling is more resistant to revision than any single-scale analysis would predict.

Second: Decoherence Time is constrained by the shortest channel. The system’s effective Decoherence Time is not the average of τ_self and τ_social but the minimum. If intrapersonal Decoherence Time is long (the Individual rarely encounters genuinely exogenous evidence about themselves) but interpersonal Decoherence Time is short (the social environment rapidly corrects false Beliefs through feedback), the system will decohere on the shorter timescale. Conversely, if interpersonal Decoherence Time is long (the reference group reinforces the Belief) but intrapersonal Decoherence Time is short (the Individual regularly encounters direct evidence that contradicts the Self-Model), the shorter timescale again dominates. This has a practical implication: interventions that reduce Decoherence Time on either scale are effective regardless of which scale they target, because the system decoheres at the shortest available Decoherence Time.

Third: the scale transition is continuous, not discrete. There is no sharp boundary between “thinking about myself” (intrapersonal) and “talking to others about myself” (interpersonal). The hierarchy of self-coupling channels identified in Section 15.3 (memory recall → internal rehearsal → private expression → public expression → reality contact) shows a continuous gradient from pure intrapersonal coupling to mixed intrapersonal-interpersonal coupling. The Observation-Transfer Identity explains why this gradient is continuous: the underlying mechanism (source-opaque processing of endogenous evidence) is the same at every point on the gradient. What changes is the proportion of evidence that is endogenous versus exogenous, not the kind of processing.

The Observation-Transfer Identity’s optimistic implication (that Decoherence Time is constrained by the shortest channel, and that reducing Decoherence Time on either scale is effective) holds most strongly for World-Model content where exogenous Referents exist and the reality-contact channel provides a natural ceiling on Decoherence Time. For Referent-absent identity-content, the interpersonal channel (social feedback) is itself endogenous to the coupled system, and the intrapersonal channel (memory recall) is endogenous by definition. On these dimensions, both channels may carry effectively unbounded Decoherence Time, because neither channel introduces evidence that is independent of the system’s own prior states. The practical implication is that for identity-content, the effective intervention point is Coupling Strength (coupling strength) rather than Decoherence Time (decoherence time), because Decoherence Time has no natural ceiling to be lowered toward when no exogenous Referent exists. This distinction becomes operationally important in Chapter 18’s treatment of the Knowledge Patch.

The Observation-Transfer Identity also establishes a forward connection to the Knowledge Patch (Chapter 18). The three levels of non-commutativity (baseline intrapersonal through memory recall; amplified intrapersonal through Source Opacity; interpersonal through Preconscious Transmission coupling) map directly onto three operations of the Knowledge Patch. Epistemic Suspension targets Level 1 by interrupting the automatic reprocessing of recalled Beliefs as fresh evidence, building the capacity to tolerate “I don’t know” without immediate narrative closure. The Two-Question Diagnostic targets Level 2 by providing a behavioural test that routes around Source Opacity, enabling the Individual to distinguish M-grounded desires from A- or I-grounded desires without requiring introspective access that the architecture cannot provide. The Presumption Against Scapegoating targets Level 3 by interrupting the interpersonal coupling channel through which M-transmitted evidence generates convergence on scapegoat Hypotheses.

15.10.1 Self-as-Object, the Reflexive Case of the Object Position

The Observation-Transfer Identity holds that the intrapersonal and interpersonal instances of coupling are one phenomenon at two scales. A second unification follows from it, on the Object side rather than the coupling side.

The Individual-as-Object Principle establishes that an Individual occupies the Object position in other Individuals’ Decision Hubs, and that the relation is reciprocal, the Object being a second valuing subject who assigns valuations back. The reflexive case is distinct. Self-as-Object is the Individual as an Object in their own Decision Hub, the target toward which their own valuation and action-readiness are generated, and it has two limbs.

The first limb is action. The Individual’s own body, or a condition of it, is an Object that an action corrects or maintains, and the correction requires no third thing to be pursued through. An itch is scratched, a numbed limb is shifted, a hand is withdrawn from heat. The Individual is at once the component selecting the action and the Object the action is directed at, and the deficit closes with nothing acquired at any point in the cycle.

The second limb is valuation. The Individual’s own conduct, capacities and standing are assessed by their own Ground-Resolution. The route by which the self reaches the Object field at all is the Reafference Pathway: executed action returns to the Observer stripped of the source-identity information that would mark it as the Individual’s own, so the Observer reads it as it reads any other observation. Where what a Model’s directional valence marked was the Individual’s own standing, what arrives is a Salience reading with the Individual themselves as its Object, on the same channel and within the same Transmission Window as any other. Self-as-Object valuation decomposes through the same components as any other Object-valuation, and its Mimetic Premium component is computed against a reference point drawn from the relational field rather than generated within the Individual.

Reflexivity is not reciprocity, and three consequences follow from the difference. First, no Mimetic Premium transfer occurs, because a transfer is a differential between what two parties assign one another and there is one party here; self-regard is not a transaction and cannot become one. Second, a Self-as-Object valuation is not a member of the aggregate that constitutes Status, which is constituted entirely within other Individuals’ valuation architectures; an Individual cannot raise their own Status by valuing themselves. Third, what the valuation does reach is the Self-Model, written through the Belief Register and recirculated by the memory-recall self-coupling loop of Section 15.3, which is why the characteristic pathologies of self-regard are the convergence pathologies of Section 15.4 rather than the extraction pathologies that attach to the reciprocal case.

The second consequence requires one qualification. Self-valuation is not a member of the Status aggregate, but it is not therefore without effect on Status. It issues in conduct, conduct is observed, and the valuations others assign to the Individual-as-Object move with what that conduct displays. The route is the ordinary one by which Status is influenced rather than constituted, the route through which held Objects and installed occupancies also move it. The Individual settles what is displayed. The field settles what it is worth.

15.10.2 The Self-Standing Confirmation Principle

Self-as-Object is not only downstream of the comparative computation. It supplies the reference level the computation runs against.

Status is comparative, so a reading of another Individual’s standing is not a reading of an absolute quantity but of a position relative to a reference level. The reference level is the Individual’s own believed standing. The formal treatment of the dyadic estimate carries this in its sign convention, the estimate placing the assessor above the target or the target above the assessor rather than returning a free-standing magnitude, and its cost limb, the expected resistance, retaliation and opportunity cost of dealing, is a quantity computable only from where the assessor takes themselves to stand. What an Individual reads off the field is therefore a set of gaps, and what they do about each gap, whether they defer, concede position, press, or disregard, is calibrated on the gap and not on the target alone.

The Self-Standing Confirmation Principle. The standing an Individual attributes to themselves operates as the reference level against which every other Individual’s standing is read, so that an error in it is applied to the whole field at once and is confirmed by the dealings it produces rather than corrected by them.

Three steps close the cycle. The believed standing, held in the Self-Model, sets the baseline from which the estimate of each target is computed. Conduct is then calibrated on the resulting gap. That conduct is observed, and the valuations others assign to the Individual-as-Object move with it, so the field returns valuations consistent with the standing the Individual brought to it. Nothing on the return path corrects the baseline. Within each dealing the Interactional Confirmation Loop converts the encounter into a confirmation of the estimates both parties arrived with, the conduct each reads being in part accommodation to the valuation the other signalled. Across dealings the Referent Absence Property of Section 15.6 leaves the believed standing without the structural decoherence that corrects a World-Model Belief: its decoherence is contingent rather than structural, its exogenous and endogenous evidence are mixed beyond separation, and its evaluative layer has no Referent that could settle it.

The Self-Standing Confirmation Principle is bidirectional, and the two directions differ in what they cost and in who bears the cost.

Understated standing. An Individual who ranks themselves below where the field would place them reads gaps that are not there, and concedes position in dealings where no concession was owed. The concessions are observed and lower the valuations others assign, so the field comes to hold the standing the Individual assumed, and the Individual reads that lowered standing as confirmation. The cost runs past regard into provisioning, because position conceded is provisioning forgone, and an Individual the field treats as low-Status is allocated less of what the field distributes. Sustained Appetitive deficit then attenuates the weight placed on incoming evidence, by the fidelity-attenuation channel of the Upstream Corruption Principle, which removes the corrective capacity that might have revised the baseline. The loop tightens as it runs, and its terminal form is an Individual held below the A-Floor by a mechanism that presents throughout as their own disposition.

Overstated standing. An Individual who ranks themselves above where the field would place them reads gaps in their own favour, presses where no entitlement exists, and discounts the resistance the estimate’s cost limb should have registered. The deference so extracted is then read as evidence for the standing that extracted it, so no term in the loop registers the overstatement as error. The behavioural signature is the one ordinary vocabulary reaches for when it speaks of grandiosity, entitlement, and instrumental disregard for the position of others.

Neither direction is self-limiting: the architecture supplies no term that reads a mis-set baseline as mis-set, in either direction, because in both the field’s returning valuations are the product of the baseline rather than a test of it.

A fall in standing produces the overstated direction without any error of self-estimate having been made. Rung Loss lowers the holding at once and the field’s valuations after it, while the believed standing, which carries no Referent that could settle it (Section 15.6), holds at the rung the Individual has left (Chapter 8, Section 8.5.6). The fall does not revise it of itself; it is revised only where the evidence reaches Frame Rupture (Section 15.7), and whether it does is what separates the two branches below. The Individual then reads every dealing against a baseline the field no longer honours, and the deference the ordinary overstated case extracts does not come.

What the contradiction produces is grievance. Each refusal of the standing the Individual brings is routed by the Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9, Chapter 4, Section 4.3.9) to an agent, and Ground-Resolution on the felt deficit writes a Grievance Belief about that agent into the Belief Register (Appendix A, Section A.11.8, with the Belief object at Section A.5.6). The loop that keeps it confirmed is the Interactional Confirmation Loop of Appendix A, Section A.11.8, running on a dyadic estimate whose reference level is the believed standing (Section A.11.1). The alternative is that the believed standing gives way to meet the holding, and what is then recognised is Status Death (Section 15.7). The believed standing is therefore the fork on which the direction of discharge after a fall turns: held, it routes the gap outward as a wrong done by another; relinquished, it leaves the gap as the Individual’s own.

The Self-Standing Confirmation Principle does not hold that the field’s valuation is correct. The field’s reading of an Individual is itself Mimetic-Premium-inflated and Confabulation-ratified, and nothing established here licenses treating that reading as the truth against which self-standing should be calibrated. What the Self-Standing Confirmation Principle establishes is narrower and worse. The baseline and the field’s valuation converge on one another whatever either’s relation to anything outside the loop, which is why the convergence carries no evidential weight, and why the correction is an intervention on the Self-Model rather than an instruction to defer to the field. This is the same conclusion Section 15.10 reached for identity-content generally: where no exogenous Referent exists, the effective intervention point is Coupling Strength and not Decoherence Time.

Two things follow for the A-Floor Requirement. An Individual below it cannot correct the breach by provision, because the position that would command provision is the position they do not hold, and the understated limb has them conceding what position they do hold in every dealing they enter. Nor can they correct it by revising the baseline upward. The revision does not take, because the field’s returning valuations are the product of the baseline rather than a test of it, and because sustained Appetitive deficit has already attenuated the fidelity the revision would require. What an upward revision produces under a breached floor is not provision but grievance: a believed standing the world is materially contradicting, held against that contradiction by a loop that keeps confirming it. That is the configuration in which the Confabulation Cascade has the most to work with and agent-attribution is cheapest, and it sits at the same locus, the worst-off segment, from which the Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary has the collective transition ignite.

The formal treatment does not have deprivation raise the amplification rate as a brute quantity. It runs the effect through grievance: sustained deficit attenuates the weight placed on incoming likelihoods, and grievance-consistent Hypotheses thereby gain likelihood force. Grievance is the channel, and what makes a deprivation count as grievance is the standing it is measured against.

The Self-Standing Confirmation Principle’s collective consequence sits below the ignition condition rather than in it. The condition is a claim about the depth of the deficit at the least-provisioned segment, and the baseline is no part of it. What the baseline enters is the adoption threshold: the quantity of social evidence an Individual requires before adopting a circulating Hypothesis, which is not a primitive of the architecture but is composed from the Individual’s Mimetic weighting, effective Coupling Strength, and Appetite state. Believed standing is a fourth term in that composition, and it follows from the grievance channel. An Individual whose believed standing exceeds their provisioning holds a prior under which grievance-consistent Hypotheses carry higher likelihood, so less social evidence suffices to carry them.

The two directions of the Self-Standing Confirmation Principle therefore do not merely differ in what they cost the Individual. They drive adoption thresholds apart within a single deprived segment, overstated standing toward the low tail and understated standing toward the high. Dispersion of adoption thresholds is the anti-protective axis of population heterogeneity, anti-protective at fixed mean threshold and fixed content heterogeneity alike, because a dispersed distribution guarantees a low-threshold tail that adopts first on minimal evidence and converts each layer into social proof for the next. A population whose self-standing is widely miscalibrated is more ignitable than one whose is not, at the same depth of deprivation. The vanguard a breach manufactures is sharpened rather than merely enlarged: its leading edge is not the most deprived, but the most deprived who hold a standing their provisioning contradicts.

The conclusion is the one Subcriticality Maintenance reaches by another route. A correction with no individual-level purchase must be institutional, and a floor whose breach is self-confirming from below must be unconditional, because conditioning provision on standing returns the provision to the mechanism that produced the breach. Universalisation is entailed on that ground alone.

15.11 The Unmeasurability of Interpersonal Accuracy and the Regime That Bounds It

Four results established upstream of this chapter, the opacity of social valuation (Chapter 9, Section 9.9.11; Appendix A, Section A.2, M5a), the fidelity bound and identifiability results for judgements of other Individuals (Chapter 14, Section 14.10.10; Appendix A, Section A.11.3), the low-pass condensation of Status toward consensus (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.8; Appendix A, Section A.11.6), and the Interactional Confirmation Loop (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.9; Appendix A, Section A.11.8), converge on a conclusion about self-knowledge that none of them states alone but that all of them jointly entail: the accuracy of an Individual’s valuation of another is not, in general, a quantity any instrument available to that Individual can measure. The conclusion is not a counsel of despair, and its precise scope is what keeps it from becoming one. It holds exactly within one regime and fails, asymptotically, outside it, and the boundary between the two is where the whole practical force of the result lives.

Consider what an Individual would need in order to measure the accuracy of their own social valuations, and observe that each candidate instrument is constituted by the very process whose output it would have to check. Introspection is the first candidate and fails immediately: under Source Opacity the source-composition of a valuation is destroyed at integration, and no inward operation recovers it, so the Individual cannot read off from the inside whether a given valuation was well-founded or merely fortunate. The felt confidence attaches to the integrated Scalar and is silent as to its provenance. A record of past correctness is the second candidate, and it fails for a subtler reason: a run of correct judgements formed in similar or endogenous circumstances is compatible with a valuation that was never close to the truth and merely enjoyed errors that offset, so no bounded record of that kind certifies calibration (Appendix A, Section A.11.3).

The live encounter is the third candidate, and within the coupling analysed as the Interactional Confirmation Loop it fails exactly: to the degree the other’s conduct is elicited by the valuation one signalled rather than expressed from disposition, that conduct carries no information about the disposition it appears to reveal, and updating on it leaves the distance between one’s Belief and the truth unmoved (Appendix A, Section A.11.8). The external check, how others assess the same target, is the fourth candidate, and it fails because those assessments are themselves valuations conditioned on transmitted regard and condensed toward consensus; aggregation removes the idiosyncratic component of error but cannot remove the shared component, and it is precisely the shared, prior-dominated component that a consensus would need to be independent of in order to serve as a check (Appendix A, Section A.11.6). There is, in this regime, no uncontaminated reference against which to calibrate, because every reference is drawn from the same prior the calibration would have to test.

The Self-Model closes the last avenue. One might hope that even where accuracy cannot be felt, it might at least be recorded: that some neutral internal surface logs how well one has judged others, available for later inspection. But the Self-Model is not a neutral surface; it is a self-directed Belief revised on evidence, and its evidence includes the Individual’s own conduct in encounters (Appendix A, Section A.11.8). That conduct was driven by valuations whose composition Source Opacity conceals and confirmed by encounters the Individual co-produced, so the Self-Model inscribes competence at reading others from episodes that establish no such competence. Worse, the Self-Model is a high-coupling, slow-decaying Belief (Sections 15.3 and 15.4): it revisits and reinforces its own content largely independently of the world, and the belief that one judges others well sits at the evaluative, uncorrectable end of the gradient the Referent Absence Property establishes (Section 15.6), so the belief most in need of exogenous correction is the one most insulated from receiving it. The instrument that might have recorded accuracy is built from the readings it would need to audit.

This is the exact statement of the impossibility, and its exactness is confined to a single regime. Where an Individual’s evidence about others is endogenous (drawn from consensus, from encounters they shaped, from the accommodating conduct their own valuations elicited) the impossibility is complete: introspection recovers nothing, the encounter carries no disposition information, and consensus shares the prior it would have to check.

But this is not the only regime in which valuations can be formed. Where the evidence is exogenous instead (conduct the Individual did not shape, behaviour toward third parties, performance across circumstances whose stakes vary independently and were not selected by the Individual’s own expectations) a different result governs (the Reliability Corollary; Appendix A, Section A.11.3). Sustained correctness across such varied, independent circumstances forces calibration: each independent correct judgement confines the compatible Beliefs further, and enough of them, drawn from stakes that differ enough, collapse the compatible set toward Beliefs that are genuinely close to the truth. An instrument therefore exists in the limit. What remains impossible even there is certification at any finite time: no bounded record proves that the circumstances feeding it were varied and independent rather than endogenous and correlated, and whether one stands inside the endogenous regime or outside it cannot itself be established from the first-person position. The residual impossibility is thus not the absence of any instrument but a certification regress: accuracy is forced asymptotically by the right kind of evidence, yet whether one has been receiving the right kind of evidence is the very thing one cannot confirm from inside.

Two consequences follow, and together they convert an epistemic limit into a practical discipline. The first is that the corrective the framework prescribes cannot be released by any felt state, because the felt state is exactly what the results show to be uninformative; it can be released only in proportion to accumulated exogenous, varied, independent evidence, and released by procedure rather than by conviction. Epistemic Suspension (Chapter 18, Section 18.5) is on this account not a temporary measure awaiting a measurement that will end it, but a standing orientation of judgement, relaxed only as verifiable procedure accumulates the kind of evidence that forces calibration, and never relaxed on the strength of confidence alone.

The second consequence is that the discipline steers without controlling. The Individual cannot escape the regime by an act of will, cannot reverse the drift of a self-directed Belief that gravitates, as every such Belief does, toward a stable position (Section 15.4); the Self-Model will settle regardless. What the discipline determines is not whether it settles but where, whether it settles into a position built from exogenous evidence of what others do, more accurate and less prone to the manufactured conflict of the confirmation loop (Chapter 16, Section 16.17), or into one built from consensus and co-produced confirmation. The available control is marginal and directional rather than total: not the power to measure or to master one’s accuracy, but the narrower power to bias the slow drift of one’s judgement toward the evidence that, over enough cases, forces it closer to the truth. It is the steerage of a small paddle on a large current, which does not overcome the current and cannot certify its own heading, yet over a long enough passage determines which shore is reached.

15.12 Quantum Cognition Findings as the Observable Signature

The Self-Model architecture described in the preceding sections generates a specific empirical prediction: human probability judgments should violate classical probability theory in systematic, structured ways that reflect the non-commutative processing produced by self-coupled Bayesian updating on source-opaque evidence. The quantum cognition research programme has documented precisely these violations without identifying the architectural mechanism that produces them.

Classical probability theory requires that the probability of a conjunction (A and B) never exceed the probability of either conjunct alone. This is the conjunction rule. Classical probability also requires that the order in which questions are asked should not affect the joint probability of the answers. This is commutativity. Human judgments systematically violate both requirements (Tversky and Kahneman, 1983; Wang, Solloway, Shiffrin, and Busemeyer, 2014).

The quantum cognition research programme (Busemeyer and Bruza, 2012; Pothos and Busemeyer, 2013) demonstrated that these violations are not errors or biases. They are predicted by quantum probability theory, specifically by the non-commutativity of projection operators in Hilbert space. When cognitive states are modelled as vectors in a Hilbert space rather than as points in a classical probability space, the order in which questions are posed rotates the state vector, and the rotated vector produces different projection probabilities than the unrotated vector. The conjunction fallacy, order effects in survey responses, and the QQ-equality (a quantitative constraint on the magnitude of order effects) all follow from this formalism. That is the Rationality Misattribution Principle: judged against classical probability these violations read as failures of rationality, and they are instead the predicted output of the non-Boolean Belief dynamics that self-coupled updating on source-opaque evidence produces, so the misattribution lies with the standard applied to the reasoner and not with the reasoner.

The quantum cognition programme has been empirically successful. Wang et al. (2014) tested the QQ-equality across 70 national surveys with over 100 question pairs and found systematic confirmation. The formalism predicts the data. But the programme has not provided a mechanistic explanation for why human cognition should exhibit quantum-like properties. The mathematics works. The “why” is missing.

The AIM architecture provides the “why.” The three-level mechanism connecting the architecture to quantum cognition findings is as follows:

Level 1: Memory-recall self-coupling (baseline intrapersonal non-commutativity). The Self-Coupling Permanence Principle (Section 15.3) establishes that every act of memory recall feeds the Belief Register’s outputs back, through the Observer that reads them, into the Decision Hub’s valuation as though they were fresh evidence. When an Individual is asked Question A, the act of answering A retrieves and reprocesses Beliefs relevant to A, producing a posterior shift. This shifted posterior is now the prior against which Question B is processed. Had Question B been asked first, the prior would have been different (unshifted by A-relevant processing), producing a different posterior. The answers are non-commutative because the processing of each question alters the prior against which the next question is evaluated. This is the same mechanism that produces path-dependence in Self-Model formation (Section 15.2), now operating at the timescale of an experimental session rather than a lifetime.

Level 2: Source Opacity via Common-Currency Integration (amplified intrapersonal non-commutativity). Source Opacity (Axiom 3) amplifies the non-commutativity beyond what simple recall would produce. When the Individual processes Question A, the relevant Beliefs are retrieved and integrated through Common-Currency Integration. The integration collapses multi-source information into a single Scalar, destroying source-tag information. The resulting posterior is not merely “shifted by having thought about A.” It is shifted and source-stripped. When Question B arrives, it is processed by a system that has lost information about the composition of the A-related shift. This additional information loss (beyond what simple recall ordering would produce) amplifies the non-commutativity, because the system is now further from the state it would have been in had B been asked first.

Level 3: Preconscious Transmission coupling (interpersonal non-commutativity). When the question is about a social topic (a political candidate, a policy proposal, a moral judgment), the Individual’s response is partly constituted by mimetically transmitted Beliefs from their reference group (Axiom 7, Preconscious Transmission). The social-coupling channel adds a further layer of non-commutativity: the order in which socially charged questions are asked activates different subsets of mimetically acquired priors, and these priors interact non-commutatively with the responses. The QQ-equality violations documented by Wang et al. (2014) are strongest for politically charged questions, which is precisely the domain where Level 3 coupling (κ_social) is highest (On the tracked-state and Referent-attachment treatment of this regime, see Appendix A, A.12.4 and A.12.6.).

The conjunction fallacy (Tversky and Kahneman, 1983) receives a parallel explanation. The classic “Linda problem” (where subjects rate “Linda is a bank teller and a feminist” as more probable than “Linda is a bank teller”) violates the conjunction rule of classical probability. Under the AIM architecture, processing the description of Linda activates a set of priors that are then non-commutatively combined with the assessment of “bank teller” and “feminist.” The conjunction feels more probable because the description of Linda has rotated the Individual’s cognitive state toward a region where the conjunction projects more strongly than the single category. The violation is not a failure of reasoning. It is the signature of self-coupled, source-opaque processing operating exactly as the architecture predicts.

The Diagnostic Inversion follows. If the quantum cognition findings are the observable signature of the Self-Model architecture, then the magnitude of QQ-equality violations in any given domain should correlate with the domain’s Coupling Strength-Decoherence Time profile. Domains with high‑coupling‑strength and long‑decoherence‑time (politics, identity, social status) should produce larger violations than domains with low‑coupling‑strength and short‑decoherence‑time (physical measurement, logical reasoning, well-calibrated empirical questions). This is a testable prediction that, if disconfirmed, would constitute evidence against the architectural account.

15.13 The Self-Model as the Missing Variable in Social Psychology

The Self-Model architecture developed in this chapter provides a unifying explanation for a set of well-documented social-psychological phenomena that have been studied in isolation, without a common mechanistic account.

Cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 1957). Classical dissonance theory holds that Individuals experience discomfort when they hold inconsistent cognitions and are motivated to reduce this discomfort by changing one of the cognitions. The Self-Model architecture provides the mechanism. Inconsistent cognitions produce discomfort because they threaten the stability of the Self-Model, which (as Section 15.5 established) the architecture is designed to maintain. The “motivation to reduce dissonance” is the Bayesian Flywheel defending its convergence: the system reinterprets or discards the inconsistent cognition rather than revising the prior, because revision would require moving against the accumulated weight of self-coupled recall cycles. Dissonance reduction is not a separate motivational force. It is Self-Model maintenance operating in real time.

The fundamental attribution error (Ross, 1977). Individuals systematically attribute others’ behaviour to dispositional causes (they did it because of who they are) while attributing their own behaviour to situational causes (I did it because of the circumstances). The Self-Model architecture explains the asymmetry. The Individual has privileged access to their own situational context but not to others’. More fundamentally, the Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9) generates dispositional attributions as the computationally tractable default, and the Individual’s own Self-Model provides a ready-made dispositional explanation for their own behaviour that is more granular (and therefore more often overridden by situational factors) than the dispositional model they maintain for others (which is simpler and therefore less easily overridden).

Self-serving bias and above-average effects (Dunning, Meyerowitz, and Holzberg, 1989). The well-documented tendency for Individuals to rate themselves as above average on positive dimensions is not a separate bias. It is the predictable output of the Bayesian Flywheel operating on Confabulated evidence. The Self-Model is constructed from recalled instances of one’s own behaviour, and recall is biased toward Self-Model-consistent instances (Section 15.4). The Individual who believes “I am a good driver” recalls instances of competent driving more readily than instances of incompetence, producing an evidence base that overwhelmingly supports the above-average assessment. The assessment is a valid Bayesian posterior given the evidence base. The evidence base is endogenously generated and biased.

Resistance to psychotherapy (Beutler, Moleiro, and Talebi, 2002). The well-documented difficulty of therapeutic change, even when the Individual sincerely desires it, is predicted by the Stability-Pathology Trade-Off (Section 15.5). The Individual seeking therapy is asking to revise Self-Model elements that have been reinforced through thousands of self-coupled recall cycles, protected by the Prior Examination Inversion, and maintained by a Confabulation architecture that generates prior-consistent interpretations of every therapeutic intervention. The therapist’s task is not merely to provide information. It is to generate evidence strong enough to overcome the accumulated prior, which requires either reducing Self‑Coupling Strength (by interrupting the recall loop), reducing Decoherence Time (by introducing rapid-feedback reality testing), or both.

Implicit bias persistence (Greenwald, McGhee, and Schwartz, 1998). The persistence of implicit biases despite explicit disavowal is precisely the discrepancy between the Self-Model (“I am not prejudiced”) and the architectural output (the Self-Model Perturbation Principle’s Option B default). The Self-Model operates at the level of conscious self-narrative. The discriminatory output operates at the level of prior-driven interpretation, which the Self-Model cannot access due to Source Opacity. The two can diverge indefinitely, because no internal feedback mechanism connects them.

These phenomena are not five separate biases requiring five separate explanations. They are five observable outputs of a single mechanism: self-coupled Bayesian updating on source-opaque, narratively generated evidence (confabulated as to source-attribution, constitutive as to identity-Content), producing a Self-Model that is stable, self-reinforcing, phenomenologically perceived, and resistant to revision. The Self-Model is the missing variable that unifies them.

15.14 Anticipated Objections

Objection 1: “This is just confirmation bias under a new name.” Confirmation bias, as documented by Nickerson (1998), describes the tendency to seek, interpret, and recall evidence in ways that confirm existing Beliefs. The Self-Model architecture does not rename this phenomenon. It provides the mechanism that produces it. Confirmation bias is the observable output. The memory-recall self-coupling loop, operating under Source Opacity and processed by Content-Agnostic Bayesian updating, is the architecture that generates the output. Naming the output does not explain it; identifying the architecture does. Moreover, the Self-Model account generates predictions that the label “confirmation bias” does not: the differential disruption dynamics for A-shocks, I-transitions, and M-shocks (Section 15.7), the Self-Model Perturbation Principle’s four converging reasons for the Option B default (Section 15.8), and the Observation-Transfer Identity’s predictions about quantum cognition violation magnitudes (Section 15.12). These are structural predictions derivable from the architecture, not from the label.

Objection 2: “The quantum cognition connection is metaphorical, not mechanistic.” The claim is not that the brain is a quantum computer. The claim is that the mathematical structure of self-coupled, source-opaque Bayesian updating produces probability assignments that are better described by quantum probability theory (non-commutative projection in Hilbert space) than by classical probability theory (commutative measure over a sigma-algebra). The mechanism is classical (Bayesian updating on endogenous evidence). The mathematical signature of that mechanism is non-classical (non-commutative). This is not a metaphor. It is a mathematical consequence of the processing architecture. The prediction is falsifiable: if the magnitude of non-commutativity violations does not correlate with the domain’s Coupling Strength-Decoherence Time profile as predicted, the architectural account is disconfirmed.

Objection 3: “If the Self-Model is always a Confabulation, then self-knowledge is impossible, which is self-defeating.” The objection conflates two outputs of the same mechanism. The Self-Model’s source-attributions are Confabulations: they are wrong about something real (the motivational source), and self-knowledge about sources via introspection alone is indeed unreliable, because the introspective system operates on source-opaque evidence and generates closure-achieving narratives that systematically miss the actual source. But the Self-Model’s identity-Content is Constitutive Narration, and Constitutive Narration is not wrong about anything, because there is no Referent for it to be wrong about (Section 15.6, Referent Absence Property). Self-knowledge of identity-Content is not “impossible” because it was never a matter of correspondence in the first place. It is a matter of construction, and the relevant question is not “is my Self-Model true?” but “does my Self-Model produce subcritical dynamics?” Self-knowledge achieved through behavioural evidence (observing what one does across contexts; applying the Two-Question Diagnostic; tracking Private Persistence, the continued pursuit of an activity without audience or external reward) can route around Source Opacity by using publicly observable data rather than introspective report. The Knowledge Patch (Chapter 18) is designed precisely to provide this alternative pathway. The Self-Model architecture is not self-defeating. It is self-limiting in a specific, identifiable way that the Knowledge Patch compensates for.

Objection 4: “The Self-Coupling Permanence Principle is unfalsifiable because any Individual with memory trivially satisfies it.” The principle is not unfalsifiable. It is a conditional claim: if the Decision Hub cannot distinguish recalled content, which reaches its valuation through the Belief Register and the Observer that reads it, from fresh evidence (Source Opacity applied to input modality), and if Content-Agnostic Processing treats recalled content identically to fresh evidence, then Self‑Coupling Strength is greater than zero for any Individual with functioning memory. The conditional premises are independently testable. If it were demonstrated that the Decision Hub reliably tags recalled content as “already processed” and discounts it accordingly, the Self-Coupling Permanence Principle would be falsified. The available evidence from source monitoring research (Johnson, Hashtroudi, and Lindsay, 1993) suggests that source monitoring is effortful, unreliable, and frequently fails, which is consistent with the principle rather than disconfirming it.

15.15 Formal Results

This section consolidates the named results introduced or derived in this chapter.


	Self-Coupling Permanence Principle. For any Individual with functioning memory, Self‑Coupling Strength is greater than zero at all times. Memory recall is the minimum self-coupling from which all other coupling (social, institutional, media-driven) is additive. Derived from Axiom 3 (Source Opacity applied to input modality), Axiom 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics), and established memory science. (Section 15.3)

	The Bayesian Flywheel. Self-coupled Bayesian updating on source-opaque evidence produces asymptotic convergence toward Self-Model Fixed Points. The Self-Model is maintained by a high-dimensional vector of priors, one per Salient dimension, each maintained by its own flywheel. Early observations produce large shifts; as each dimensional prior strengthens through self-coupled recall, successive observations produce negligible movement. Two reinforcing properties accelerate convergence: recall frequency increases with Belief strength, and the interpretive frame is constituted by the prior being tested. Common-Currency Integration collapses the multi-dimensional update vector into a single felt response. (Section 15.4)

	Imperceptible Drift. Local stability on each dimensional prior is compatible with global movement of the aggregate Self-Model across decades. Because each encounter updates multiple dimensional priors by individually negligible amounts, and because the composition of encounters shifts gradually across a lifetime, the aggregate Self-Model drifts imperceptibly. The Confabulation architecture narrates the drift as continuity by reconstructing the recalled past self to match the current self. Drift is the continuous complement to the discontinuous disruption dynamics of M-shock. (Section 15.4)

	Stability-Pathology Trade-Off. The same content-agnostic mechanism (the Bayesian Flywheel) that produces stable, functional identity necessarily also stabilises pathological Self-Model elements. This is a structural consequence of Content-Agnostic Processing (Axiom 8), not a defect. No design modification separates the benefit from the cost. (Section 15.5)

	Referent Absence Property. The Self-Model lacks the World-Model’s structural guarantee of decoherence against reality. Even where exogenous evidence participates in Self-Model formation, three features attenuate its corrective force: (1) mixing, where Source Opacity ensures exogenous evidence is processed identically to endogenous evidence upon entry; (2) contingent decoherence, where whether a decisive reality-contact event will ever arrive for any given identity-element cannot be known in advance; and (3) the evaluative layer, where most identity-relevant content contains evaluative components for which no mind-independent Referent exists. The result is a gradient from reliably-corrected physical Self-Model elements to effectively uncorrectable evaluative identity-elements, with the majority of identity-relevant content sitting toward the uncorrectable end. The normative criterion for such content is not accuracy but subcriticality. (Section 15.6)

	Self-Model Disruption Principle. A-shocks, I-transitions, and M-shocks produce structurally distinct disruption and recovery dynamics. A-shocks are recoverable through restoration. I-transitions are recoverable through substitution. M-shocks require full architectural reconstruction and generate the Revelation Effect and the Therapeutic Window. (Section 15.7)

	Self-Model Perturbation Principle. Encounter with cultural difference constitutes a vector of Bayesian evidence events across Salient dimensions against the Self-Model’s encoding of “normal.” The magnitude of aggregate perturbation is a function of both the number of deviating dimensions and the degree of deviation on each. The architecture defaults to extraction (Option B) rather than revision (Option A) for four converging reasons: prior dominance (operating across a bank of dimensional priors), the Prior Examination Inversion, the Agent-Based Causal Default, and the extractive incentive. Derived from Axioms 3, 4, 8, and 9 plus the Mimetic Premium transfer architecture. (Section 15.8)

	Observation-Transfer Identity. The parameter Decoherence Time receives a unified interpretation across intrapersonal and interpersonal scales: the duration of uninterrupted endogenous evidence cycling before exogenous correction arrives. Coupling Strength is additive across scales. Decoherence Time is constrained by the shortest channel. The scale transition is continuous, not discrete. (Section 15.10)

	Diagnostic Inversion. The magnitude of quantum cognition violations (QQ-equality, conjunction fallacy, order effects) in any given domain should correlate with the domain’s Coupling Strength-Decoherence Time profile. This is a testable prediction derived from the three-level mechanism (memory-recall self-coupling, Source Opacity amplification, Preconscious Transmission coupling). (Section 15.12)





Chapter Closing

Establishment Summary. This chapter has established that the Self-Model is the mediating structure between architecture and behaviour, formed through path-dependent narrative construction on source-opaque evidence (confabulated as to source-attribution, constitutive as to identity-Content), maintained by the memory-recall self-coupling loop (Self‑Coupling Strength greater than zero at all times), driven toward practical irreversibility by the Bayesian Flywheel, and resistant to revision through the Prior Examination Inversion.

The Stability-Pathology Trade-Off demonstrates that the same content-agnostic mechanism that produces functional identity necessarily also stabilises pathological content: no design modification separates the benefit from the cost. The Referent Absence Property establishes that the Self-Model lacks the World-Model’s structural guarantee of decoherence: exogenous evidence is mixed with endogenous evidence upon entry, decoherence is contingent rather than universal, and most identity-content sits behind an evaluative layer with no Referent; Decoherence Time is on average far longer than for World-Model content, and for evaluatively loaded elements effectively unbounded; the normative criterion is subcriticality rather than accuracy. Imperceptible Drift establishes that local stability on each dimensional prior is compatible with global Self-Model movement across decades, with the Confabulation architecture narrating the drift as continuity. The Self-Model Perturbation Principle demonstrates that encounter with cultural difference defaults to extraction rather than revision, a dynamic deepened by Referent-absence. The Observation-Transfer Identity unifies the intrapersonal and interpersonal dynamics under a single parameterisation, and quantum cognition findings constitute the observable signature.

Axiomatic Recap. The chapter’s conclusions are grounded in Axiom 2 (Common-Currency Integration), Axiom 3 (Source Opacity, extended to input modality), Axiom 4 (Confabulation), Axiom 6 (Differential Satiation), Axiom 7 (Preconscious Transmission), Axiom 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics), and Axiom 9 (Agent-Based Causal Default). The chapter draws on the Individual Confabulation Cascade (Chapter 13), the Confabulation Rationality Lemma (Chapter 11), and the Mimetic Premium transfer architecture (Chapter 8). No new axioms are introduced.

Forward Connection. The Self-Model Perturbation Principle’s Option A/Option B fork, and the extractive incentive that makes Option B self-reinforcing, provide the individual-level mechanism that Chapter 17 (Violence as Architectural Output) requires to connect Self-Model dynamics to population-level crisis trajectories. The Self-Coupling Permanence Principle and the Therapeutic Window inform the design of the Knowledge Patch (Chapter 18), which must operate within the constraints the Stability-Pathology Trade-Off identifies. The Referent Absence Property explains why the Knowledge Patch (Chapter 18) operates on behavioural evidence (Private Persistence, the Two-Question Diagnostic) rather than on introspective accuracy. If accuracy is undefined for most identity-content, then the normative architecture cannot be built on correspondence (“is the Self-Model true?”). It must be built on consequences (“does the Self-Model produce subcritical dynamics?”). The Knowledge Patch’s design reflects this constraint: it routes around Source Opacity by using observable downstream behaviour as its evidence base, and it evaluates Self-Model adequacy by reference to population-level outcomes rather than individual-level Truth. The Observation-Transfer Identity and the social-field constitution of the Self-Model prepare the ground for the dissolution of Individualism’s Separability assumption in Chapter 19 (The Dissolution of Individualism and the Derivation of Relationalism).

What Would Falsify This?

The claims in this chapter would require significant revision if:


	It were demonstrated that the Decision Hub reliably tags recalled content (reaching it through the Belief Register and the Observer that reads it) as “already processed” and discounts it accordingly during updating (this would falsify the Self-Coupling Permanence Principle by removing the mechanism through which Self‑Coupling Strength is kept above zero).

	The magnitude of quantum cognition violations (QQ-equality, conjunction fallacy, order effects) were shown not to correlate with the domain’s Coupling Strength-Decoherence Time profile as predicted by the Diagnostic Inversion (this would falsify the architectural account of quantum cognition findings as the signature of self-coupled, source-opaque processing).

	M-shocks were shown to produce the same recovery dynamics as A-shocks or I-transitions (recovery through simple restoration or substitution rather than requiring full architectural reconstruction), which would falsify the differential disruption dynamics derived from Differential Satiation and Object Parasitism.



These criteria are not already established by the phenomena this chapter explains. They remain open empirical questions.
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Chapter 16: Conflict and Justice

Position Statement

This chapter does two things, and the second follows from the first. It establishes that Conflict between Individuals is not a neutral feature of social life to be adjudicated after it arises, but a systematic failure state of the interface between Individuals, distinct in kind from the productive friction with which it is routinely confused, and always net negative once its full costs are counted. It then turns that diagnosis on the institution humanity built to handle Conflict, the justice system, and shows that the system cannot perform the truth-finding and harm-preventing functions it claims for itself, because it is designed for an architecture human beings do not have. It shows further that the instrument that system relies on, punishment, acts on no coupling of the loop it is asked to damp and moves every quantity it does reach in the direction that raises the loop’s gain. From the wreckage of that demonstration the chapter derives, rather than imports, what Freedom, Coercion, and Justice must actually mean, and shows that the rights humanity has argued over for centuries, the claims of the body, of the self-directed life, and of standing in the eyes of others, fall out of the motivational architecture once that architecture is correctly disaggregated. It derives in the same way what a rule must carry if it is to be kept without punishment: a Referent it can name, made known with the rule, and a review that moves the rule as the rate it guards against moves.

The chapter is therefore not normative in the prescriptive sense. It does not begin from a moral premise and argue toward institutions. It begins from the architecture already established in Part I and derives the aligned results. The chapter proceeds in three movements. It diagnoses Conflict, it derives what Justice must mean once that diagnosis is turned on the institution built to handle Conflict, and it derives the remedies that follow from that account of Justice. The single recognition that governs the second and third movements is this: once the AIM architecture has been identified for what it is, interventions must be designed for the architecture we have, not for the architecture we imagine ourselves to have.

Dependency Statement

This chapter draws on the architecture established earlier in Part I. It requires the Three-Source Taxonomy and Common-Currency Integration (Axioms 1 and 2), Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Confabulation (Axiom 4), Mimetic Desire as amplifier and the Mimetic Premium (Axiom 5), Differential Satiation Dynamics (Axiom 6), Preconscious Transmission (Axiom 7), Bayesian Belief Dynamics (Axiom 8), and the Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9). It builds directly on the chapter on Bayesian Belief Dynamics, which established Subcriticality Maintenance and content-agnostic updating; on the chapter on Quantum Epistemology, which established Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time, the conditions under which coupled Belief systems converge toward certainty without tracking Truth, and the Referent, the Provenance Rule, the Hardness–Referent Matrix and Referent Foreclosure; on the chapter on the Bayesian Self-Model, which established that each Individual’s Self-Model is a unique, opaque construction; and on the chapter on Money, Debt and the Architecture of Mimetic Extraction, which supplies the upstream conditions that drive interfaces into the grinding regime. It uses the Non-Malice Corollary and the Scapegoat Mechanism, both established earlier, in the derivation of Justice.

The third movement derives the Eliminative Structure of Crime from the Three-Source Taxonomy (Axiom 1), Differential Satiation (Axiom 6), and the Non-Malice Corollary; it also derives the Relational Subcriticality Principle, and from the Relational Subcriticality Principle Cascading Support and Cascading Consequences, drawing on the relational constitution of the Self-Model established in the chapter on the Bayesian Self-Model and carried into the derivation of Relationalism, together with Subcriticality Maintenance; these are all derived within the chapter rather than imported. The thin normative constructs the chapter derives, Freedom, Coercion, Harm, Dignity, and the A, I, and M rights and duties, are used here exactly as the canonical glossary fixes them. The formal dynamics on which the central argument rests, the loop-gain stability condition and the two classes of intervention available on it, are derived in Appendix A, to which the relevant sections point rather than reproducing the mathematics. The chapter prepares the ground for the chapter that follows, on Violence as the catastrophic terminal output of the process described here.

Derivation Preview

The chapter derives its results from the architecture established earlier rather than from moral premises. It draws on the Three-Source Taxonomy and Common-Currency Integration (Axioms 1 and 2), Source Opacity (Axiom 3), Confabulation (Axiom 4), Object Parasitism and the Mimetic Premium (Axiom 5), Differential Satiation (Axiom 6), and the loop-gain stability condition and Coupling Strength formalised in Appendix A. From these it derives, for use here and in later work, Conflict as the super-critical regime of the inter-Individual loop (distinct in kind from sub-critical friction), the Grievance Belief as the one Belief type on which that regime runs, the Cost-Shifting Principle and its application to the retributive surplus, the Punitive Inversion Principle, the directional account of Justice, Freedom and Coercion and the A-, I-, and M-Rights that follow from them, Well-Being, the Rule–Referent Principle, the Eliminative Structure of Crime, the Relational Subcriticality Principle, and the paired remedies of Cascading Support and Cascading Consequences.

Chapter Preview

The chapter falls into three movements. The first movement (Sections 16.1 to 16.6) diagnoses Conflict. It draws the distinction the whole chapter rests on, between productive friction and destructive Conflict, and shows that the two are not intensities of one thing but regimes of one mechanism separated by a threshold statable as Loop Gain (16.1 to 16.3). It then derives the central result, that friction is compatible with Subcriticality Maintenance while Conflict is not, and itemises the upstream conditions of deprivation that drive interfaces across the threshold (16.4). It counts the costs and draws the diagnostic corollary that the aggregate volume of Conflict in a society tracks deprivation (16.5), and it shows, with the adversarial legal system as the worked example, that Conflict cannot perform the truth-finding function its defenders claim for it (16.6).

The second movement (Sections 16.7 to 16.12) derives Justice. A hinge (16.7) turns the diagnosis on the justice system itself and states the principle the treatment rests on: design for the architecture we have. From there the chapter states the Cost-Shifting Principle and runs it to ground through a single worked case, the person who steals to feed a child, showing that the criminal surplus over the civil remedy is the cost of the community’s avoided Self-Model update, conjured and named a debt to society (16.8). It locates punishment in the architecture and derives the Punitive Inversion Principle, that a penalty acts on the forcing of the loop and on none of its couplings, so no severity and no certainty carries an interface back below the threshold, while the three quantities a penalty does reach are each moved in the direction that raises the gain (16.9).

It then derives Freedom, Coercion, Well-Being as the condition of a life in which Freedom holds over time, and the canonical directional account of Justice, and from these derives the A-Rights, I-Rights, and M-Rights as the negative space of Coercion (16.10). It then derives what a rule is in a justice system that does not punish. Being caught presupposes a rule; a rule is held in place by its Referent or by its sanction; the Referent may be a rate, is made known with the rule, and the rule moves as the rate moves; and a finding is recorded without being amplified. Together these are the Rule–Referent Principle (16.11). It confronts the limit case of killing as the framework evaluated at its extreme, showing that the irreversible case does not defeat the restorative reading but forces it to its highest precision, and identifies the debt to society as confabulated while the obligation to the traumatised field is real (16.12).

The third movement (Sections 16.13 to 16.17) derives Remedy and applies it. It begins with the Eliminative Structure of Crime, the corollary that, because the Three-Source Taxonomy admits no fourth source, harmful acts fall into an exhaustive eliminative partition whose A-driven and I-driven branches are closed by securing Appetitive Floors (A-floors) and I-domains at source, leaving a Mimetic residue that the two remedies then address (16.13). It establishes the Relational Subcriticality Principle, that the relational constitution of Self-Models and the subcriticality condition of the field are one object seen from two directions, and derives from it the field-correction obligation: that a Harm deforms Self-Models across the whole field, so the field’s own persistence requires the correction of every node the perturbation deformed, the victim’s circle and the perpetrator alike (16.14). From that single obligation it derives Cascading Support, the deficit-first restoration of the deformed field around the victim (16.15), and Cascading Consequences, the lever-targeting, floor-preserving correction that cascades across the whole generating field, the one who struck and the enablers who loaded the loop behind them, in proportion to the share each loaded and the forward risk each carries, with incapacitation as its limiting case at any one node, ended when the risk it answers can no longer be shown (16.16). The two remedies run concurrently, not in sequence.

It asks who the mechanic is, and answers that humanity is the only mechanic available to itself and must therefore heal itself (16.17). It then derives the Averted-Cost Opacity Principle, that prevention destroys the event that would have priced it, and the Failure-Cost Identity, that a community’s aggregate expenditure on Conflict is the measured cost of its failure to hold its interfaces sub-critical, each case being the same failure read singly and examined for what failed upstream (16.18). It closes by carrying the interface picture to the field scale, where Observability and discussion give a Conflict a reach no interface began (16.19). What institutional design would deliver these derived results is not derived here.

16.1 The Received View, and What Is Wrong with It

Conflict has been treated across Western legal, political, and psychological tradition as a neutral condition: something that arises in the ordinary course of social life, whose management is the proper work of institutions. On this view Conflict is neither good nor bad. It is simply present, and the role of law, of politics, and of therapy is to resolve it efficiently when it occurs. Several traditions improve on neutrality and assign Conflict a positive value. The nineteenth-century philosopher G. W. F. Hegel argued that the self is formed only through the resistance of other selves, that we become who we are by being met and contested (Hegel, 1807). A later line of political thought, the agonistic tradition, holds that political life is constituted by the permanent contest of adversaries and cannot be engineered into final consensus (Mouffe, 2000). Market economics recasts Conflict in the softer vocabulary of competition and treats it as allocatively efficient. Adversarial legal procedure presents itself as a truth-discovery mechanism, in which opposed interests collide to produce an outcome closer to justice than any single perspective could reach (Fuller, 1978).

Each of these positions contains a genuine insight, and the framework preserves the underlying insight in each, that multiple perspectives improve information, which it retains as friction, while showing the further institutional claim, that adversarial proceeding discovers Truth, to be false. But each also misidentifies what Conflict is, because each fails to distinguish the productive form of human friction, which the traditions correctly admire, from the destructive form, which consumes the parties to it. This chapter draws that distinction and shows that, once it is drawn, two conclusions follow in sequence. The productive form is necessary and worth protecting. The destructive form, which this book reserves the capitalised term Conflict to denote, is always net negative, and the proper response to it is not efficient adjudication after the fact but redesign of the interface beforehand. And once that is established, the institution humanity built to adjudicate Conflict can be examined on its own terms, which is where the chapter’s account of Justice begins.

By this point in Part I the reader holds the full architecture: motivation arises from three sources (Axiom 1), those sources are integrated into a single valuation signal whose source-tags are then destroyed (Axioms 2 and 3), the resulting introspective gap is filled by sincere but inaccurate narrative (Axiom 4), and Belief is revised by Bayesian updating that is indifferent to the accuracy or the consequences of what it processes (Axiom 8). From these premises alone, the chapter derives that productive friction and destructive Conflict are two regimes of a single feedback mechanism separated by a threshold; that once an interface crosses that threshold the damage is self-amplifying and therefore incompatible with Subcriticality Maintenance; and that Freedom, Coercion, and Justice, far from being moral commitments imported from outside, fall out of the same disaggregation of motivation that produced the rest of the framework. The closing recognition, that humanity is the only mechanic available to its own interface, is a consequence of the architecture rather than an exhortation laid on top of it.

16.2 Friction Is Not Conflict

A reader who values robust disagreement, the contest of rival positions, the struggle through which people sharpen their views and societies test their assumptions, will hear the claim that Conflict is always net negative as the claim that all disagreement and resistance is bad. That is not the claim. The traditions that prize struggle are pointing at something real, and the framework agrees with them. What they have not had is a way to separate the struggle worth keeping from the struggle worth preventing, because they have lacked the architecture that distinguishes the two. The distinction is one of kind, not of degree.

A gearbox under load experiences friction at every meshing surface, and that friction is not a malfunction. It is the mechanism by which force is transmitted: the teeth deform elastically, return to their shape, and pass motion from one shaft to the next. A gearbox without friction would transmit nothing at all. Grinding is a categorically different phenomenon. Grinding occurs when friction exceeds the material tolerance of the meshing surfaces, the teeth deform plastically rather than elastically, heat accumulates faster than it can be dissipated, and the geometry of the interface is permanently altered. Grinding is not friction at a higher intensity. The shift from elastic to plastic deformation is a change of regime, distinguished from friction by the irreversibility of the damage it leaves behind. This is the whole basis of the analogy. Friction is expected and necessary, and the metal returns to itself. Once the deformation turns plastic, the teeth wear each other away, and no amount of continued running restores them. Friction is dissipated. Grinding is accumulated.

The same categorical distinction applies to human interaction, and for the same reason. When two Individuals with divergent Self-Models encounter one another, and each treats the other’s expressed position as evidence worth genuinely updating on, the result is productive friction. Both Self-Models take on load, revise their priors against the new evidence (Axiom 8), and emerge better calibrated to the world than they began. This is the mechanism behind every phenomenon the struggle-valuing traditions admire: it is how a person’s view is tested and improved by meeting a view they find wrong, and how, across a whole population, the private blind spots of Individuals are partially corrected by collision with the blind spots of others, working against the Source Opacity that would otherwise leave each Self-Model accountable to nothing beyond itself (Axiom 3). Without it, Self-Models harden in isolation. Productive friction is, in this exact sense, necessary, and the framework not only tolerates it but identifies it as the mechanism through which Self-Models improve their fit to reality.

Conflict is the different state that obtains when productive friction has crossed the tolerance of the interface into grinding. That shift of regime is the Conflict-as-Failure-Mode Principle: Conflict is the super-critical failure state of the interface rather than a neutral condition to be adjudicated, and Conflict is distinct in kind from productive friction. Where the geometry of a setting, its rules, its visibility, its scarcity, the Coupling Strength and Decoherence Time it imposes, reliably carries divergent Self-Models past that tolerance, the setting is a Grinding Interface: a contract, a neighbourhood, a market or an institution built so that ordinary difference is turned into collision rather than passed between the parties as load. The friction has not ceased; its magnitude has risen. But it is no longer passing load between the parties as Belief-revision. It is deforming both Self-Models permanently and consuming the resources of both, with no compensating gain, because the conditions under which Belief-revision could occur have been foreclosed.

Elastic deformation leaves nothing behind; the Self-Model takes the load of productive friction and returns to its shape. Plastic deformation leaves a permanent alteration, and on the human side of the interface that permanent alteration is Trauma. This architectural use of the term is broader than the clinical diagnosis: it names any persistent, adverse, partially reparable but never fully reversible modification of the Self-Model’s priors, of which clinical post-traumatic stress is one severe form. In the grinding regime the loop writes its escalation into the Self-Model, the hardened narrative that required the other to be at fault, the raised stake on having prevailed, the heightened Salience of threat, and when the episode ends those updates do not vacate. They persist as altered priors, through which later encounters are read.

Trauma also arises by an exogenous route that has nothing to do with any Conflict: the death of someone loved, a serious accident, an illness, an assault, a disaster can each impose an alteration the Self-Model cannot absorb cleanly. In both cases the residue is the same, and in both cases it can be repaired, in part, but never reversed. An Individual can do the long work and recover function, can be brought back within serviceable tolerance, just as a plastically deformed gear can be machined back into service. But repair is rework, not replacement. It never returns the Individual to the configuration that would have obtained had the grinding not occurred, and that gap, between repaired and never-harmed, is the cost no downstream remedy can reach. Sections 16.5 and 16.12 return to it.

Trauma is best understood not as a category of event but as an axis: the magnitude of irreversible deformation a Self-Model sustains, on the one surface every Individual carries into every situation. A slight hardening of priors and the loss of a load-bearing node sit at different points on the same axis, not in different categories. Because every loop runs on the priors the deformation has altered, the degree of deformation is the degree to which the loop is loaded, and the relation is continuous: a small deformation nudges the operating point, a severe one drives the loop hard, and at the limit the loading is maximal. Conflict deforms the Self-Model from within, and bereavement, accident, illness, or assault deform it from without, but both act on the same axis and load the same loop, differing in degree and in the parameter profile that carries them (Coupling Strength, Decoherence Time), never in kind. Grief is therefore not a special case the analysis must reach around, but Self-Model Trauma at high magnitude, the same construct the chapter applies to rivalry, both points on the one axis.

16.3 The Loop That Crosses the Threshold

If friction and Conflict are two regimes of one mechanism, a single quantity separates them. The most familiar instance of the phenomenon is one almost everyone has heard. A singer steps too close to a speaker, the speaker feeds the microphone, the microphone feeds the speaker, and within a second the room is filled with a rising howl that climbs until someone acts or the equipment fails. That howl is a loop whose gain has crossed a threshold. While the gain around the loop stays below one, a stray sound entering the system dies away; while it stays below one, the room sounds live, resonant, full, which is the friction the sound is meant to carry. When the gain crosses one, the same loop stops dissipating and starts compounding, and the perturbation that would have decayed instead grows on every pass. The howl is not loud friction. It is the system in a different regime, the regime in which each pass amplifies the last.

What no one in the room does, when the howl begins, is wait to see how it resolves. Nobody treats the feedback as a contest between the singer and the speaker to be run to its conclusion, and nobody endures it until the drivers blow. Everyone looks at the engineer at the mixing desk, because everyone understands two things at once: that the howl will climb until something gives if no one intervenes, and that the fix is not to endure it but to act on the loop. How humanity should treat Conflict is contained in the gap between how a room responds to feedback through a speaker, which is instantly and at the desk, and how human societies respond to feedback between two Self-Models, which is to let it run. The only difference between the two cases is that the loop in the room is audible, and the loop at the interface is disguised by sincere narrative about what the dispute is really about.

The quantity is Loop Gain, and the framework has been using it throughout. Within each Individual’s Decision Hub a Mimetic signal lifts the value assigned to an Object, the raised valuation updates the Salience the Object carries on the next cycle, and the raised Salience feeds the next Mimetic signal. The gain around that loop is a single quantity, the product of the couplings that close the cycle, and there is a critical value, which Appendix A derives as unity, at which the system changes regime. Below it a perturbation decays, and the interaction is friction: another person’s evident wanting briefly raises the appeal of a thing, the appeal fades, and the episode resolves itself. Above it the perturbation compounds, the value of the contested Object climbs without a natural limit, and the interaction tips from friction into grinding.

The threshold between the regimes is the threshold the framework has used before: the point at which Coupling Strength between the parties becomes high enough that each party’s wanting is the dominant evidence for the other’s, and at which Decoherence Time lengthens enough that reality cannot intrude to discipline the climb. The formal treatment of the loop, its critical value, and the interventions available on it is given in Appendix A; this chapter needs only the legible picture and the named threshold.

The most ordinary instance of a human loop crossing that threshold is one every parent has watched and no parent has solved. Two children are in a room with a single toy. One child is playing with it contentedly. The second child, who ignored the toy a moment ago, observes the first child wanting it and, by the fast preconscious transmission that carries Mimetic signals below the level of awareness (Axiom 7), catches the desire. No new Object has appeared. Mimetic Desire never manufactures its own Object; it inflates the value of the one already present (Axiom 5), and there is only the one toy. The toy cannot satisfy both children at once, which makes it the scarce Object the loop requires.

Now the loop engages. The more the second child reaches for the toy, the tighter the first child’s grip, because each child reads the other’s rising want as confirmation that the toy is worth wanting, and each updates its Salience higher in turn. While the Loop Gain stays below its critical value, the episode burns out: a parent redirects them, one child is distracted, the desire decays. Once the Loop Gain crosses the threshold, the episode does not burn out. It compounds into the grab, the scream, and not rarely the blow. Nothing about the children explains this. There is only the loop, and which side of the threshold it has crossed. That the contest over a single toy can end in a struck child is the first and smallest instance of the pathway this part of the book is tracing, the pathway from a crossed threshold to violence, and the following chapter follows it to its collective end. This is also why sharing is the hardest thing a parent teaches and never teaches once: the instruction to share is an instruction to hold the loop sub-critical against an architecture that, given a single Object and a watching rival, drives it the other way.

Two children and one toy is the ignition condition. Each child’s Decision Hub transduces its Common-Currency Scalar (the Scalar) onto the toy, and the Scalar’s one job is to correct the deficit that raised it. The toy can be held by one child at a time, so only one of the two arcs can close, and while the contest runs neither does. A deficit stands until its correction completes and re-emits its signal for as long as it goes uncorrected, so the two open arcs go on driving the interface rather than falling silent.

What follows is the transfer, and it is ordinary. Where an Object is gated, the claim passes to whatever unlocks it, and what stands between each child and the toy is the other child. The transfer is accurate: the other child does gate the toy, and prevailing over them would deliver it. What the architecture cannot supply is why the obstacle is there. The distress was produced by one toy and two claims upon it, and Source Opacity denies both children introspective access to that fact, so the Thinker resolves the question over the Hypothesis Space it has, and under the agent-based causal default of Axiom 9 the resolution is agent-shaped. What it returns is a disposition in the other child: they are greedy, they are unfair, they are the sort who takes. The reading of the gate is correct. The account of the gate is a Confabulation, and under the Sincerity Guarantee it is believed.

What the Thinker has written is a Grievance Belief: the Agent-Type hypothesis for that Individual concentrated on its Predator and Rival coordinates, the Belief that the other is taking, blocking or threatening. The deficit supplied the urgency and the transfer supplied the target; what the Agent-Based Causal Default supplied is the framing, and the three arrive as one Belief with an action-tendency built in, because prevailing over the agent reads to the Decision Hub as correcting the deficit. The deficit is not required for the concentration, only for its force. The classifier reads non-behavioural evidence directly, and the Predator coordinate is among the fastest it moves, so the framing can be laid down on presentation and held there by restatement with no deficit behind it at any point. A deficit arriving afterwards finds the agent already framed and has only to supply the urgency.

The sequence by which the type is installed on a first encounter is fixed by the order of the components. An Individual-Object never met before carries no specific-Object vector, so what conditions the Observer’s read is the inherited template for Individuals of that presentation, and what the Observer emits is signed Salience, negative where the template is aversive, inside its operating window and before deliberation is available. The Decision Hub integrates that contribution into the Scalar and destroys its source tag on the way (Chapter 9). What reaches the Thinker is therefore a felt dislike of a particular person with no accessible account of where it came from, and Ground-Resolution supplies the account from the Hypothesis Space it has, which under the Agent-Based Causal Default completes on a property of the person rather than on the transmission that delivered the signal. The posterior committed is a Grievance Belief, written by the resolution of a valuation the holder did not author and cannot trace.

Two properties of the type follow from that ordering. The Belief is unanchored at the moment of writing, nothing in the sequence having required a deficit: the Salience was supplied by the template and the attribution by the resolution. And the reasons arrive after the verdict rather than before it, which is why the grounds for such a Belief are reported second and felt as discovered. It is the Belief under which the other party’s conduct is thereafter read as threat, and that reading is what ignites the adversarial branch of the Interactional Confirmation Loop (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.9; Appendix A, Section A.11.8): a party moved against guards or strikes back and emits the hostility the Grievance Belief predicted. Where the party at the gate is reciprocity-exempt and emits nothing, the confirming stream is supplied instead by co-holders, each expressed Grievance Belief arriving at the next holder as social proof (Chapter 13, Section 13.4), so the property survives the asymmetry by changing its source.

The type is fixed by that structure and not by the accuracy of the account or the conviction of the holder, which are the two orthogonal dimensions of Truth-Value Orthogonality (Chapter 14): the same Grievance Belief loads the same interface whether the other child really is the sort who takes, and whether the child holding it is gripped by it or has already noticed that holding it is useful. No other Belief type does this. A Content-Belief about the world compounds toward its Object and satiates on convergence, a Source Belief names no one, and a Boundary-Belief names no agent. Conflict at every scale runs on a Grievance Belief, and Content-Independence holds within the type and not across it (Chapter 13, Section 13.8.6). The Grievance Gateway and the Three-Test Battery (Chapter 11, Section 11.18) are tests applied to a Belief of this type and to no other.

The type attaches to a party rather than to a role. Where an Individual is attacked, the harm is a felt deficit and the attacker is the agent gating its correction, so the defender forms a Grievance Belief of the same type, accurate on the gate-reading and loading the interface identically, since the type is fixed by structure rather than by accuracy. Nor does the type turn on which party the holder takes to have been wronged: an Individual who believes the other is aggrieved at them, and reads that grievance as a threat, reads the other as the gate just the same. Nor need the deficit be the holder’s own: where the Intrinsic empathic signal registers another’s deficit and fuses with an agent-attribution for it, the holder reads the gate on the sufferer’s behalf, which is Pseudo-Empathy (Chapter 11, Section 11.20) and the route by which a population none of whose members is personally deprived acquires a target.

One Grievance Belief suffices, and the second need never form. Where it does, it is generated by the first party’s conduct, which is the adversarial branch of the Interactional Confirmation Loop reached from an unfavourable estimate on either side (Appendix A, Section A.11.8), where a single estimate suffices and no disposition to hostility is required at either end. Where it does not, the party at the gate unaware, unable to retaliate, or selected precisely because retaliation would be costless to provoke, the interface runs to discharge from one end alone. Conflict therefore requires neither that anyone be mistaken nor that both parties be in it. What the two limbs separate is where the error lies when there is one: the gate-reading is frequently accurate on both sides, and the Confabulated limb is the dispositional account of the party at the gate, they are the sort who takes, they are the sort who attacks, which is the limb the Belief Register keeps after the Object is settled, and the reason enmity outlives the episode that produced it.

The case in which the wrong sits at the holder’s own end runs the same transfer from the other end, and it explains why wronging another raises hostility toward them rather than producing remorse. An Individual who has wronged another asks whether the wronged party will retaliate, and before any retaliation the question has nothing to decohere against, since nothing has happened. The competing Hypotheses stand together with a live Interference Term. What resolves them is not evidence but closure-demand, Ground-Resolution having to return a ground for the Decision Hub to act on, and the resolution is biased before it begins: by the Extraction-Direction Asymmetry, threat-directed processing runs on the higher-gain, slower-decaying channel while its alternative runs on the ordinary one, so the open question collapses toward threat because the channel favours it and not because the evidence does.

The holder cannot tell which kind of open question they face. If the wronged party has privately resolved to retaliate, the state is settled and only access is missing; if they have not, the holder’s own next conduct is part of what settles it. Both present identically from the inside, and acting on the threat reading is sound in the first case and self-fulfilling in the second, where guarded or pre-emptive conduct supplies the wronged party with the grievance the holder was guarding against. Section 16.17 states that limb: sustained adversarial treatment shifts the treated party’s dispositions, and a self-confirming estimate becomes self-fulfilling. Two consequences follow for the corrective. Epistemic Suspension is what holds the question open, and this is among the hardest cases in which to run it, because the harm anticipated is the holder’s own and A-urgency drives closure. And restitution works mechanically rather than morally, supplying the Referent the state was missing and collapsing it in the other direction.

The third phase is where the toy leaves the account, and it leaves through the Belief Register. The Thinker’s resolution is not discarded when the contest ends. It is written as a prior about that Individual, and the Belief Register conditions the Observer’s assessment on every subsequent encounter with them, so the disposition is thereafter supplied rather than inferred, before awareness and without reference to any toy.

The deficit was about the toy, and the toy answers it: whichever child ends up holding it closes that arc. The prior is about the other child, and the toy’s whereabouts reach it in neither direction. So the episode closes and the prior stands, the child who prevailed holding the toy and the prior, the child who lost holding the prior alone. The episode itself remains in the Memory Store, which is non-committal and retains it with the toy in place, so an Individual asked what the quarrel was about can often say. What runs on encountering the other child is the Belief Register’s prior, and it runs first.

One qualification bounds the transfer, and it does not reach the Confabulation. Where the party standing in the way does not in fact gate the Object, the claim rests on a target whose removal delivers nothing, and the Three-Test Battery identifies that case. Where they do gate it, as the other child does, the Three-Test Battery is satisfied and the dispositional surplus is untouched, because what the Three-Test Battery tests is whether action against the target would reach the Object, not whether the account of the target is true. Removing a gate is tractable. Correcting a prior about the Individual who held it is the slow loop’s work, and nothing in the contest performs it.

The epistemic contest is this sequence with an argument in the toy’s place.

Adults are not exempt. The adult runs the same Decision Hub and the same loop on the same architecture. What the adult has acquired is not freedom from the loop but sophistication in concealing it: a richer supply of sincere narrative to recast the rivalry as principle, justice, or necessity rather than as caught wanting (Axiom 4), and a set of institutions, the contract dispute, the bidding war, the border skirmish, through which the grinding can be conducted at a remove and given a respectable name. The loop is the same; only its scale and its disguise have changed. At the level of the single Individual it is the fast valuation loop just described; between many Individuals it is a network of the same loops coupled together, whose stability is governed by the same threshold condition raised to the scale of the network (Appendix A).

This is what the French theorist René Girard identified when he described desire as triangular and rivalry as its natural issue: that we come to want things because others want them, and that shared wanting for a single Object turns the parties into rivals, with the rivalry intensifying as the model and the rival draw closer together (Girard, 1961). In the present framework Girard’s intensification is the loop’s approach to and crossing of its critical value as Coupling Strength rises, and Conflict is rivalry in its grinding form. Conflict is the state of an interface whose Loop Gain has crossed the critical threshold, in which divergent Self-Models compete over a scarce or positional Object, Coupling Strength is high, Decoherence Time is long, and each party’s narrative has hardened into a form that requires the other to be at fault.

The loop does not run on a fixed contested Object. While the parties are still reconciling divergent Self-Models, the Object is epistemic. What each is contesting is the world, the question of who has it right, and the loop in this phase is friction in the exact sense already given, each treating the other’s position as evidence and updating against it under Bayesian revision (Axiom 8). This epistemic Object carries a property the framework has already isolated, it satiates. Convergence ends it. When the parties reach agreement, or one revises toward the other, the thing they were contesting is resolved and the drive it supplied to the loop falls away, because an answered question stops being wanted. This is Differential Satiation operating on the epistemic Object (Axiom 6), and it is the loop’s only self-terminating term.

The transposition is what happens when that term empties out. Argumentation does not always converge, and under the architecture it frequently cannot, because Source Opacity (Axiom 3) denies each party introspective access to the driver of their own position, and neither runs the contrasts that would reveal it, leaving each unable to locate why the other will not be moved. The gap is filled, as the architecture requires, by sincere narrative (Axiom 4), and the narrative that achieves closure is that the other is wrong, or obstinate, or arguing in bad faith. That hardened narrative is no longer about the world. It is about the other party’s standing relative to one’s own, and the contested Object has become positional, the matter of which party is the one who is right. This second Object is Mimetic, and by the same axiom that gave the epistemic Object its brake, the positional Object has none, because Mimetic Desire does not satiate (Axiom 6). The loop has not acquired a new mechanism. It has lost the only term that could stop it.

The transposition is continuous, not a switch. There is no instant at which the dispute flips from being about Truth to being about face. What happens is that as convergence fails, the weight the integrated valuation places on the Mimetic component rises while the epistemic Object’s satiable drive falls away, and the loop gain, which is the product of the couplings closing the cycle, rises with it. Conflict is the name for the condition that obtains once that rising Mimetic weight has carried the loop gain across unity, the point at which the positional Object is supplying the drive and the epistemic Object has emptied out. Friction and Conflict are therefore two regimes of one loop, separated not by a change of machinery but by which Object is loading it and whether that Object can satiate.

16.4 Why Conflict Is Incompatible with a Stable Society

The framework’s standing measure of a society’s stability is whether its coupled loops remain sub-critical, so that disturbances decay rather than compound. This is Subcriticality Maintenance, and the friction-grinding distinction maps onto it exactly. Friction is compatible with Subcriticality Maintenance by definition: a sub-critical loop dissipates the perturbation, the parties return to their baseline, and whatever Belief-revision occurred is banked as a permanent gain. A society can sustain unlimited friction indefinitely, because friction does not accumulate. The productive struggle the struggle-valuing traditions admire is not merely permitted by the architecture; it is the sub-critical operation of the very loop whose super-critical operation produces Conflict. Hegel’s insight that the self is formed through resistance, and the agonistic insight that political life is permanent contest, are descriptions of friction held below the threshold, and the framework affirms both. A room with normal acoustic liveness is not a room on the way to a howl; it is the loop doing the work it is meant to do.

Conflict is incompatible with Subcriticality Maintenance for the mirror-image reason, and the incompatibility is not a matter of degree. In the grinding regime the Mimetic stake on prevailing rises for both parties, and that rise lifts Coupling Strength, which lifts Loop Gain, which lifts the Mimetic stake again. This is positive feedback with no self-terminating term in the Mimetic channel, because Mimetic Desire, alone among the three sources, has no natural point of satiation Axiom 6, a property Appendix A formalises as the no-self-termination property of the Mimetic channel. Appetites satiate cyclically and Intrinsic Motivation regulates itself through the quality of engagement, but the Mimetic channel supplies drive to the cycle without absorbing any from it, which is precisely the property that makes the loop able to run away. A sub-critical loop has a brake; a super-critical loop does not.

An unresolved Conflict therefore does not sit at some fixed level of harm waiting to be adjudicated. It escalates, because escalation is what a super-critical loop does, and escalation is precisely the breach of Subcriticality the framework warns against. This is the architectural meaning of the plastic deformation in the analogy: the damage compounds because the loop driving it compounds. Friction can be left alone. Conflict, left alone, gets worse, and at the limit it runs toward the collective fixed point at which a whole population’s loops lock together, the condition the following chapter examines as Violence.

The point at which a given interface crosses the threshold is rarely set at the interface itself. It is very often set upstream, and this connects Conflict directly to the architecture of Mimetic extraction examined in the chapter on Money, Debt and the Architecture of Mimetic Extraction. Three upstream conditions push a loop super-critical, and each names a distinct point at which a society either does or does not do the work of prevention.


	Appetitive precarity. When a party sits close to the A-floor, the contested Object is processed as bearing on survival, so yielding registers as an A-threat rather than a tolerable loss, and the stake that drives the loop is correspondingly higher. Appetitive precarity raises the operating point of the loop, the level around which it runs, so that an interaction which would have stayed sub-critical for a secure party crosses the threshold for a precarious one. Lack of money is the most common manufacturer of this condition, and the financial architecture that holds populations in chronic A-precarity is therefore a generator of Conflict, not merely a backdrop to it.

	Information deprivation. When a party lacks access to evidence outside the dispute, Decoherence Time lengthens, because nothing arrives to discipline the climbing valuation, and the Hypothesis Space within which the party can interpret the other stays narrow. Environments that slow the arrival of correcting evidence are more dangerous not because they lower the threshold but because they extend the window over which a super-critical loop can compound before reality intrudes (Appendix A). A party kept in the dark grinds longer before anything stops it.

	Pre-existing Trauma. An Individual whose Self-Model already carries the altered priors of an earlier grinding, or of an exogenous life event, arrives at the next interface with threat-Salience already raised and priors already hardened, so the loop starts from a higher operating point and crosses the critical threshold sooner. Trauma from bereavement, accident, illness, or assault, though it originates in no Conflict, predisposes the Individual who carries it to cross the threshold in the next interface that arises, which is why a population carrying unrepaired Trauma is a population in which Conflict propagates more readily, with no one intending it. Trauma is thus both an output of one Conflict and a predisposing input to the next.



The parties to a Conflict do not meet as blank interfaces. They meet already loaded by conditions that the surrounding institutional architecture, the financial system foremost among them, has placed on them in advance. It means that the volume of Conflict a society generates is, in large part, a function of how much deprivation it has allowed to accumulate upstream, a point the cost analysis now develops, and it means that the most powerful interventions act on these upstream conditions rather than on the disputes they produce, a point the second half of the chapter returns to when it asks what Justice must be. That ordering is the Early-Identification Principle: a developing Conflict is arrested most cheaply, and A-deprivation and I-deprivation are most fully prevented, while the interface remains subcritical, which is the ignition-and-release asymmetry stated as a cost: the reduction that brings an ignited loop back exceeds the reduction that would have prevented the ignition (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.13.6). The credible possibility of Conflict can itself hold some interfaces sub-critical, but removing the drivers is the better stabiliser, because deterrence by threatened grinding leaves the loop loaded and one perturbation away from crossing, whereas addressing the upstream conditions lowers the operating point itself.

16.5 Why Conflict Is Always Net Negative

The received view holds that Conflict is, at worst, net neutral: a redistribution in which what the winner gains the loser loses, plus some transaction cost. Once the loop analysis is in place, that framing is no longer tenable. Conflict is the operation of a super-critical loop, and a super-critical loop accumulates damage that no later transfer reverses. The costs fall under five heads, and they are not a list of grievances but the itemised damage of one compounding process.

The remedy is structurally incomplete. Conflict Resolution, whether through courts, tribunals, or bilateral negotiation, operates on a fixed template: adjudicate a winner and a loser, make the winner whole on observable loss, and impose costs on the loser. In a typical civil matter the award repairs identifiable out-of-pocket loss and nothing more. The system does not compensate the Trauma absorbed across the dispute, the time and attention consumed, or the hardening of each party’s Self-Model into a configuration that required the other to be at fault. These are real costs, established in Section 16.2 as the plastic deformation the grinding leaves behind, and the remedy is built so as not to reach them.

Appetitive deprivation accumulates across the life of the dispute. While the Conflict runs, the parties divert resources, money, time, cognitive capacity, social bandwidth, away from A-provision and toward the infrastructure of the dispute. The period over which this diversion persists, often months or years, is a period during which the A-floor of both parties sits lower than it would have done absent the Conflict, irrespective of outcome. No award restores the months, and the diversion deepens the very A-precarity that Section 16.4 identified as a driver of the loop, so that a protracted Conflict tends to feed the condition that sustains it.

Intrinsic Motivation is suppressed across the same period. Sustained attention to an adversarial proceeding crowds out I-engagement with work, craft, relationships, and civic projects. The winner’s eventual award does not reconstitute the book unwritten, the skill not deepened, the friendship not tended. This is a dead-weight loss in the strict sense: the welfare was never generated, so no one receives it, and it appears in no party’s accounting because it consists of goods that were never brought into being.

The Mimetic stake escalates between the parties. The adversarial structure raises Coupling Strength that was not present before the dispute began, each party’s expressed position enters the other’s evidential environment, and under Source Opacity and Confabulation each reads the other’s position as evidence of bad character rather than as the output of a coupled system. The Mimetic Premium on being proven right accumulates, and the Mimetic Premium routinely outlasts the formal resolution. The verdict ends the proceeding; it does not discharge the loop, which is why parties so often leave a concluded matter more committed to their grievance than they entered it. The Conflict Horizon is the period that begins at the onset of identified friction between Self-Models and ends not at formal adjudication but at the full discharge of the Mimetic Premium accumulated between the parties during the proceeding.

The loop is not confined to the minutes or hours of an exchange. Each pass updates the Self-Model’s priors, and the posterior reached on the positional Object at the end of one pass does not dissipate when the encounter ends; it persists as the prior the next pass starts from (Axiom 8). That stored posterior remains available for further escalation on the next observation of the other party, and, because the positional Object is held in the Self-Model rather than in the room, on the mere remembering of the Conflict, each act of recall feeding the loop another pass without the other party present at all. A loop can therefore run over seconds, or it can persist over a lifetime, which is the architecture of a grudge: a positional Object kept warm by recall and re-escalated whenever the other party is observed or merely brought to mind.

This is also why adjudication does not end it. A verdict declaring one party the winner and the other the loser resolves the proceeding, but it does not run either party’s update for them, and on the axis where the Conflict actually lives, the Self-Model, both parties may still despise each other and will continue to read with high Salience whatever the other shows a desire for (Axioms 5 and 7). The loop survives the judgment because the judgment never reached the surface the loop runs on.

Public resources are consumed. Courts, tribunals, regulators, and police are funded from public A-provision, and every hour of judicial time spent administering a private dispute is an hour not spent on A-securing public goods. The administration of justice is a transfer from the commons to the parties.

The net-negativity holds first at the aggregate level, and there it requires no further premise. The contested Object is a transfer, in any real Conflict there is a loser who bears precisely the loss the winner takes, so the winner’s gain and the loser’s loss cancel when the dyad is taken together. What does not cancel is everything the loop destroyed in the running. The four costs already itemised, the incomplete remedy, the A-deprivation, the I-suppression, and the M-escalation, are borne by both parties, and the public cost is borne by the commons. None of these is transferred from one party to the other, so none nets out. Summed across the dyad and the commons, the contested Object washes out and the costs remain, which means the aggregate is pure deadweight. At this level the conclusion that Conflict is always net negative follows from the accounting alone.

Even the winner ends behind, and it follows once the prize is named correctly. The winner takes away one thing the loser does not, the prize of prevailing, the standing of having been the party who won. That prize is a Mimetic Object, a position relative to the other rather than a good with a substrate of its own, and by Differential Satiation it does not satiate (Axiom 6). It is therefore traded against the winner’s own real costs, the four they bore in full alongside the loser, and a non-satiating positional Object cannot discharge a real loss. It supplies no A-provision, reconstitutes no suppressed I-engagement, and repairs no Trauma, it only renews the wanting, which is why the vindicated party so often finds the victory thinner than expected and the grievance still live. The winner has exchanged real and partly irreversible costs for a positional Object that cannot close them, and so ends behind. This is the architectural content of the lawyer’s commonplace that nobody truly wins in litigation, even the party who wins.

A diagnostic corollary follows once Conflict is established as net negative, and it operates at the level of the society rather than the dispute. If each instance of Conflict is net negative, and if the conditions that drive interfaces super-critical are the forms of deprivation set out in Section 16.4, then the aggregate volume of Conflict a society generates, taken together with its volumes of crime and of dispute, is a health measure of that society, and it tracks deprivation. A rising volume does not mark a society maturing, growing more sophisticated, or putting its affairs in better order. It marks a society degrading, its interfaces crossing the threshold more often, and degrading specifically along the pathway toward violence and crisis that the following chapter traces.

The measure reads the system, not the parties. A high or rising volume is evidence that upstream conditions have been allowed to deteriorate, that A-floors have fallen, that information has been withheld, that Trauma has gone unrepaired, and not evidence that the population has grown more culpable. This keeps the corollary consistent with the architecture: it points upstream at the deprivation to be remedied, of which the financial production of A-precarity examined in the money chapter is the most significant source, rather than downstream at the offenders to be blamed. The observation is qualitative as stated here, but it is measurable in principle. Aggregate Conflict, crime, and dispute volumes can in principle be tracked against indices of deprivation, and the framework predicts they will move together; the construction of those specific metrics is not undertaken here. That aggregate is also the only scale at which the cost of a Conflict that was prevented becomes observable, for the reason Section 16.18 derives.

16.6 Why Conflict Is Not Information Discovery

The most sophisticated defence of Conflict is epistemic, and if it held it would justify the costs just itemised as the price of something valuable. Adversarial procedure, on this defence, is justified because opposed advocacy produces better information than either party could produce alone, so the collision of interests is a truth-discovery mechanism and its costs are the price of the Truth it yields (Fuller, 1978). The framework’s account of coupled Belief systems shows that truth-finding is orthogonal to the proceeding. Truth-tracking in a Belief system requires two conditions: low Coupling Strength, so that the evidence reaching the decision-maker stays exogenous, and short Decoherence Time, so that false certainty is disciplined by contact with reality. Adversarial proceedings satisfy neither, and the certainty they produce is generated by the coupled dynamics themselves, independently of whether any Truth has been found.

Coupling Strength within a proceeding is high by design. Each party’s filings, witness selection, and expert testimony enter the opposing party’s evidential environment and shape subsequent filings, and the trier of fact’s evidential environment is constituted almost entirely by the parties’ expressed positions. Decoherence Time is long by design. Procedural rules, discovery timetables, expert sequencing, precedent, and appellate structure are all buffers that hold the proceeding away from contact with reality until after judgment. A system with high Coupling Strength and long Decoherence Time is the precise configuration under which coupled Belief systems converge toward certainty without tracking Truth. The proceeding manufactures certainty as its output; whether that certainty coincides with the Truth is a separate question the architecture of the proceeding does not address, which is the exact meaning of orthogonality. The analysis here takes the adversarial system as the paradigm case. Inquisitorial systems, in which an investigating official rather than the parties drives the inquiry, lower the Coupling Strength somewhat by partially exogenising the evidence-gathering, but they do not eliminate the Coupling Strength, and they leave the long Decoherence Time largely intact, so the problem is reduced rather than removed and the orthogonality result still applies.

The architecture entails a sharper version of this failure, and it concerns what the most capable advocates actually possess and are then structurally prevented from contributing. A well-trained lawyer genuinely maintains calibrated private uncertainty about the strength of their own case, the practised suspension of premature closure that good professional judgment requires. That calibrated uncertainty is the single most valuable epistemic input in the room, because it is the one assessment in the proceeding that is not optimised for a side. The adversarial structure forecloses its expression. The advocate is required to collapse their calibrated private view into one-sided public advocacy, to argue the case as though their doubt did not exist, on pain of failing their client. The result is Wasted Calibration: the proceeding systematically discards the very input that would most improve its accuracy, and discards it as a condition of operating. The trier of fact therefore receives not the calibrated uncertainty of the advocates but the coupled output of two parties each optimising for the probability of prevailing. That the capacity for calibrated suspension can be trained, and what it would mean to build institutions around its expression rather than its suppression, is the subject of the later chapter on the Knowledge Patch; here the point is only that adversarial procedure is built to waste it.

This is the architectural reading of the legal system’s most settled features, and it contains two distinct claims; conflating them overreaches. The first claim concerns certainty. A proceeding in the high-Coupling-Strength, long-Decoherence-Time regime is driven toward certainty independently of whether Truth was found, which is the result the chapter on coupled Belief systems established, so the manufactured certainty of a verdict is orthogonal to Truth. The claim is narrower than it may first appear: the verdict is not noise, but the certainty attaching to it is a structural output of the regime rather than a measure of how well it tracked the world. That is the Structural Output Principle for criminal proceedings: the outputs of the proceeding, the verdict, the sentence and their institutional consequences, are set by the Coupling Strength and Decoherence Time of the regime, by the Hypotheses the procedure admits and by the institutional architecture, rather than by the truth-value of the moral claims circulating within it, and the moral vocabulary in which the proceeding conducts itself extends its Decoherence Time long enough for a determinate output to be produced without altering what determines it.

The criminal standard of proof beyond reasonable doubt is, on this reading, not a truth-finding instrument but a threshold for the shifting of cost, the point at which the community is prepared to load the weight of a contested matter onto one party so that it may close the question and leave its own Self-Models undisturbed.

The threshold is also set on the wrong quantity. Beyond reasonable doubt does not ask what the evidence establishes. It asks whether the trier of fact still doubts or, in the formulation some jurisdictions prefer, whether it is sure. That is a felt state, and for judgements of other Individuals a felt state is the one release condition the architecture rules out: an estimate of another Individual can be no more accurate than the observer’s belief about them, and nothing available to the observer measures how far that belief has strayed (Chapter 15, Section 15.11; Appendix A, Section A.11.3). The standard’s long resistance to definition follows from where it is set, since there is nothing to define but a state of mind, and Laudan’s examination of the standard reaches the same conclusion from outside the architecture: as construed, it consults the strength of the decision-maker’s belief rather than the features of the evidence that would warrant one (Laudan, 2006).

What the trier of fact is asked to be sure of is two things, in sequence. A criminal trial asks first whether the accused is the one who did the act, and only on an affirmative answer asks whether it was done with the required mental element. The harm is usually settled before either question is put, and the two questions differ in what can answer them. Whether the accused did the act is a question about conduct in the world. To the degree that its evidence comes from outside the proceeding, the forensic trace, the contemporaneous record, the witness with nothing at stake, belief about it is disciplined by contact with what happened, which is the low-Coupling-Strength case in which an estimate tracks reality (Appendix A, Section A.11.6). An identification shaped by the procedure that elicited it, or a confession shaped by the interrogation that produced it, loses that discipline in proportion to the shaping. The first question can be answered as well as the record allows. The second is answered from the record only by an inference the record cannot check.

The mental element is endogenous at both ends of the proceeding. At the accused’s end, the Decision Hub’s integration is a many-to-one map that discards the record of which sources produced the valuation, and no later stage can recover what that map did not preserve (Appendix A, Section A.2). The accused may be able to say what they aimed at. Why they aimed at it, the ground on which purpose, malice and dishonesty turn, is not available to them, and their account of it is a Confabulation however sincerely it is given. Sincere denial is the output the architecture predicts, and the reason Appendix A gives for Status holds wherever a state turns on the sources of a valuation: it is diagnosable from conduct and never from first-person report (Appendix A, Section A.11.7). At the jury’s end, an explanation of another Individual’s motivational state built from Templates in the observer’s own Self-Model is Projection by definition, and the law’s own practice concedes the point, since intention is proved by inference from what the accused did. That inference is the step the record cannot check. Its accuracy is capped by the observer’s belief about the person, and the cap lifts only through correct estimates across many encounters whose circumstances vary independently of one another, which no bounded record supplies (Appendix A, Section A.11.3). A trial supplies one event and the conduct the proceeding itself elicits, and conduct elicited by the observer carries, in the limit, no information about the disposition it is read as revealing (Appendix A, Section A.11.8). The verdict therefore certifies the trier of fact’s confidence in its own Projection of a state the accused cannot access either. The trial answers the question the record can answer, then rests the verdict on the one it cannot.

The vocabulary of the proceeding conceals all of this. The accused is innocent until proven guilty, the prosecution bears the burden of proof, and the verdict is said to rest on what has been proved. Proof, in the sense the word now carries, is a demonstration that compels assent from anyone who accepts its premises, and the word lends the verdict that authority. The tradition from which beyond reasonable doubt descends marked the difference, and said where it lay. Moral certainty was defined against the certainty of mathematical demonstration, as the confidence proper to the practical affairs of human beings, where demonstration was held to be unavailable, and the standard’s earliest form was the juror’s satisfied conscience (Shapiro, 1991). The tradition was right that the juror’s certainty parts company with demonstration, and wrong about why. Human affairs are not beyond the reach of logic: the architecture is derived, and among what it derives is what can and cannot be known about another Individual from a given record (Appendix A, Sections A.2 and A.11.3). What parts company with logic is the phenomenology. On a question of guilt the satisfied conscience is moral in the full sense, the felt conviction that the accused deserves what follows, which is the phenomenology of righteous response, and the Scapegoat Mechanism manufactures it. A harm felt on another’s behalf perturbs the Self-Models of the community it reaches, and the jury is placed in the position of the avenger on that community’s behalf. The position carries its own phenomenology. Source Opacity fuses the perturbation, the attribution to an agent, the drive to restore position and the loaded loop into a single imperative experienced as self-authored moral duty, which is Revenge Overdetermination (Section 16.12). Moral vocabulary attached to a Grievance Belief then preserves the phenomenology of righteousness whether the attribution is confabulated or accurate (Chapter 11, Section 11.22), and the sincerity of the conviction certifies that it was sincerely reached, not that it is accurate (Chapter 9, Section 9.12.1). The point at which the tradition placed the departure of moral certainty from logic is the point at which overdetermined phenomenology departs from it, and the finding proceeds on the felt experience rather than on a logical basis. The satisfied conscience is most easily reached where the harm is gravest, which is where the mechanism runs hardest, and the evidence is no stronger for it. The certainty is not practical either. A response built on it raises the Loop Gain of every interface it reaches (Section 16.9), where a response built on the logic of the harm would lower it and spread Well-Being more widely.

Nor is proof available in its weaker, statistical sense. Where the evidence is generated by the system whose belief it updates, the convergence that would carry belief toward the truth does not hold: the proceeding settles on the mutual consistency of the estimates it contains rather than on their accuracy, and no bounded record entails calibration (Appendix A, Sections A.11.3 and A.11.8). The trial proves nothing in either sense. It persuades, and records the persuasion as proof.

The law has three objects it can try, and only one of them is the harm. The criminal law tries the mind. Regulatory law, through strict liability, sets the mind aside but sets the harm aside with it, and tries breach of a rule: a parking fine imposed where other spaces stood empty repairs nothing, because nothing was lost. Breach is the right object only where the rule’s Referent is live in the conduct the rule reaches: every drive over an alcohol limit carries the raised risk the limit exists for, and the empty car park carried none of the scarcity its restriction exists to share (Section 16.11.3). The civil law of negligence tries the harm itself. There is no action without damage, the defendant’s conduct is measured against an objective standard rather than an inner state, the question is decided on the balance of probabilities, and the remedy is fixed by the loss. Negligence has the right object, though not the whole of the right response: compensation repairs the party harmed and leaves the upstream conditions and the loop untouched, and it is reached through the same high-Coupling-Strength procedure.

The second claim concerns culpability, and it is orthogonal to the diagnosis and the intervention rather than to Truth. Whether or not the burdened party genuinely did wrong, they possess the same three-source architecture as everyone else and acted on rational Bayesian updating over an impoverished Hypothesis Space, frequently under A-insufficiency (Axiom 8), and the Non-Malice Corollary makes genuine malice rare enough that the question of guilt does far less work than the proceeding’s self-presentation claims. The consequence is that the cost-shifting diagnosis and the repair-and-prevent intervention are the same whether the party was culpable or not, because both act on the loop and the upstream conditions, neither of which is a property of the party’s character. The law presents itself as a truth-finding and justice-producing enterprise, and the sincerity of that self-presentation is exactly what the framework predicts, it is the institutional analogue of the Confabulation by which an Individual experiences a Mimetically acquired desire as authentic preference (Axiom 4). Both are sincere. Neither tracks what it claims to track. Neither claim is the stronger and false assertion that the verdict carries no information about Truth; manufactured certainty orthogonal to Truth and culpability orthogonal to the response carry the whole argument.

16.7 The Hinge - Designing for the Architecture We Have

The first half of this chapter established three things about Conflict: that it is a super-critical loop rather than a neutral condition, that it is always net negative, and that the adversarial apparatus humanity built to handle it cannot find the Truth it claims to find. The natural response is to ask how the apparatus should be reformed. But that question, posed directly, smuggles in an assumption the framework has just dismantled, namely that the apparatus is aimed at the right target and merely missing it. The deeper move is to ask what the apparatus is actually built around, and the answer is that it is built around a model of the human being that the architecture of Part I has shown to be false.

The justice system presumes an agent who surveyed their options, freely chose to do wrong, and is therefore a fit subject for a cost imposed to correct the choice and deter its repetition. That agent does not exist as described. What exists is an Individual whose action issued from the Decision Hub’s integration of three sources whose tags were destroyed before awareness (Axioms 2 and 3), whose account of why they acted is sincere but inaccurate (Axiom 4), and whose choice was the Bayes-rational output of updating on whatever Hypothesis Space and evidence were available to them, frequently an impoverished Hypothesis Space under conditions of A-insufficiency (Axiom 8). The system is designed for a freely choosing agent who can be corrected by bearing a cost. The architecture we actually have is an Individual running a coupled, opaque, Bayesian valuation process under upstream conditions largely set by others. These are not the same object, and a system designed for the first will systematically mishandle the second.

The principle is not new to the framework; it has been the operating rule of every intervention the framework proposes. Once the AIM architecture has been identified for what it is, interventions must be designed for the architecture we have, not for the architecture we imagine ourselves to have. The justice system is the paradigm case of designing for the architecture we imagine. It imagines a free chooser and builds correction by punishment; it imagines that adversarial collision discovers Truth and builds proceedings that manufacture certainty instead; it imagines that holding a guilty party to account prevents recurrence and builds a machinery that, by treating the offender as a free chooser rather than as an Individual acting under upstream conditions, feeds the very priors that produced the act. Each of these is the same error committed at a different point. It takes the architecture as established and derives what Conflict-handling, and therefore Justice, must be if it is to act on the architecture that exists. The derivation proceeds in two steps: first the principle that explains what the existing system is actually doing (the Cost-Shifting Principle, run to ground through a single case), and then the constructs that a system designed for the real architecture would have to honour (Freedom, Coercion, Justice, and the rights that fall out of them).

16.8 The Cost-Shifting Principle, Run to Ground

The reading of the criminal standard generalises into a named result. Across Conflict Resolution institutions, the function the process actually performs is not the tracking of Truth but the shifting of the cost of a collective Self-Model update onto an adjudicated losing party, so that the surrounding community can keep its existing Self-Models intact rather than revise them. This is the Cost-Shifting Principle. Stated abstractly it can sound like a charge of bad faith. It is not. It is the institutional form of the same architecture that produces individual Confabulation, and the cleanest way to see it is to run a single case all the way to ground.

Consider an Individual who steals infant formula to feed a baby. The act is an A-provision under A-precarity: the contested Object satisfies a physiological deficit, and the person acts because the upstream architecture has placed them below the A-Floor at which the deficit could be met lawfully. Now ask what would be required to make the harmed party whole. The harmed party is the shopkeeper, and the shopkeeper’s actual loss is the formula. To make the shopkeeper whole requires reparation to the value of the formula, and nothing more. This is precisely what a civil court would order, because civil courts are reluctant to award beyond the loss actually suffered; the rare exception of exemplary damages is conspicuous precisely because it departs from the rule. The civil remedy is bounded by the harm.

Criminal justice does something categorically different, and the difference is the evidence. The criminal response is not reparation to the value of the formula. It is a conviction that follows the person through employment and housing for years, compounding their A-precarity and foreclosing their I-domains; it is possibly a custodial sentence; and even a community-service order is a sentence, and therefore a punishment, imposed in excess of the harm done. If the purpose of the proceeding were to make the harmed party whole, the criminal response would track the civil one, because the harm is identical in both framings, the value of the formula. It does not track it. The criminal response carries a surplus, and that surplus, the entire distance between the value of the formula and the weight of the penalty, cannot be explained by anything the shopkeeper lost. It is not the shopkeeper that the criminal justice system was built to make whole. It is the community. And what the community needs made whole is not a material loss but the perturbation the act inflicted on its collective Self-Model.

One competing explanation of the surplus remains, and if it held it would account for the severity over restitution without any appeal to the community’s avoided update. That explanation is general deterrence, the claim that the surplus does preventive work by raising the threatened cost of offending for everyone watching. It collapses on the evidence, and the manner of its collapse is independent support for the cost-shifting reading.

The surplus is severity, the punishment over and above what restitution requires, and severity is the empirically weakest of the deterrent levers. The criminological synthesis is settled on this point, severe punishment does not chasten offenders, longer sentences produce at best a very modest marginal deterrent effect, and incarceration relative to non-custodial sanctions has a null or mildly criminogenic effect on future offending rather than a corrective one (Doob & Webster, 2003; National Institute of Justice, 2016). Such deterrent work as exists runs through the certainty of apprehension, not the severity of the sanction, the consistent finding across the literature is that the probability of being caught deters where the magnitude of punishment does not (Nagin, 2013). Certainty is not the surplus. It is a property of detection and is fully compatible with the prevention account this chapter advances, indeed prevention is what certainty delivers. So the only part of the criminal sanction the deterrence defence would justify, the severity surplus, is the part the evidence shows does not deter, and the competing explanation fails on its own ground.

The architecture explains why this is so. The Non-Malice Corollary entails that severity must fail, because punishment imposed on a Self-Model that experienced itself as acting sincerely is not assimilated as correction but as evidence that the world is against the person, and that assimilation hardens the very priors that drove the act. A sanction calibrated to severity therefore feeds recurrence rather than suppressing it, which is the pattern the criminological record shows, including the finding that incarceration is at best null and at worst criminogenic. The deterrence defence of the surplus thus fails on its own ground, the one component it would justify, severity, is the component the evidence shows does not deter, and the surplus is left with only the cost-shifting reading to explain it.

The economic statement of the deterrence defence reaches the same end by another route. On the model in which deterrence turns on the expected sanction, the chance of conviction taken together with the size of the penalty (Becker, 1968), a response limited to repair leaves an offence profitable whenever the chance of being caught falls short of certainty, and the remedy the economic analysis of damages proposes is to multiply the award by the inverse of that chance (Polinsky and Shavell, 1998). The multiplied portion is the retributive surplus under another description. It buys deterrence only if offenders respond to the size of a sanction as strongly as to the chance of incurring it, which holds in Becker’s own model only for an offender indifferent to risk and is the response the criminological record does not find (Nagin, 2013). Nor is repair the whole of what being caught brings in a system designed for the architecture. Cascading Consequences restrict the means by which the act was done and, where a forward risk requires it, contain the Individual who acted (Section 16.16), so every detected offence is answered by consequence without any surplus over the harm.

The law has a phrase for the surplus, and the phrase gives the whole mechanism away. The offender is said to be paying a debt to society. But there is no debt to society in the sense the phrase implies. No member of the society lost the value of the formula; the shopkeeper’s loss is already separately reparable. The debt is conjured, and it goes not so much unexplained as unacknowledged.

What the debt actually is, once the architecture is read correctly, is the cost of the work the community would otherwise have to do itself: updating its own Self-Models to accommodate the possibility that a woman needed to feed her baby, and that the community had failed to put her in a position where she could do so without stealing. That update is expensive in the strict architectural sense, because it threatens a Self-Model organised around the proposition that one earns and then pays, a Self-Model whose revision would implicate the community in the deprivation that produced the act. Rather than perform the update, the community externalises its cost onto the offender and names the externalised cost a debt. The phrase paying a debt to society is therefore the institutional Confabulation that conceals the Cost-Shifting: a sincere narrative, believed by everyone who uses it, that supplies cognitive closure while leaving the actual structure, a community declining its own update at an Individual’s expense, unacknowledged. It is the precise institutional analogue of the individual who experiences a Mimetically acquired desire as authentic preference, and it is sincere for exactly the same reason (Axiom 4).

The criminal response to the formula thief is what designing for the architecture we imagine looks like in practice. It imagines a free chooser who needs correcting and so imposes a cost in surplus of the harm; the architecture we actually have is an Individual who updated rationally on an impoverished Hypothesis Space under A-insufficiency, for whom the surplus cost is not correction but persecution. Punishment imposed on a Self-Model that acted sincerely is not received as a lesson. It is assimilated as further evidence that the world is arrayed against the person, and it hardens the very priors that drove the original act, which is the architectural reason punishment-focused intervention systematically fails to prevent recurrence (the Non-Malice Corollary). A system designed for the architecture we have would ask a different question of the formula thief: not what cost will discharge the community’s discomfort, but what would actually prevent recurrence and repair the harm. The harm to the shopkeeper is repaired by reparation to the value of the formula. Recurrence is prevented by raising the A-floor that the theft signalled had fallen. Neither of these is punishment, and neither requires a finding of fault to proceed.

Of the trial’s two questions, the response needs only the first. A crime exists because there is a harm or the risk of one, and a system designed for the architecture we have asks three things of it: what the harm is, how it is repaired, and how its recurrence is prevented. Where the offence is the creation of a risk, there is nothing to repair, and prevention is the whole of the legitimate response. Whether the accused did the act matters because it says where the repair and the prevention are to be directed, and it is the question the record can answer. What prevention needs to know about the person is carried by the upstream conditions and by the pattern of their conduct, which the Aggregation Gradient makes recoverable where introspection is not (Appendix A, Section A.8). The mental element answers nothing the response needs. It grades culpability, and culpability does work only for punishment, which repairs no deficit in the party harmed, none in the party who acted and none in the community. That is what the formula case has shown the surplus to be.

The demand for certainty belongs to the punishment, not to the finding. Punishment wrongly imposed cannot be withdrawn, and a community that intends to impose it requires itself to be certain first. Remove the punishment and the reason for the threshold goes with it. Reparation and prevention can proceed in proportion to the evidence while the question remains open, because a misdirected repair costs little: the confidence a response requires rises with how far the response cannot be undone. The incompatibility between beyond reasonable doubt and Epistemic Suspension is therefore not a property of adjudication as such. It is the price of retaining punishment, and a response organised around the harm does not pay it. Suspension can be held throughout.

The whole community pays that price. Innocent until proven guilty is an instruction to the community to hold its doubt: until the verdict, every member is entitled, even encouraged, to suspend judgement. A verdict of guilt withdraws the instruction and licenses every member to be certain. No verdict licenses the opposite certainty. An acquittal finds the accused not guilty, never innocent, so the one Belief the proceeding can certify is the Grievance Belief. Suspension toward another Individual is relaxed by degrees, as conduct the observer did not shape accumulates (Chapter 18, Section 18.5.1). The verdict relaxes it at once and for everyone, and the conviction of the trier of fact becomes the conviction of the accused. From that moment each member’s estimate of the accused is taken from the verdict rather than from contact with the person, which is the high-Coupling-Strength regime in which a shared estimate is held in place after the reality beneath it has moved (Appendix A, Sections A.11.0 and A.11.6). A verdict of guilt is the collective authorisation of that Grievance Belief, the one Belief type whose certainty licenses action against a person.

The jury is therefore asked to do two things at once and told that it is doing one. The first is to establish that the accused is the one who did the act, which requires the question to be held open on evidence from outside the proceeding. The second is to authorise, on the community’s behalf, the avenging of the victim, which requires the question to be closed. The two pull in opposite directions, and the second is set by the gravity of the harm rather than by the evidence against the accused, so the graver the crime the harder the second presses on the first. Known wrongful convictions of the wrong person are concentrated in the gravest cases, out of all proportion to their share of prosecutions, and at least one in twenty-five defendants sentenced to death is innocent (Gross, 1996; Gross et al., 2014). Beneath both lies a third that is never acknowledged. What the avenging discharges is the community’s own avoided update, the recognition that the upstream conditions which produced the act were left in place, and this is the Cost-Shifting Principle at its most concentrated. The verdict convicts the accused of the act and, in the same moment, acquits the community of the conditions.

The separation of sentencing from the finding of guilt is what makes that certainty available. The guilt question admits two Hypotheses in sequence, that the accused did the act and that they did it with the required mental element, and nothing else. The rest of the accused’s life is kept out of it. It enters only through the recognised defences, and a defence that succeeds defeats guilt entirely. Everything else waits for the verdict. Admitted earlier, it would hold the interference term open, and because the Non-Malice Corollary makes a systemic Hypothesis live in most cases that reach trial, a verdict beyond reasonable doubt would seldom be reached.

What waits is not incidental. The considerations a sentencing court weighs in the offender’s favour, poverty, childhood abuse, interrupted schooling, mental impairment, are the upstream conditions of Section 16.4: Appetitive precarity, Pre-existing Trauma and information deprivation. By the Early-Identification Principle they are the points at which the act could have been prevented. The proceeding assembles the full record of where prevention was possible at the one moment it no longer is, and spends that record as a discount. Where the same conditions are read as evidence of continuing danger, they can lengthen the sentence instead: a deprived background may reduce the offender’s moral culpability and at the same moment increase the weight given to protecting the community from them (Bugmy v The Queen (2013) 249 CLR 571, [44]). The upstream condition is then charged to the person who suffered it, which is the reading of culpability Section 16.6 shows to be orthogonal to the response.

None of this dissolves consequence. The party who acts remains accountable for the consequences of the act, and the framework holds that accountability in place. What changes is the basis on which consequences are justified and the form they take. Consequences are justified by their effect on the prevention of future harm and the repair of harm done, not by the satisfaction of having allocated blame, and they take a different form from the retributive surplus that humanity has assumed to be the default. Punishment for punishment’s sake, the surplus over the harm, is revealed by the formula case to be exactly what the Cost-Shifting Principle says it is: not correction, not prevention, not repair, but the requirement that one person bear the cost of the community’s avoided update. Strip the surplus away and what remains is reparation of harm and prevention of recurrence, which is consequence enough, and which is the consequence a system designed for the real architecture would impose. What those consequences should be in their full institutional form, how they are designed to prevent rather than feed recurrence and how they are bounded so as not to become a new grinding, is not undertaken here.

16.9 The Locus of Punishment

Section 16.8 strips the retributive surplus away and leaves two justifications standing: reparation of the harm done, and prevention of recurrence. Reparation is settled by the value of what was lost. Prevention of recurrence is not, and the framework can say whether a penalty delivers it without waiting on the size of any measured deterrent effect.

Conflict is the super-critical regime of the inter-Individual loop (Section 16.3). Prevention of recurrence therefore means one thing exactly: carrying the Loop Gain back below its critical value and holding it there. Any consequence offered as preventive is a claim to do that, and the architecture fixes which quantities the Loop Gain is composed of and which it is not.

Two classes of intervention are available on that loop (Appendix A.5.1). The first acts on the ignition input, the stream of observed Model signals reaching an Individual. The second acts on the three couplings that close the cycle, the Salience-to-Mimetic coupling, the Decision Hub weight on the Mimetic channel, and the mapping from realised valuation back into the Salience field. Only the second class enters the stability condition. The ignition gain does not appear in the linearised system, and the Critical Loop Gain does not depend on the ignition input (Appendix A.5, A.5.4). An intervention of the first class moves the operating point at which the loop runs. An intervention of the second class determines whether a perturbation at that operating point decays or compounds.

A threatened penalty lands in the first class. Deterrence is the claim that the prospect of the penalty enters the Decision Hub as a cost and shifts the integrated valuation away from the act, and the architecture grants that claim in full: the prospect of a penalty is an input to valuation. An input is not a coupling. The penalty alters the forcing on the loop and leaves the loop’s own composition untouched, which is a first-class operation and not a second.

The consequence is that a loop already above threshold does not return below it because its forcing has been reduced. Once the cycle is closed and super-critical it sustains itself on ambient Salience feedback and requires no further ignition (Appendix A.5.4). No severity of penalty and no certainty of its application carries a super-critical interface back to subcriticality. The failure is not that punishment prevents recurrence weakly. Punishment operates on a quantity that does not enter the condition under which recurrence is prevented.

The same structure settles the relative standing of severity and certainty, which humanity has treated as two dials on one instrument. Subcriticality is a comparison of two rates, the rate at which Mimetic amplification runs and the rate at which correction runs (Appendix A.5.8.4). A consequence applied at the output is applied once per instance and reaches only the instances that are detected, so what it contributes to the corrective side is a rate, set by how often the consequence arrives. Severity is not a rate. Severity is the size of a single arrival, and severity can be raised without the corrective rate moving at all. Severity therefore cannot enter the condition that governs whether a population is subcritical; certainty can, and does so against an amplification that runs continuously while detection does not. The empirical record reads as the architecture requires. Sentence severity accepts the null (Doob & Webster, 2003); longer sentences produce at best a marginal deterrent effect and custody relative to non-custodial sanctions is null or mildly criminogenic (National Institute of Justice, 2016); what bites is the certainty of apprehension rather than the weight of the sentence (Nagin, 2013).

What bites is certainty as Individuals perceive it, and across a general population perceived certainty bears little relation to the actual rate of apprehension (Kleck et al., 2005), though among those with direct experience of enforcement the two run closer together (Apel, 2013). Perceived certainty can be raised in two ways: by raising the actual rate and letting it be seen, or by inflating the perception above the rate. The second installs in a population a Belief that an available Referent, the actual rate, contradicts, which is the propagation of a Referent-abandoned Belief (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.1), and it holds only until the rate is seen. The architecture supports the first alone, and the first moves resources from the severity of sanctions, which does not enter the subcriticality condition, to detection, which does.

Punishment is not, for all that, inert. Punishment reaches the architecture in three places, and reaches each of them in the direction that raises the Loop Gain.

The first is Appetitive provision. A fine, a custodial term, and a conviction that follows a person through employment and housing all lower the Appetitive provision of the Individual on whom they are imposed. The A-Floor Requirement is referenced to the worst-off Individual rather than to the mean, and there is a critical depth of sustained deficit at which Mimetic amplification first outruns correction and the collective transition ignites from below, with no leadership variable entering the condition (the Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary, Appendix A.5.8.7). Sustained deprivation drives adoption thresholds down first and furthest in the worst-off segment, manufacturing the low-threshold vanguard whose self-percolation carries a population across the crossing (the Susceptibility-Dispersion Result). A criminal jurisdiction draws its caseload overwhelmingly from the least-provisioned segment of the population it governs. Punitive deprivation is therefore an operation that raises the amplification rate and lowers the corrective rate, applied preferentially at the one position in the distribution at which doing so has ignition consequences. The apparatus assembled to suppress Conflict manufactures the population from which the collective form of Conflict ignites.

The second is the Thinker’s templates. The Non-Malice Corollary establishes that punishment imposed on a Self-Model that acted sincerely is not received as a lesson but assimilated as further evidence that the world is arrayed against the person, hardening the priors that produced the act. The architecture states where that hardening lands and what it costs. The Observer computes the reading delivered to the Decision Hub on templates the Observer does not author, Model classes, Reference-Set composition, and comparative-position templates, which are maintained by the Thinker and written through the Belief Register (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.12; Appendix A.5.9). Control of the integrated valuation therefore runs two to one in the Thinker’s favour, and the template state is the argument with the longest reach into valuation. The reach of every input grows without bound as the Loop Gain approaches its critical value, so a template operation is most consequential precisely where an interface sits closest to crossing. Punishment writes to the template state in the hardening direction, at the highest-leverage argument the architecture has, in the population whose interfaces are nearest to threshold.

The third is Coupling Strength. A conviction is a public re-rating that installs a durable category and prices membership of it, in the worse jobs, the closed housing, and the harder policing that follow the record. Under the Boundary-Hardening Principle the export of a Cost onto an excluded group and the hardening of the boundary around that group are one act and not two, and a hardened boundary raises the Coupling Strength of the population that encloses it. Coupling Strength is among the quantities the Subcriticality condition bounds (Appendix A.5.7.5, A.5.8.4). The third movement is therefore the first two again: the instrument raises the quantity that has to fall.

The set of loci at which the Mimetic channel can be reached is closed. The channel has no substrate of its own, so every intervention on the channel runs through one of the host couplings the channel parasitises (Appendix A.5.4, A.5.5). This supplies the reason the retributive surplus has no size. A quantity occupying no locus has no calibration condition, because nothing in the architecture states what such a quantity does and nothing therefore states what it should be. The surplus settles at whatever discharges the community’s avoided update, and the scales on which the surplus is weighed have never come to rest. Proportionality is not an unsolved problem in penal theory. Proportionality is a request for the correct magnitude of a quantity that has no correct magnitude.

The retributive demand can be stated in the same terms. A demand for the surplus is not a demand for repair. Repair is settled by the value of what was lost, and the surplus is by definition the amount imposed beyond that value, so nothing the surplus takes from the Individual it lands on arrives anywhere. No party is left better provisioned, no Object is returned, and no Appetite is met.

What the surplus does reach are the three quantities already named, and the surplus reaches each of them in the direction that raises the gain: Appetitive provision lowered at the position at which lowering it ignites, the templates of the Individual punished hardened, and the boundary around the class that Individual now belongs to hardened along with them. The hardening runs in both directions across that boundary, because the Individual punished acquires evidence that the world is arrayed against them while the enclosing population acquires a category it charges someone for occupying, and under the Boundary-Hardening Principle those are one act. A demand for retribution is therefore a demand that the field be made more likely to produce the act a second time, at a cost borne by an Individual who transfers nothing to anyone, on behalf of a community whose Self-Model was preserved by declining to update. The demand for retribution will persist, because the architecture produces it: the Agent-Based Causal Default completes the causal chain with a party who can be held, and the felt necessity of the verdict is the signature of the avoided update, both established at Section 16.8. What is no longer available is justifying the demand under the description of prevention, or of repair.

Containment stands apart from all of this. Containment clamps the output of an interface while leaving every coupling in that interface untouched, so the Loop Gain does not fall because output has been prevented. The Mimetic channel carries no self-terminating term (Axiom 6; Appendix A.5.4), and the crossing, when it comes, is a discontinuous jump rather than a graded adjustment (Appendix A.5.3). An output clamp on a super-critical interface therefore defers the discharge and does not remove it, and the discharge arrives at once when the clamp fails. A second-class operation changes the loop instead: the I-Override gate lowers the Decision Hub weight on the Mimetic channel and thereby lowers the Effective Loop Gain, the Internal Loop Gain as it stands once the gate’s interceptions are counted (Appendix A.6.4). Containment is not that. The conditions under which containment is nonetheless warranted, and the form the field-correction obligation fixes for it, are derived at Section 16.16.

The result is the Punitive Inversion Principle. Punishment acts on the forcing of the inter-Individual loop and on none of the couplings that compose it, so no severity of penalty and no certainty of its application carries a super-critical interface below the Critical Loop Gain. And punishment moves the quantities it does reach, Appetitive provision at the worst-off position, the Thinker’s templates, and the Coupling Strength of the enclosing population, in the direction that raises the Loop Gain rather than lowers it. Punishment is not a weak instrument of Subcriticality Maintenance. Punishment is an operation of the opposite sign, conducted under the description of the instrument.

Every coupling punishment reaches is raised, and punishment lowers none. Appetitive provision at the worst-off position, the Thinker’s templates, and the Coupling Strength of the enclosing population each move in the direction that raises the Loop Gain. Punishment introduces no coupling of the opposite sign and no new state variable carrying intrinsic negative feedback, and those are the only two routes by which a restoring structure enters the loop (Appendix A, Section A.5.3). Punishment enters as a change to the exogenous forcing and to the host couplings rather than as a negative valuation delivered to the Decision Hub, and the Critical Loop Gain is fixed by the couplings and the maximum of the response slope rather than by the forcing, so no magnitude of penalty reaches it. The inversion is therefore not that punishment is a weak instrument of Subcriticality Maintenance. It is that nothing punishment reaches pushes back against the direction in which the Loop Gain moves.

Read at the scale of a society, the Punitive Inversion Principle disposes of an assumption older than any legal system built on it. A better society, in the only sense the architecture is able to state one, is a society whose interfaces sit below the Critical Loop Gain and stay there. Punishment does not carry a society toward that condition slowly, or at poor return, or at costs to be weighed against benefits. Punishment carries a society away from it. No quantity of punishment arrives at a better society, because the direction of travel does not depend on the quantity, and a society that responds to each crossing by punishing harder is not making slow progress toward subcriticality but accelerating away from it while recording the acceleration as enforcement.

What Section 16.8 left standing survives intact. The party who acts remains accountable for the consequences of the act; the harm is repaired to its value; recurrence is prevented. What the Punitive Inversion Principle removes is the assumption that a penalty is how recurrence is prevented. The operations that do occupy loci are the ones that prevent it: raising the Appetitive floor whose fall the act signalled, restoring the I-domains in whose absence the act was taken, re-fitting the deformed templates through the cognitive operation, and lowering the Coupling Strength of the field the act passed through. Those operations have an institutional form, and it is derived as the two remedies of Sections 16.15 and 16.16.

The architecture therefore fixes a design target for a justice system, and for the culture on which any justice system depends: a state that does not punish, in any case and on any finding. The target is derived and not stipulated. The Punitive Inversion Principle supplies its ground: punishment acts on the forcing of a loop and on none of its couplings, only the couplings enter the stability condition (Appendix A, Section A.5.1), and every coupling punishment reaches it raises. The Moral Vocabulary Displacement Principle identifies what the role of punisher would otherwise answer to: the moral vocabulary that demands punishment is a justification layer for the retributive surplus, generated by Confabulation completing the causal chain with an agent (Chapter 4, Sections 4.3.4 and 4.3.9), and not an evaluation of it (Chapter 11, Section 11.22). What the target removes is the surplus and nothing else. The state continues to run the justice function. Adjudication, the finding of authorship and its record (Section 16.11.7), reparation of the harm done and prevention of recurrence remain within its remit in full, Cascading Consequences and, for the isolated residue, containment among them (Sections 16.15 and 16.16).

Whether the target can be held runs, as every operation of the architecture runs, through the Belief Register. The state’s response reaches the victim, and reaches the population that watches it, only as Evidence on which each Individual’s Belief Register is updated, by that Individual’s Thinker alone (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.8; Appendix A, Section A.5.6), and the victim’s Grievance Belief persists or decays on what that Evidence supports. A response that leaves the victim unrepaired and unanswered supports the Grievance Belief and closes nothing. Support for private violence follows this course. It rises under impunity, where the state does not prosecute at all (Dow et al., 2024), under unresponsive enforcement (Haas et al., 2014), and under the belief that institutions are illegitimate, and it tracks the belief rather than the objective condition: subjective illegitimacy and punitive attitudes predict it, and the objective homicide rate does not (Nivette, 2016). A state that declines to punish is not a state that declines to respond. The contrast that decides the case is between impunity and a restorative procedure the state itself conducts, in which the finding is made, the offender is confronted with it, and the harm is repaired. The victim’s demand does not seek the offender’s suffering. Retaliation satisfies the one who takes it only where the offender understands it as a response to the prior act (Gollwitzer et al., 2011), and punishment satisfies victims’ desire for revenge only partially and transitorily (Orth, 2004). What the demand seeks, the offender’s acknowledgement that the act was done and was the offender’s own, is supplied by adjudication and by reparation, because conduct the offender emits unprompted carries information about the offender’s disposition that conduct elicited by the victim’s hostility cannot (Appendix A, Section A.11.8). A restorative procedure leaves victims less inclined to revenge and less burdened by post-traumatic stress (Strang et al., 2013; Angel et al., 2014), where the procedure replaces prosecution as well as where it accompanies it (Sherman et al., 2015), and the legitimacy that fair procedure builds crowds out approval of private violence (Jackson et al., 2013).

The target is not reached by declaring it. The demand for retribution persists because the architecture produces it: the Agent-Based Causal Default completes the causal chain with a party who can be held, and the felt necessity of the verdict is the signature of the avoided update (Section 16.8). In a population whose Belief Registers carry the retributive account as the incumbent Hypothesis, a state that declines to punish is itself read as Evidence of impunity, and each Individual’s Belief Register must be revised before the same response can be read as a response. The transition is therefore cultural and slow. It runs Individual by Individual through Belief Registers the state cannot write, and the design target is a direction of travel for a culture and its justice system, not a condition any institution can impose.

Declining the role of punisher removes a concealment the role performed. Where the state punishes, the victim’s retributive demand is discharged by a party other than the victim, so the victim never occupies the position of the one who harmed. The externalisation the Cost-Shifting Principle describes runs through the victim as well as through the community: the verdict carries the victim’s demand to its target and the victim perpetrates nothing. The state’s assumption of the conflict has long been read as the victim’s loss, the victim pushed out of the case and left with no part in it (Christie, 1977), and the loss is real where the state takes participation in the repair along with the punishment. The two separate. The state returns to the victim the part the victim can perform, participation in the finding and in the reparation, and declines only the role that no party can take up without becoming the perpetrator of a Harm.

Where the state declines, the demand for retribution has no agent but the victim. A victim who still chooses retribution must perform the act, and the act is a Harm the victim perpetrates, imposed beyond anything repair of the original harm requires. The victim then stands where the original perpetrator stands. The other party’s Grievance Belief about the victim is now accurate (Appendix A, Section A.11.8), the Revenge Cascade has begun in the other party’s field, and the victim falls within the same regime of reparation and prevention the victim declined to accept as sufficient for the original perpetrator.

The cycle of violence is symmetric in exactly this sense, and the decline of the punisher role is what brings the symmetry into view. The symmetry is one of position in the loop and not of the original wrong. An attacker and a defender hold the same type of Belief and do not thereby stand alike (Chapter 17, Section 17.15), and the defensive act that ends an assault in progress is repair of an open gate, not retribution. Retribution is the act performed beyond repair, and its perpetrator occupies the perpetrator’s position whatever was done to that perpetrator first. The witness law of Deuteronomy built the symmetry into procedure: “The hand of the witnesses shall be first against him to put him to death, and afterward the hand of all the people” (Deuteronomy 17:7). The accuser performed the act the accusation demanded. The saying placed in the Gospel of John at the stoning of a woman taken in adultery, “Let him who is without sin among you be the first to throw a stone at her” (John 8:7), sets a condition on that act, and no one in the crowd meets it. The first stone is the hardest to throw because no one has yet thrown one to imitate (Girard, 2001). A demand for retribution returned to the one who must perform it meets the same condition.

A demand for retribution can outlast everything the state does. The finding is made, the harm repaired, recurrence prevented, and the victim and the victim’s circle may still want the perpetrator to suffer. The architecture says what that residue is. It is the Grievance Belief still above its threshold, and a Grievance Belief is one side of a loop: the demand is the next turn of the exchange the original Harm began (Section 16.3; Appendix A, Section A.11.8). The state’s response follows from where the state stands relative to that loop. It does not take a turn. Punishing to satisfy the demand would raise every coupling the loop runs on (Section 16.8), and opposing the demand, by argument or by sanction for holding it, is a counter-push, which forces the loop as surely as a push does (Appendix A, Section A.10.3). What the state does is what it was already doing. It goes on supporting the victim and the victim’s field (Section 16.14), conducts the proceedings Low-Theatre so that the demand finds no audience to recruit, and leaves the Grievance Belief to be revised at the rate the victim’s own Belief Register revises it, which no institution can hasten by decree. If the demand is acted on, the loop has turned, and the one who acted stands where the original perpetrator stood. The state then applies to the second act what it applied to the first, the same finding, the same reparation, the same prevention, because the conduct is the same. That is the whole of the symmetry, and it asks nothing further of the state than that it decline, at every turn, to be a party to the loop.

Punishment is therefore never necessary. Necessity is measured against what a response must achieve, and the architecture fixes that as repair of the harm done and prevention of recurrence (Section 16.8). The retributive surplus is by definition what is imposed beyond both, so it is necessary to neither, and every coupling it reaches it raises (Appendix A, Section A.5.1). The result holds where the attribution is accurate as fully as where it is confabulated (Chapter 11, Section 11.22). The terms a justice system built to the design target offers a harmed Individual follow from it. The harmed Individual’s Appetitive and Intrinsic losses are repaired first (Section 16.15). The work of repairing the Trauma, which only the harmed Individual can perform, is supported as far as it can be (Section 16.12). The finding and the consequences are conducted by the state, and the state does not punish. A harmed Individual who seeks retribution beyond those terms has the state’s support in nothing the retribution adds, and in performing it becomes the perpetrator of a Harm, within the same regime of reparation and prevention as the original perpetrator and in proportion to the load the act adds and the risk it carries forward (Section 16.16). That regime does not punish either. Harm does not repair harm.

The result does not change with scale, because nothing in its derivation refers to scale. The logic that licenses punishing one neighbour in a dispute over the boundary between two gardens is the logic that licenses a war over a disputed border between two states. In each, a party holds a Grievance Belief about the other, reads its own demand as the other’s due, and seeks to impose on the other a cost beyond what repair of the harm and prevention of its recurrence require. The Grievance Belief is of one type at either scale (Section 16.3), and the loop it loads is the same loop with more Individuals coupled into it (Appendix A, Section A.5.7; Chapter 17, Section 17.8). Revenge is one architecture read at opposite ends of its magnitude range (Section 16.12), and punishment is the same. A conclusion drawn at the limit cases therefore binds at the small ones. That the demand to see a leader defeated and punished is the retributive surplus at the scale of states (Chapter 17, Section 17.20.6), and that no satisfaction of it is worth carrying a population toward the terminal fold (Chapter 17, Section 17.20.8), are not exceptions made for the scale at which the cost becomes unbearable. They are the Punitive Inversion Principle read where its consequence cannot be survived. A justice system that punishes between neighbours while declining to wage war over a border applies two logics to one architecture, and the response a population watches at the small interfaces is Evidence for the account it brings to the large ones (Appendix A, Section A.5.6).

16.10 Freedom, Coercion, Justice, and the Rights That Follow

If the Cost-Shifting Principle states what the existing system is doing, the framework can now derive what a system designed for the real architecture would have to honour. Two concepts the framework has carried as defined terms become operative here, and they become operative here because Conflict is where their absence does its damage. Civilisation has struggled since its beginning to reconcile the three sources of motivation, and the struggle has been disguised by the habit of treating its two great normative quantities, Freedom and Justice, each as a single thing to be maximised, when each is in fact a balance among three. The disguise is not accidental. A scalar is easy to demand, easy to legislate for, and easy to claim one has secured; a three-component balance is none of these, and so the simpler conception has persisted despite failing, repeatedly, to deliver what it promises. The disaggregation of motivation that produced the rest of the framework produces, here, the correction.

Freedom, in this framework, is the condition in which Intrinsic Motivation can reliably lead action while Appetites are adequately regulated and Mimetic pressures are recognised and bounded, so that choices are not dictated by deprivation or by status panic. Freedom is therefore not the absence of external constraint but the operative availability of I-led action against M-capture, and it is a three-component balance. A party in A-precarity is not free, because the survival-stake forecloses the deliberation that I-led action requires; a party with no I-domains to be led by is not free, because there is nothing for deliberation to lead toward; and a party in the grip of an unbounded Mimetic loop is not free, because the loop, not the party, is selecting the action. The grinding state of Conflict is the state in which Freedom, so understood, has been foreclosed for both parties at once, because each is M-captured by the rivalry and neither can exercise I-led revision of the Self-Model. This is why a Conflict feels, from the inside, like something happening to the parties rather than something they are doing: in the super-critical regime that is literally the case.

Coercion is the correlate of Freedom, and naming it changes the usual complexion of both. Coercion, in this framework, is the use of harm to a party’s Appetites, Intrinsic domains, or Mimetic standing (A-Harm, I-Harm, or M-Harm), or the credible threat of such harm, to override that party’s Intrinsic evaluation, so that their Decision Hub fires in a way they would not endorse were their A secure, their I-domains protected, and their Mimetic pressures bounded. The test is counterfactual: if securing the party’s A-Floor, protecting their I-space, and removing the audience and the status threat would change the choice, the choice was coerced, however rational it looked at the time. This reframes a great deal that the received view records as free agreement. A party who settles a dispute because fighting on would exhaust the resources their dependants rely on has not freely settled, they have been coerced by the A-threat the Conflict itself manufactured; and the same is true of the party who concedes to escape public shaming, which is M-Harm doing the coercive work. Coercion and Freedom are therefore the same condition read from opposite sides: Freedom is I-led action under A-sufficiency and Bounded M, and Coercion is what obtains whenever harm or its threat forecloses that condition.

Freedom is a condition on how an Individual’s choices are made, and Well-Being is the condition of the life those choices make up: the condition in which I-led action under A-sufficiency and Bounded M holds across contexts and over time, so that what the Individual does is dictated neither by deprivation nor by status panic in the ordinary course of a life. Holding Freedom’s three conditions over time asks something different of each source, because the three terminate differently (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.12). An Appetitive deficit corrected today recurs tomorrow, so the A-Floor has to be held against every recurrence and is never secured once for all. The Mimetic channel has no self-regulating feedback (Chapter 4, Section 4.3.6), so a bound on Mimetic pressure does not establish itself and has to be supplied and kept in place. Intrinsic engagement, once its domains are protected, sustains itself, because the Thinker’s function deepens rather than satiates. Well-Being therefore asks for continuing provision for A, continuing restraint of M, and protection of its domains, and supply of I-enabling Objects to functional adequacy, for I. The three sources also return different things when they are satisfied. Provision for A returns relief that lasts until the deficit recurs, Intrinsic engagement returns a satisfaction that deepens, and satisfying the Mimetic contribution closes nothing, since none was recorded, so a life in which Freedom holds directs what it spends toward the two sources that return something.

Well-Being is tested by the counterfactual that tests Coercion, applied across time: an Individual’s condition is one of Well-Being where securing the A-Floor, protecting the I-domains and bounding the Mimetic pressures would not change what that Individual’s choices tend toward. Self-report cannot certify Well-Being, because the sources behind a choice are not introspectable and an Individual’s account of why a life feels good is subject to Confabulation like any other account (Chapter 4, Sections 4.3.3 and 4.3.4), so Well-Being is inferred from Behavioural Signatures. I-led does not mean I-template dominant: templates that discount a survival-level A-signal make reachable the override region of the I-Template Override Result (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.12), and Well-Being requires A to be secure. Nor does Well-Being concern the source of any one desire. Well-Being concerns the configuration of the three sources, so Mimetic wanting bounded within Positive Mimesis is compatible with Well-Being (Chapter 8, Section 8.15.1).

Exploitation is the uncompensated part of what a party who cannot refuse gives up. A party whose Appetites are unsecured, whose Intrinsic domains are suppressed, or whose Mimetic standing is exposed is not in a position to decline, and what such a party surrenders is A-domain loss, I-domain loss, or lowered standing, commonly all three at once. Where a second party takes a benefit that the inability to decline made available, the portion of that loss which is not returned is what Exploitation extracts.

The boundary is what is returned and not the condition of the party who gives it up. A dealing that returns the value of what was surrendered takes nothing, however severe the deficit of the party who entered it. Nothing turns on how the inability to decline arose: the vulnerability need not have been created by the party who now draws on it, or maintained by them. It may already be in place, and Exploitation is the same size in each case, because what is taken is the shortfall and not the history behind it.

Where an Object that corrects a deficit is gated behind a second party, the shortfall is the increment charged above the cost of supply, and Chapter 12, Section 12.17.1 derives the two logics that meet there and fixes that boundary. Where the charge exceeds what the deprived party can bring and that party is turned away with the deficit uncorrected, no transaction clears, and the gating party holds its position by maintaining the charge rather than lowering it to meet the need, so the deferral of the other party’s deficit is Mimetic Premium secured through refusal (Chapter 12, Section 12.17.1). Neither an Object nor a charge is required. A task demanded of an Individual who cannot decline it without losing standing takes A-domain loss in the doing of the task, I-domain loss in the pursuit the task displaces, and lowered standing from the demand itself, and returns nothing against any of the three, so the whole of what is given up is the shortfall.

Nothing turns on intent, or on whether a party can see what they are taking. A price is a tag-stripped Scalar, and a demand made across a kitchen table is no more legible to the party making it, so a party who takes the shortfall need not know what they are taking, and Source Opacity ensures that in the ordinary case they do not. The monetary extraction Chapter 12 derives has no exploiter in it: it runs on every dealing that gates a deficit-correcting Object behind a second party, continuously and at the scale of a whole economy, while both parties hold sincere accounts of the figure that conceal the second logic. Annulling a particular bargain or forbidding a particular demand corrects nothing, since the next is made on the same terms for the same reason, and the correction acts instead on the conditions that remove the ability to decline. Working towards securing the A-Floor, restoring the I-domains, and bounding the Mimetic exposure each return some of that ability by degrees, so the correction starts taking effect long before the ultimate goal state is achieved.

Justice falls out of the same disaggregation, and it is directional rather than symmetric. If the Cost-Shifting Principle states what injustice is, an outcome that turns on which party absorbs the community’s avoided update, then Justice is its negation: it diagnoses a harm as damage to the parties’ Appetites and Intrinsic agency together with the Mimetic escalation that drove the loop, and it responds by restoring A, re-enabling I in kind (reinstating the time, space, tools, and materials of the pursuit), and damping the destructive M, rather than by mirroring the harm back through proportional suffering. The order matters. Justice puts the injured party back into A-sufficiency and live I-space first, and constrains the party who caused the harm only secondarily, and never by the symmetric infliction of loss that the retributive conception treats as the whole of the work. Treating Justice as a scalar verdict of win and loss is the same error as treating Freedom as a scalar, because it collapses three distinct operations, A-restoration, I-re-enablement, and M-damping, into a single allocation.

In the formula case, the directional account is immediate: restore the shopkeeper’s A (reparation to the value of the formula), re-enable the thief’s I and secure their A (raise the floor that had fallen), and damp the M-escalation (refuse the surplus punishment that would broadcast the offender as a status-target and harden the priors). That is the whole of what Justice requires there, and none of it is the retributive surplus the existing system imposes.

These three constructs are not the end of the derivation but its engine, because the rights humanity has argued over for centuries fall out of them directly. A right, in this framework, is simply the standing claim against the Harm that would otherwise coerce. If Coercion is the overriding of Intrinsic evaluation by A-Harm, I-Harm, or M-Harm, then each right is the negative space of one of those Harms, the condition whose protection is what keeps a choice free.


	A-Rights are the claim to the A-floor, the Non-Derogable Essentials of survival and security, without which every choice the party makes is coerced by the survival-stake. The correlative A-Duty is the duty not to use another’s Appetites as leverage, the duty the formula case shows the community itself to have breached upstream. A-Rights are not a benevolence the community extends; they are the precondition of any free choice the community then attributes to the Individual.

	I-Rights are the claim to protected Intrinsic domains, the low-observability space and the autonomy that I-led action requires, without which there is nothing for deliberation to lead toward. The correlative I-Duty is the duty not to treat another’s Intrinsic capacities as mere instruments for one’s own projects, and not to conduct one’s own Intrinsic pursuit so as to deprive another of the time, space, tools, or materials their pursuit requires. The conviction that follows the formula thief through employment is, in these terms, a standing I-Harm, a foreclosure of I-domains imposed as part of the punitive surplus.

	M-Rights, with their correlative M-Duties, have two limbs. The first is the claim against being subjected to unbounded Mimetic pressure, against having one’s standing weaponised, scapegoated, or made the Object of a status cascade, with the correlative duty not to impose such pressure on others. The second is the claim not to be bound into a Mimetic dynamic against one’s will: a party who declares they want no part of a status contest must have that declaration respected, and must be given the conditions of a survivable exit, so that stepping out costs neither their A-Floor nor their I-domains. Bounded M is not a limit on ambition; it is the condition under which Mimetic signals remain social information rather than coercive force. The public shaming that extracts a concession is an M-Harm; the protection against it is an M-Right.



Stated this way, the rights are derived, not granted. Each names exactly the condition whose absence makes a choice unfree, which is why the same disaggregation that produced Freedom and Coercion produces the rights as their immediate corollaries, and why Dignity, the baseline claim not to have one’s A used as leverage, one’s I treated as mere instrument, or one’s M weaponised, is simply the three rights stated together as a single standing of the person. This is the payoff of designing for the architecture we have. The normative vocabulary humanity has contested for millennia, freedom, coercion, justice, rights, dignity, is not a set of competing moral preferences to be balanced by fiat. It is the set of results that the motivational architecture forces once that architecture is disaggregated and read correctly. What institutional arrangements would actually secure these rights, deliver the directional account of Justice, and install the clutch of survivable exit that Freedom requires, is not derived here. This chapter’s task is the prior one: to show that the normative vocabulary is derived from the architecture the preceding chapters establish, not imported from outside it.

Where a Conflict turns on a shared enabler of Intrinsic pursuit, a contested space, tool, material, or block of time, the directional account prescribes a test before it prescribes a remedy: reinstate the A and I conditions in kind, providing the disputed enabler or its equivalent to both parties so that neither’s pursuit is foreclosed. Because Intrinsic reward is non-positional, restoring the conditions of the doing will in the ordinary case dissolve the dispute; the painter denied the yellow paint can paint what does not need yellow while more is found, and the Conflict was never over the paint but over the interruption to the doing. Where reinstating A and I dissolves the Conflict, it was A-sourced or I-sourced, and the remedy is that reinstatement itself. Where the Conflict persists after A is secured and the I-conditions are restored in kind, the residue is necessarily Mimetic: the Object was positional, wanted because another wanted it or because possession confers standing, and no reinstatement satisfies it because satisfaction was never the point. The diagnostic thus draws a precise line around where Mimetic Desire is operating, and it is exactly this residue that the Knowledge Patch’s Grievance Gateway (Section 18.9.3) is built to catch, routing it to the Two-Question Diagnostic rather than the scapegoat pathway.

16.11 The Rule in a Justice System That Does Not Punish

16.11.1 Being Caught Presupposes a Rule

A justice system that declines to punish still has to be one that an offender cannot walk away from. Support for private violence rises under impunity, where the state does not respond at all, and falls where the state conducts a restorative procedure in which the finding is made, the offender is confronted with it, and the harm is repaired (Section 16.9). A population whose Belief Registers carry the retributive account as the incumbent Hypothesis reads a state that declines to punish as a state that lets the offender go. For that reading to be wrong, something other than punishment has to follow the act, and follow it reliably.

What follows the act is being caught. The criminological record finds that deterrence runs through the certainty of apprehension and not through the severity of the sanction (Section 16.8; Nagin, 2013). Whether a population stays below the threshold turns on a comparison of two rates, the rate at which Mimetic amplification runs and the rate at which correction arrives (Section 16.9; Appendix A, Section A.5.8.4). Certainty is a rate: it sets how often consequences arrive. Severity sets only the size of each one, and so does not enter the comparison. Being caught is not punishment. It is the event that makes the finding possible, and reparation and prevention proceed from the finding.

Being caught presupposes a rule. What is detected is conduct that a rule identified, in advance, as conduct the justice system responds to. Without the rule there is conduct and there is harm, but nothing marks in advance which conduct will draw a response, and the Individual had nothing to take into account before acting. A response to conduct that no rule named arrives as an act of the world against the Individual it reaches. The Non-Malice Corollary fixes how such a response is received: an Individual who acted sincerely takes the response as evidence that the world is arrayed against the Individual, and the priors that drove the act harden (Section 16.8). The same consequence, following breach of a rule the Individual knew, can be read for what it is, a consequence of the act. A justice system that does not punish therefore needs its rules more than a punishing system does, not less, because its consequences do their work only where they are read as consequences, and a rule named in advance is what lets them be read that way. Without rules there is nothing to be caught breaking, and the prospect of being caught has nothing to work against.

Detection does two jobs, one before the act and one after it. Before the act, the prospect of being caught is an input to valuation: it weighs against the act, as Section 16.9 grants that any threatened consequence does. Like any such input, it moves the operating point at which the loop runs and leaves unchanged the couplings that compose the loop. It works only where the rule is known, because an Individual cannot weigh a consequence attached to conduct the Individual did not know a rule reached. After the act, detection is what allows correction to arrive at all. Correction directed at an act can reach only the acts that are detected, so the rate of detection sets the rate of correction, which is the rate the subcriticality condition weighs against amplification (Section 16.9; Appendix A, Section A.5.8.4). This second job needs the rule to define what is to be detected, and it is the only one of the two that reaches a loop that has already crossed its threshold. At the moment of a supercritical act, the Salience of the positional Object outweighs both the reasons a rule carries and the prospect of being caught, as Section 16.12 states for the prohibition against killing. For such an act the rule does its work afterwards, through the correction that detection makes possible. What could have prevented the act lay earlier, in the upstream conditions that hold a loop below the threshold.

16.11.2 What a Rule Rests On

Every rule rests on a Content-Belief: the Belief that the conduct the rule reaches causes a Harm, to the Individual who engages in it, to others, or to the field, or raises the rate at which such a Harm occurs. The rule’s Referent is the Referent of that Belief, the state of affairs in physical reality that determines whether the Belief is true (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.1). A speed limit outside a school rests on the Belief that above that speed a vehicle cannot stop in time when a child steps out in front of it. Stopping distance is a Referent. No number of drivers believing otherwise, and no strength of conviction, changes it.

A rule that carries its Referent and a rule that does not are received differently, and the difference follows from the Provenance Rule. A command received from another Individual or from an authority is Evidence whose provenance has not been traced, and the Provenance Rule holds it below certainty until it can be traced to a test against physical reality (Chapter 14, Section 14.10.1). A rule that names its Referent supplies the trace: stopping distances can be measured, and have been. Once the test has been run and its result is available, the positive limb of the Provenance Rule applies: the decohered Referent is obeyed, and to go on holding a contrary Belief, such as that speeding past the school is safe, is Referent Abandonment (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.1). The Provenance Rule therefore holds a bare command below certainty, and the positive limb of the Provenance Rule directs the Individual to obey a rule that carries its Referent.

The two kinds of rule are also held in place differently. The Cost-Provenance Test classifies a Belief by who bears the Cost of maintaining the Belief against the pressure to revise (Chapter 14, Section 14.10.9.1). Where a live Referent governs the Belief, the Referent holds the Belief in place: a driver who knows the stopping distance slows near the school without being made to, and the only Cost is the small and bounded one of slowing down, borne by the driver. Where no live Referent governs the Belief, the Cost of maintaining the Belief falls on the Individuals the rule governs, and for a rule that Cost is the sanction (Chapter 14, Section 14.10.9.2). A rule with a live Referent is therefore held in place in part by the Referent itself. A rule with none is held in place by sanction alone, and a sanction imposed as punishment moves every coupling it reaches in the direction that raises the Loop Gain (Section 16.9). Among Individuals whose loops are below the threshold, where reasons can still reach, a rule that can be kept only by escalating its sanction is a rule whose Referent is not reaching the Individuals it governs: either the rule has none, or its Referent has not been made known.

16.11.3 Rates, Instances, and Chosen Lines

A rule’s Referent is often a rate rather than an event. The Referent of a legal alcohol limit is the rate at which impairment produces crashes across all the drives the limit restricts. Not every restricted drive decoheres: most end without a crash and return no verdict. The rate decoheres all the same, because across many drives the crashes do occur (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.2.1). A rule whose Referent is a rate is not discredited by the instance in which nothing happened. Section 16.8 states the same point from the side of the response: where the offence is the creation of a risk, there is nothing to repair, and prevention is the whole of the legitimate response.

What the rate does decide is whether the rule’s Referent is live in the conduct the rule reaches. Every impaired drive carries the raised risk the limit exists for, whether or not a crash follows, so the limit’s Referent is live in every instance the limit reaches. The parking fine of Section 16.6, imposed where other spaces stood empty, is the contrasting case. A restriction that exists to share scarce spaces has scarcity as its Referent, and in that instance there was none, so the fine reached conduct its rule was not about. Both rules try breach rather than harm. What separates them is whether the rule’s Referent was live in the conduct it reached. A rule drawn wider than its Referent catches conduct that harms nothing, and the width is a fault in the rule and not in the Individuals it catches.

Some rules draw a line through a quantity that varies continuously. Impairment rises smoothly with blood alcohol, and the capacities a legal age is meant to mark develop across adolescence with no day on which they arrive. The Referent in such a case says where the rate climbs steeply, which is evidence about where a line belongs, but it does not fix a point. What requires a point is the rule’s own need to be known in advance, since an Individual can take into account only a rule whose reach can be determined before acting (Section 16.11.5). The position of the line is therefore partly chosen, and a rule that presents its line as chosen states what is the case. A line of this kind asserts no kind. It does not sort Individuals into natural types or rank the types it sorts, so it falls outside what the Diversity Referent defeats, which is a kind or a rank (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.1.2).

Coordination rules carry the same structure to its limit. No state of affairs in physical reality makes driving on the left correct, but collisions are physical, so a side must be chosen and every driver must choose the same one. The Referent, the collision, licenses the rule’s existence and leaves its content open. The content is settled by choice, and once settled it is held in place by what other drivers do rather than by any Referent. The rule states what is the case when it says that the side was chosen, and misstates itself when it presents the choice as a fact about the world.

16.11.4 Where the Referent Has No Joints, and Where There Is None

Two positions on the Referent-governance axis of the Hardness–Referent Matrix (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.4) decide what rules a domain admits, and they differ in kind.

The first is a Referent whose verdict is that there are no joints. Human variation, in genes and in Self-Models, is non-modal, continuous and Individual-specific, and the Diversity Referent is the result that this distribution is itself a decohered Referent, so that any Belief that carves the variation into natural kinds, or ranks the kinds it carves, is held against an available verdict (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.1.2). A rule that sorts Individuals into ranked kinds therefore rests on a Referent-abandoned Belief. Its wrongness does not follow from that fact alone. It follows from the Cost-Provenance Test and the Boundary-Hardening Principle: enforcing the rule imposes the maintenance Cost of the kind-claim on those it ranks below, as losses in the A-domain and the I-domain, and the act that exports the Cost is the act that hardens the boundary (Chapter 14, Sections 14.8.3.1.2 and 14.10.9.2). A rule prohibiting such sorting rests on a Belief whose Referent is live, because those losses are measurable. The Diversity Referent therefore does not leave the domain of human variation without rules. It admits rules against carving and admits none that carve.

The second is a domain in which no Referent is constitutively available: dress, music, manners of speech, and the evaluative content of identity, the aesthetic regime of the Matrix, in which Decoherence Time is unbounded by constitution and nothing outside the coupled dynamics can settle a Belief (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.1; Chapter 15, Section 15.6). The regime belongs to the Belief and not to the Object that carries it. A work of Art carries Beliefs about its form, which sit in this regime, alongside Content-Beliefs that a Referent governs, which do not (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.4.1). A rule cannot rest on the taste a poster appeals to, and a rule that reaches the claim a poster makes rests on the Referent of that claim. Where no Referent is available, there is nothing for a rule to rest on, and the domain admits no rule. A rule that governs conduct in that domain for its own sake is a rule whose only support is its sanction. Conduct in the domain can nonetheless reach a live Referent elsewhere. Music is aesthetic, and music played at night loud enough to break a neighbour’s sleep reaches an Appetitive Referent; a rule limiting it rests on the sleep and not on the taste. The question in every case is whether the rule can name what it protects, in a domain that has something to protect.

16.11.5 The Duty to Explain

A legal order that holds that ignorance of the law is no excuse requires every Individual it binds to know every rule that binds them. In practice the requirement runs one way. A commercial fisherman asked the state fisheries authority for the current regulations, was given copies that omitted the regulation prohibiting fishing in the waters where he then fished, and was convicted of breaching it. The High Court reinstated the conviction, because his mistake concerned the existence of the law and not any element of the offence, and a mistake of that kind is no excuse (Ostrowski v Palmer (2004) 218 CLR 493). The Individual was bound by a rule that the authority which made it had not passed on.

The obligation that answers the requirement falls on the rule-maker. If the Individual must know the rule, the rule-maker owes the Individual the means of knowing it, and the means of knowing a rule include its Referent: what the rule protects, why the conduct it reaches threatens that, and how the rule is meant to operate. The law already treats purpose as what governs a rule’s meaning. A court construing a Commonwealth statute prefers the interpretation that best achieves its purpose or object (Acts Interpretation Act 1901 (Cth), s. 15AA). But the purpose stays with the drafter and the court. The rule reaches the Individual as a command, and the Referent that would let the Individual understand it, and would let the Provenance Rule be satisfied, does not travel with it. That a legal order must make its rules known to those they bind is among the conditions under which rules can guide conduct at all (Fuller, 1969). Making the command known without its Referent meets that condition in form only.

The Referent carried with a rule is education in the sense Section 16.12 gives the term: it widens the Hypothesis Space within which the Individual evaluates the conduct the rule reaches. And compliance runs on it. Individuals comply with law in proportion to the legitimacy they accord it more than in proportion to the risk of sanction they perceive (Tyler, 2006), and a rule whose Referent is known is a rule whose legitimacy can be assessed rather than assumed.

The duty is the rule-maker’s, and the Individual’s obligation does not wait on its discharge. A rule binds whether or not the Individual it binds has understood it. Rules do their work because they are not reopened case by case, and a rule that bound only those who accepted its reason on each occasion would be advice (Schauer, 1991). Past the threshold no reason reaches the Individual (Section 16.12), so a rule that bound only those who understood it would fail exactly where it is needed. The duty to explain is a condition on the legitimacy of the rule and a duty on the one who makes it. It is not an exemption available to the one who breaks it.

16.11.6 The Rule Moves with Its Rate

A rule whose Referent is a rate is answerable to the rate, and the rate moves. Where so few Individuals in a town drive that its parking spaces are almost never full, the scarcity a parking restriction exists to share has gone, and a rule governing where a horse may be tied has had no Referent since horses left the city’s streets generations ago. A rule whose Referent has gone reaches only conduct in which its Referent is not live, which is the fault of Section 16.11.3 present in every instance at once. Such a rule has lost what made it legitimate, and its repeal is part of the rule-maker’s work rather than discretionary tidying.

A falling rate has two causes, and only one of them supports repeal. The Referent may have gone: the conditions that produced the harm have disappeared for reasons independent of the rule, as the horses did. Or the Referent may be suppressed: the rate is low because the rule is working. Seatbelt laws, the removal of lead from petrol and vaccination requirements for school entry each hold down the harm they address, and repeal would let it return. The rule cannot settle which case it is in from its own record, because a rule that works removes the occasions on which its necessity would be shown. That is Referent Foreclosure at the scale of a rule (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.2.1), and the remedy Referent Foreclosure supplies applies to the rule as well: the rate across many occasions, read from whether the conduct the rule reaches has itself disappeared and from how the rate runs where and when the rule does not apply.

The caution against removing a rule that looks pointless is old: a fence is not to be taken down until it is known why it was put up (Chesterton, 1929). A rule that carries its Referent answers the caution in advance. It tells the next rule-maker why it was built, so that the rule-maker can test whether the reason still holds. The rules no one can safely remove are the rules that never said what they were for.

Frequency alone is not the measure. A rule against the failure of a dam or the breach of a reactor reaches almost no events and remains necessary, because the harm it prevents is catastrophic when it occurs. The Referent is the expected harm, how often the harm occurs taken together with how grave it is, and a rule is reviewed against that.

Review runs in both directions. Where the rate rises, the rule tightens, or a rule is made where none stood. And review need not end in repeal. A rule drawn wider than its Referent can be narrowed to the conduct in which the Referent is live, as a parking restriction can be confined to the hours in which spaces are scarce. Review moves a rule at the pace of deliberation, so a rule cannot govern a loop that runs faster than its review, which is why the response that must move with a loop’s state is a governor rather than a rule (Chapter 20, Section 20.4.5).

A rule left standing after its Referent has gone is not inert. It still binds, and ignorance of it is still no excuse, so it is a requirement to know something behind which nothing stands. It is enforcement discretion not yet exercised, available to be used against whichever Individual someone wishes to reach. And it teaches the Individuals it binds that rules need not answer to anything, which spends the legitimacy on which compliance runs (Section 16.11.5).

In common-law systems no statute lapses through disuse; a rule remains law until it is repealed, however long it has reached nothing. Delegated legislation sometimes carries an expiry: Commonwealth legislative instruments are repealed automatically after about ten years unless they are remade (Legislation Act 2003 (Cth), s. 50). An expiry of that kind runs on the calendar rather than on the Referent, asking whether time has passed rather than whether the rate has moved, and it does not reach the primary statutes that carry most of what is enforced. The form the architecture requires is a rule enacted with its review condition: its Referent, the measure by which its rate is read, and the movement in that measure that brings the rule back for review. The measure must come from outside the body that keeps the rule, because a body that produces the figure by which its own rule is judged supplies Evidence of its own making, which is the condition Chapter 20 excludes from any Indicator by which a governing body is assessed (Chapter 20, Section 20.6). Maintaining the rules already made is as much the rule-maker’s work as making new ones.

16.11.7 The Record of a Finding

When a rule is breached and the breach is detected, the finding is recorded. The record is available: to the parties, to the victim’s circle, and to anyone with a genuine reason to seek it, and the architecture supplies no ground for withholding it. What the architecture does not support is its amplification. Section 16.12 derives the distinction for the gravest case. Amplification, the active delivery of a finding into the Self-Models of Individuals who did not seek it, manufactures Trauma in the uninvolved and gives the Grievance Belief an audience, while availability conscripts no one, because seeking is voluntary. The principle is restraint from amplification and not withholding of information, and it holds for the record of any finding as it holds for a killing. Proceedings are conducted Low-Theatre (Section 16.9), and disclosure beyond availability is limited to the parties for whom it is necessary.

Delivering a record to a party is itself a rule, and it needs a Referent: a forward risk that bears on a decision the party is making. An Individual deciding whether to place another in work with children is making a decision on which a finding of sexual offending bears, and delivery of that finding to that decision rests on a live Referent. Notification of the same finding to a whole neighbourhood rests on no Referent the neighbourhood’s decisions can use. It installs a durable category around the Individual it names and raises the Coupling Strength of the population that encloses that Individual (Section 16.9), and the Individual’s standing falls further than the finding itself entails (Section 16.16). Registration of sex offenders with police has been associated with fewer sex offences, concentrated among victims the offender knew, while public notification appeared to deter offenders not yet registered and may have increased reoffending among those it named (Prescott and Rockoff, 2011).

16.11.8 The Rule–Referent Principle

The Rule–Referent Principle holds that a rule is legitimate where the Content-Belief it rests on has a live Referent in the conduct the rule reaches, where that Referent, or the rate in which it consists, is made known with the rule to the Individuals it binds, and where the rule is reviewed as that rate moves; that a domain whose Referent has no joints admits rules against carving and none that carve; and that a domain in which no Referent is constitutively available admits no rule, except where conduct in it reaches a live Referent elsewhere.

The Rule–Referent Principle follows from five established premises:

From Chapter 14, Sections 14.10.1 and 14.8.3.1, the Provenance Rule and its positive limb: Evidence received from another Individual is held below certainty until it is traced to a test against physical reality, and a decohered Referent, once available, is obeyed. A rule that carries its Referent is a command whose provenance can be traced. A bare command is not.

From Chapter 14, Section 14.10.9.1, the Cost-Provenance Test: the Cost of maintaining a Belief that no live Referent governs is drawn from others, and for a rule that Cost is the sanction imposed on the Individuals the rule governs.

From Section 16.9, the Punitive Inversion Principle: a sanction imposed as punishment raises every coupling it reaches, so a rule held in place by sanction alone loads the loop it exists to hold sub-critical.

From Chapter 14, Section 14.8.2.1, Referent Foreclosure: a rate decoheres although no member of it does, so a rule whose Referent is a rate answers to the rate and not to the instance, and a rule that works cannot show its own necessity from its own record.

From Chapter 14, Sections 14.8.3.1.2 and 14.8.1, the Diversity Referent and the aesthetic regime: some domains carry a Referent whose verdict is that there are no joints, and some carry no Referent at all.

Given these premises, a rule that cannot name its Referent can be held in place only by punishment, and a justice system that does not punish has nothing else to hold it with. Such a system keeps its rules by naming what they protect, making that known, catching those who breach them, and changing them when what they protect has changed.

16.12 The Irreversible Case

The Irreversible Case. The killing of one Individual by another appears to defeat any restorative reading. It is tempting to treat murder as the exception the rest of the analysis cannot reach. It is not. Murder is the framework evaluated at its limit, the point at which every variable the framework manages takes its extreme value at once.

Murder is the maximal compound harm. It does not damage one substrate, it terminates all three permanently for the victim, extinguishing the A-component, the I-component, and the M-position together and at once. Its severity is not a separate principle but the ceiling of the ordering already in use, harm grows with irreversibility, and death is the maximally irreversible harm, the one alteration that no later provision, autonomy-restoration, or social repair can reach. Around the victim the harm propagates by substrate in the ordinary way, A-harm to dependents who lose a provider, I-harm to those whose grief and Trauma disrupt their capacity for engagement, M-harm through the disruption and scapegoating pressure that a killing releases into the surrounding field.

The cost the killing imposes is shared Trauma, the irreversible deformation of the Self-Model defined in Section 16.2 and named in Section 16.5 as the cost no remedy reaches. The Self-Model is the one surface an Individual carries into every situation, so it is the only surface on which Trauma can occur and, equally, the only surface on which Trauma can be worked. The killing removes a node in the relational structure through which every surrounding Individual constitutes their own Self-Model, so the priors anchored against that node lose their Referent, and every Individual positioned in relation to the victim must re-weight. Where that re-weighting deforms the Self-Model irreversibly, it is Trauma in the exact sense Section 16.2 fixes. Grief is Self-Model Trauma, and a single killing propagates it across the whole field positioned around the victim.

The debt to society is, by contrast, confabulated, and the natural-death control proves it. A widow re-weights identically whether her husband died of cancer or was killed. The deformation is the same Trauma, constituted by the loss of the same node. In the cancer case there is no offender and no debt to society, yet the Trauma is undiminished, so the cost cannot be the debt. Section 16.4 already classes bereavement Trauma with the altered priors of Conflict Trauma, which is this same identity stated from the other side. What summons the confabulated debt in the murder case is not the magnitude of the loss, which is identical across the two cases, but the presence of an agent (Axiom 9) onto whom the community can shift its own avoided update, discharging its Trauma against a target rather than performing the labour of absorbing it. The debt to society is the Scapegoat Mechanism wearing the dress of accountancy, the institutional Confabulation of Section 16.8 in its starkest form. The reparative obligations set out below are real and owed to the traumatised field, not to an abstraction.

This identifies a cost that the ordinary handling of murder and serious crime imposes gratuitously. Because the Debt to Society consists in the forced, system-wide re-weighting that every relationally constituted Self-Model in the affected field must perform, the magnitude of the Trauma manufactured is a function of how many Self-Models are made to deform. The Debt to Society is the cost imposed on the surrounding community by irreversible removal of, or grave harm to, an Individual. The people who knew the victim must update in any case, their priors were genuinely anchored against that node, and the rupture is real and unavoidable for them.

Publicity extends the same forced updating to a vast population who never encountered the victim at all. The observer who learns of a killing through saturating coverage is compelled to register the loss post hoc, to anchor a node and lose it in the same stroke, and to contend with a rupture on behalf of a person they never knew. This is distress manufactured without necessity, and it is not a byproduct of reporting the act, it is the act of reporting it in this manner. Observability does not measure the Trauma. It manufactures it, by multiplying the number of Self-Models conscripted into the re-weighting, and a society that broadcasts its killings and its crimes is, to that precise extent, manufacturing fresh Trauma in people who had no node to lose.

This is not a case for secrecy, and the distinction is sharp rather than a matter of degree. What manufactures fresh Trauma is amplification, the active pushing of a killing into the Self-Models of millions who did not seek it and had no prior anchor to the victim, so that they are conscripted into a re-weighting they never had reason to perform. It is not the existence of the information, and it is not its availability to those who have reason to seek it. The record can remain open, the proceeding public, the facts findable by the victim’s circle, by researchers, by anyone with a genuine reason to know. None of that conscripts the uninvolved, because seeking is voluntary and the Self-Model that goes looking has already engaged the node on its own initiative. Amplification is the opposite operation, it delivers the rupture, unbidden, to Self-Models that would otherwise never have formed the anchor, and it is that involuntary delivery, not the information itself, that manufactures the distress and manufactures the Trauma.

The principle is therefore restraint from amplification, not withholding of information. A society can keep its records fully open and its proceedings fully public while declining to broadcast its killings as spectacle, and it is only the broadcasting, the conversion of an event into saturating, unsought transmission, that the architecture identifies as the gratuitous manufacture of Trauma in the uninvolved.

Amplification of this kind is pervasive, and the explanation is not editorial taste but the same architecture the chapter has used throughout. The maxim that if it bleeds, it leads is usually treated as a cynical fact about media incentives. The architecture supplies its actual cause. Threat detection in the human runs on agent-based causal attribution (Axiom 9), the disposition to parse the world for agents whose actions bear on one’s safety, and a killing is the purest possible input to that system, one agent has destroyed another. Information of that kind is therefore high-Salience by construction, not because anyone decided it should be but because the neural architecture was tuned, over evolutionary time, to attend to exactly this signal above almost all others. Coverage of killing does not have to manufacture attention. It vindicates a disposition that is already there, feeding the agent-detection system the input it is built to seek, and it does so on the Mimetic channel, because what propagates through a population is precisely what each Self-Model is primed to register and pass on. This is why amplification is self-sustaining, the supply meets a standing architectural demand, and the demand does not satiate.

The same logic explains a feature of crime coverage that otherwise looks merely tasteless, the disproportionate focus on perpetrators over victims. If Salience tracked the magnitude of the loss, the victim, who has lost everything, would dominate the attention. It does not work that way, because the agent-detection system is not tracking loss, it is tracking live threat. The killer is a present agent whose capacity to act still bears on the observer’s safety, and so continues to carry maximal Salience. The victim has been nullified, removed from the agent field, and is therefore no longer an agent the threat-detection system has any reason to attend to. The architecture’s indifference to the victim is not callousness, it is the Salience mechanism doing exactly what it evolved to do, weighting present agents over absent ones. This is a further reason the standard handling of murder inflates the debt to society in the worst available way. It amplifies the residual agent, the perpetrator, whose elevation feeds the very Mimetic dynamics the response is meant to contain, while leaving the relational rupture around the victim, which is the actual content of the debt, comparatively unattended.

The just response resolves into two orthogonal axes. The first is repair of the Trauma already caused. Because Trauma occurs only on the Self-Model, it can be worked only on the Self-Model, and the Bayesian updating that re-fits a deformed Self-Model is irreducibly the sufferer’s own labour, which is the design-for-the-architecture-we-have principle applied to grief. The community can enable that labour but cannot perform it. Provision belongs on this axis as enabling rather than repair. No payment repairs a widow’s grief, because no external party can run her update for her, but A-precarity forecloses the deliberative bandwidth the work requires, the same foreclosure Section 16.10 derives for Freedom, so provision buys the stability without which the cognitive work cannot begin. This axis is intent-invariant, because the Trauma is the same whatever the offender intended.

The second axis is prevention of further Trauma. It is risk-calibrated, read from the pattern of conduct and the upstream conditions that carry what prevention needs to know about the person (Section 16.8; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.1; Appendix A, Section A.11.3), and it includes restraint from amplification, which on the Self-Model framing is restraint from manufacturing fresh Trauma in people who had no node to lose. Retribution and spectacle sit on neither axis. They work no Self-Model toward repair and prevent no deformation, and they exist only to discharge the confabulated debt, adding perturbation to a field the response is meant to settle.

The Irreversible Case sits at both ends of a single two-way relation between the state of a Self-Model and action. A deformation is a state, and the state is what guides action: a heavily loaded loop, running on a sufficiently deformed Self-Model under the loading conditions of Section 16.4, is what drives the act. In this direction the killing is an output of deformation upstream, which is why the chapter’s answer is to work on the state, through the cognitive re-fitting set out below, rather than on the act after it has occurred. The killing then writes back onto the same axis downstream, deforming every Self-Model anchored against the lost node. That downstream deformation is itself a loaded loop, triggered by cues endogenous or exogenous alike, a memory surfacing unbidden, or a widow passing a location strongly bound to the husband she has lost. The loaded loop, met by a cue, is the single mechanism on both sides of the relation. The killing itself is not a point on the deformation axis; it is the act a deformed state produces at high loading, and the event that deforms states in everyone positioned around the victim. Seen from this perspective, the causal chain surfaces the cascade of Harm which can be avoided by upstream treatment.

That the address must be upstream is shown by the failure of prohibition alone across the whole of recorded history. The prohibition against killing is among the oldest and most universally promulgated commands a society has ever issued, and if commanded prohibition were sufficient by itself to prevent the act, the rate would have fallen to zero long ago. It has not. The lesson is not that commanding Individuals not to kill is useless. A command is information, and as information it enters the update like any other evidence and can contribute to holding the loop gain low where the surrounding environment supports it. A command that carries its Referent enters as Evidence whose provenance can be traced, and is weighed accordingly (Section 16.11.2). The lesson is that the information at the heart of the command is necessary but insufficient. A single commanded prior cannot, on its own, move a Self-Model to a posterior its own updating does not generate, and it cannot by itself hold the gain below unity against an informational environment that pulls the other way.

At the moment of the act the limitation is sharper still. The killing is the output of a loop whose gain has crossed unity, the condition Section 16.3 identifies as Conflict, in which the positional Object supplies the drive and the satiable epistemic Object has emptied out. Past that threshold the cognitive route is foreclosed by construction, because reason operates on the epistemic Object the loop has already abandoned, and a prohibition is an appeal to exactly the faculty the supercritical loop has outrun. This is why command alone cannot reach the act, not because the information is worthless but because, supplied by itself and arriving too late, it is outweighed before the threshold and unreachable beyond it. In simple terms, the information “do not kill” has ceased to be Salient in the moment of the act because the Salience in the positional Object has far exceeded the Salience of the command. The Salience of the positional Object, the Confabulation that explains the urgent need for it, now, in this moment is beyond what any reasoned answer can reach. M is driving the feedback.

The correct address of murder, as of any crime, is therefore upstream and in concert. The priors that produce a killing are set in the informational environment the Individual updates within, so the interventions that reach the cause act on that environment, the dissemination of the right information and the management of the conditions that load the loop, with the prohibition set within that wider environment rather than left to carry the whole burden alone. A community that treats the killing solely as the isolated fault of the one who did it, has performed the agent-based truncation, mistaking the terminal output for the whole of the cause. To name those upstream causes is not to excuse the act or to dissolve the offender’s place on the culpability gradient. It is to recognise that prevention operates upstream, on the conditions that load the perturbation and keep the loop gain below unity in the first place.

At the cognitive level the entire reparative and preventive toolkit is one operation, the Bayesian updating of a Self-Model toward better fit with reality. Therapy repairs a deformed Self-Model. Education brings an impoverished one closer to reality by widening the Hypothesis Space Axiom 8 must act on. Productive friction, in the sense given in Section 16.2, is the same operation occurring naturally between Self-Models. Repair, rehabilitation, and prevention are therefore one operation applied at different points, which is the link to the Knowledge Patch. The default response is accordingly that cognitive operation, the upstream management of the informational environment for the field at large, and education and therapy for the offender, because these are the only instruments that act on the architecture that produced the act.

The empirical record confines this to the genuine exception. Where the victim-offender relationship is established, a clear majority of homicides are committed by someone known to the victim, 76 per cent of female victims and 56 per cent of male victims, and intimate-partner killings account for 34 per cent of all female victims (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2021; Australian Institute of Criminology, 2023). The offender’s risk is therefore typically relationship-specific, elevated toward a future intimate partner rather than a generalised danger to the public, so blanket incapacitation is unjustified on the framework’s own risk-calibration. Incapacitation calibrated to enduring risk can nonetheless be lifelong where the risk is genuinely and continuingly enduring, the difference from retribution lying in the forward-looking justification and in the maintenance of the A and I floors throughout, not in any withdrawal of them. The offender’s intent does not alter the victim’s harm or the victim-side obligation of provision, both of which are intent-invariant. What informs the assessment of future risk, and therefore the degree of any incapacitation, is the conduct and the context that gave rise to it, from which intent is inferred, read forward rather than as desert (Sections 16.6 and 16.16; Chapter 4, Section 4.4.1; Appendix A, Section A.11.3).

Given the architecture, a non-zero rate of this output is inevitable. Humans kill, they have always killed, and despite intelligence, education, and every refinement of institutions, a population of billions of unique, Referent-absent, flywheel-stabilised Self-Models interacting under scarcity and perturbation will continue, at some rate, to produce it. This is not fatalism and it is not licence. It is the same non-utopian framing the whole framework rests on. The objective is not the elimination of killing, which the architecture does not permit, but the management of its rate, holding the conditions that generate it below the threshold at which it cascades, and responding to each instance in the way that minimises further perturbation rather than the way that discharges the community’s own re-weighting through spectacle. The irreversible case is therefore not the point at which the framework fails. It is the point at which its central commitment, management rather than elimination, is stated at its starkest.

How a society responds to the instances it cannot prevent decides whether they accumulate. A response that punishes lowers Appetitive provision at the position where lowering it ignites, hardens the templates of the Individual punished, and raises the Coupling Strength of the population that encloses that Individual (Section 16.9), and a response that amplifies conscripts the uninvolved into the re-weighting. A response of either kind converts an inevitable local fold into loading at the scale of the population. A response that repairs, corrects and declines to amplify absorbs the fold where it occurred. The justice system is therefore part of what decides whether a population’s local folds accumulate toward the terminal one. The objective the framework holds is the indefinite deferral of terminal Mimetic crisis together with vast improvement over the status quo (Chapter 14, Section 14.11.3), and the two are reached by the same interventions. Every fold absorbed rather than amplified serves both, and it serves first the Individuals who bear it.

The structure the irreversible case exhibits is not peculiar to killing. It is the general form of the revenge impulse driven to its ceiling, and naming its components explicitly shows why the impulse is so overwhelming and why it scales. This convergence has a definite structure, and it is the mechanism that makes the revenge impulse feel absolute rather than proportionate. This is Revenge Overdetermination (the convergence of four independent drivers, perturbation, attribution, position-restoration, and the loaded loop, onto a single eliminatory imperative, such that the impulse is caused many times over and would persist even if any one driver were removed).

Four drivers operate at once. The first is the perturbation: the wrong delivers contradicting evidence to a heavily anchored set of identity-relevant priors, and the Self-Model defaults to anomaly-processing that demands closure, with the magnitude of the perturbation setting the magnitude of the demand. The second is attribution: the Agent-Based Causal Default routes the perturbation to an agent rather than to a structural cause, and in the killing case the agent is real and identified, so the attribution is correct at the level of proximate cause and carries none of the friction a scapegoat attribution carries. The third is position-restoration: the comparative logic seeks to lower or remove the agent, and because the Mimetic channel does not satiate (Axiom 6) and the loss is irreversible, no act closes the deficit, so the drive pushes past redress toward the agent’s elimination. The fourth is the loaded loop: the avenger and the agent become a high-Coupling interface at maximal Salience, the loop gain is carried well above its critical value, and the wrong functions as the perturbation that tips it super-critical, so the impulse compounds rather than decaying.

Under Source Opacity these four arrive fused into a single imperative, and the narrative system, lacking access to their separate sources (Axiom 3), confabulates the highest-grade moral ground available, justice for the dead, a debt that must be paid (Axiom 4), so that the impulse presents as sacred and self-authored duty rather than as a loaded loop running its course. Revenge Overdetermination is therefore the standing form of the impulse, and the Revenge Cascade is what results when that impulse is discharged through elimination.

The same four drivers operate at every magnitude, scaled by the size of the perturbation and the degree to which the loop is already loaded. A grave but non-fatal wrong, a betrayal, a public humiliation, the destruction of a livelihood, perturbs the Self-Model substantially without removing a load-bearing node, so the attribution still routes to an agent and the loop still escalates, but the deficit can sometimes be closed by a restoration short of elimination, and the impulse more often discharges before it reaches the limit. The ordinary personal slight, the dismissive remark, the snub, runs through the identical circuitry at low magnitude: it perturbs a comparative position rather than a load-bearing node, the closure-demand is small, and whether it decays or escalates depends entirely on whether the interface’s loop gain sits below or above its critical value. Between near-strangers in a low-Coupling setting the loop is sub-critical and the slight registers as a transient annoyance; between rivals in a high-Coupling, high-observability setting, co-workers contesting one promotion, neighbours locked in proximity, family members in a status-saturated household, the same trivial slight enters a loaded loop, compounds across passes by the recall mechanism already described, and escalates into a feud whose intensity bears no proportion to its originating cause.

There is no separate psychology of grand vengeance and petty grudge. There is one architecture read at opposite ends of its magnitude range, and the murdered-loved-one case and the office feud differ only in how large the perturbation was and how heavily the loop was already loaded.

The four drivers do not fix the direction of the attribution, and the direction is not always outward. The account ground-resolution returns first is the prior already loaded, which may route inward as self-blame as readily as outward as blame of another (Chapter 18, Section 18.17), and the demand for agent-based causation (Axiom 9, Chapter 4, Section 4.3.9) can be met by targeting oneself (Chapter 11, Section 11.23). Where the perturbation is a fall in the Individual’s own standing, Rung Loss (Chapter 8, Section 8.5.6), and the attribution routes to the self, position-restoration seeks to lower or remove the agent held responsible, and the agent is the Individual. Which way the attribution routes after a fall turns on the believed standing: held against the field, it routes outward as a Grievance Belief; relinquished, it leaves the gap as the Individual’s own (Chapter 15, Section 15.10.2). That this is a route to suicide is a Framework-Specific Hypothesis: the eliminatory imperative of Revenge Overdetermination with the self as its object, most exposed at the recognition that no recovery is in prospect, when position-restoration has no target short of elimination left (Chapter 15, Section 15.7). The act is achievable because of the A-Disadvantage (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.12), and it needs no culturally installed template of the kind the I-Template Override requires.

This is why the revenge impulse, however overwhelming and however sincerely felt as duty, must be understood for what it is: a failure mode of the architecture, not a moral authority. That it presents as sacred obligation is exactly what the architecture predicts of a loaded loop fused under Source Opacity, and the force of the presentation is no evidence whatever of its rightness; it is the symptom by which the failure mode is recognised.

What the impulse demands is the agent’s elimination, delivered with maximal force precisely when the loss is greatest, but the obligation the wrong actually creates is not the one the impulse names. As the irreversible case has shown, the debt to society is confabulated, conjured by the community’s avoided Self-Model update, while the real obligation runs to the field the wrong has deformed, and it is discharged by the field-correction the following sections derive, the deficit-first restoration of the victim’s circle through Cascading Support and the lever-targeting, floor-preserving correction of the generating field through Cascading Consequences. Acting on the impulse does the opposite of what the situation requires. Retributive elimination loads the loop further, writes fresh Trauma into the agent’s own field, and propagates the very perturbation the wrong began, so that the most extreme perturbation, the one the limit case describes, is also the one most likely to spread if the default response is indulged.

This propagation has a definite shape, and it is the mechanism by which a single wrong becomes a standing condition of a field. Each act of retributive elimination is itself a Harm inflicted on an agent who sits in a field of their own, deforming the Self-Models of everyone anchored to them and loading their interfaces in turn, so that the avenged wrong becomes the next avenger’s perturbation and the next loaded loop’s ignition. This is the Revenge Cascade: the self-propagating chain in which vengeance, by discharging one loaded loop through elimination, loads the loops of the agent’s field and manufactures the next generation of avengers, so the cycle does not close but reproduces. The feud that runs across decades and the blood-vendetta that runs across generations are the Revenge Cascade observed at length, and they are not evidence that the impulse was eventually satisfied but evidence that it never can be, because each discharge is also a fresh perturbation. The cascade is the field-scale signature of the same failure mode the individual impulse exhibits, and it is why the impulse must be interrupted rather than indulged: a discharged revenge does not subtract a Harm from the field, it adds one.

The explanatory completeness of the account is therefore not a licence but a warning. Because the impulse is architecturally entailed, it cannot be expected to extinguish itself, and it cannot be treated as acceptable in any circumstances. It is a failure mode to be recognised as such, engineered around by the institutional design that holds the loop sub-critical and routes the field’s response into correction rather than vengeance, and resisted by the Individual in whom it arises, precisely so that the perturbation is absorbed by the field rather than amplified through it.

None of this diminishes the pain the loss inflicts, which is real, severe, and on the chapter’s own account a Self-Model Trauma that can be repaired but never reversed. The point is rather that the pain has a pathway, and retribution is not it. The avenger’s suffering is answered by the long work of repair, through grief, therapy, and the other therapeutic means by which a deformed Self-Model is brought back within serviceable tolerance, and it is precisely because this pathway exists that the retributive impulse can be resisted without asking the bereaved to simply endure their loss unaddressed. Retribution offers the appearance of relief and delivers none, because eliminating the agent does not repair the avenger’s Self-Model; it only loads the next loop. The humane response to the pain and the architecturally sound response to it are therefore the same response: repair the Trauma rather than propagate it.

16.13 The Eliminative Structure of Crime

The Three-Source Taxonomy establishes that all motivation arises from Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, or Mimetic Desire, and Axiom 1 admits no fourth source. This partition is exhaustive: every act, including every harmful act, is driven by one or more of the three, because there is nowhere else for the drive to come from. The corollary is structural. If harmful acts are driven by Appetites, by Intrinsic channels, or by Mimetic Desire, and there is no fourth driver, then the space of harmful acts is partitioned by source in exactly the same way that motivation itself is, and each branch can be addressed at its source. This is the Eliminative Structure of Crime: not a claim about motivation in any particular case, but a consequence of the partition being exhaustive with no fourth term.

The A-driven branch closes at its terminus. The A-channel signals a deficit, and its signal terminates when the deficit is corrected (Axiom 6), so the drive behind an A-sourced harmful act is a drive toward something that ends the drive on arrival. Where the deficit is met, the drive does not arise; where it is met by a route that harms no one, the harmful route loses its occasion. This is closure by supply. The branch is addressed not by deterring the act but by furnishing what the signal was for.

The I-driven branch closes by a different route, because what an I-arc needs is not a deficit’s correction but access to an engagement. Intrinsic Motivation is the process-rewarding, self-regulating channel: the drive it supplies comes from genuine engagement with a project or activity for its own sake, and the feedback that sustains it is the quality of that engagement (Axiom 6). An I-arc can contend, and 16.10 has already shown when it does. Where two Individuals’ pursuits run through the same enabler, a contested space, tool, material, or block of time, both arcs are open and only one can pass. What the I-channel cannot supply is a pursuit that fails to close. The enabler closes the arc of whoever obtains it and a second enabler closes the other, which is why reinstatement in kind dissolves an I-sourced contest. What reinstatement cannot do is unwrite a prior already recorded about the other party while the contest ran (16.3); it closes the arcs, and closing the arcs is what removes the driver.

The Mimetic case differs in exactly this respect. Its Object is a comparative position, and a position cannot be furnished twice, because it is constituted by where the other party stands. Supplying it to both parties is therefore not a shortage that better provision could relieve but a contradiction in the Object, which is why no reinstatement satisfies a Mimetic residue and why the diagnostic of 16.10 works. This is what closes the I-driven branch and leaves the Mimetic branch open: securing the materials, instruments, and protected space for Intrinsic pursuit (the I-domains that the A-Rights, I-Rights, and M-Rights derivation named) closes I-arcs rather than leaving them running. The I-driven branch of the Eliminative Structure is closed not by removing a want but by supplying what the want was for, which is the one thing the Mimetic branch’s Object does not admit.

The residue that survives the closure of the A-driven and I-driven branches is necessarily Mimetic: harm driven by a positional Object, the comparative standing whose occupation by one party denies it to another. This is the supercritical Conflict loop the framework has already derived, and it is the branch to which Cascading Consequences is addressed. The Eliminative Structure now reframes the two remedies as a partitioned operation. Cascading Support eliminates the A-driven branch at its source by securing A-floors across the field and simultaneously enables the Intrinsic engagement that closes the I-driven branch; it does not address the Mimetic residue because the Mimetic channel has no A-terminus to meet and no I-project to absorb the drive. Cascading Consequences addresses the Mimetic residue (the hardened priors, the loaded loop, the positional Object still driving the generating field) by targeting the levers and channels that loaded the Mimetic stake. The two remedies then address that residue, each reaching the branch the other cannot.

The residue narrows further under the Non-Malice Corollary and network position. The Non-Malice Corollary establishes that premeditated, purposeless harm (harm driven by neither unsecured A, nor active I-engagement, nor a positional Mimetic Object) requires a node with secured A, engaged I, no positional Object, and no loaded loop. Under the Three-Source partition this is motivationally sourceless: no source from within the partition is supplying the drive. It is also positionally isolated in the network: with no positional Object, the act cannot propagate through the coupling structure that carries Mimetic Desire, because there is nothing for the coupling to transmit. This isolated residue is the genuine case for which incapacitation is reserved, not the Appetite-driven act whose branch the A-floor closes, not the Mimetically driven rivalry the field-correction obligation addresses, but the structurally sourceless and positionally isolated act that the Eliminative Structure cannot dissolve by addressing any of the three branches, because none of them is carrying the drive.

The same argument scales to collective violence. A group whose Mimetic residue has driven it across the supercritical threshold is generating a Conflict loop carried by a positional Object at the collective level, and the Eliminative Structure applies to the collective generating field by the same derivation, closing the A-driven and I-driven branches at the collective level and identifying the Mimetic residue as what Cascading Consequences is addressing. The following chapter on Violence as Architectural Output takes this up.

Two steps make explicit why a deformation of the Self-Model is not a private injury but the engine of social dysfunction. The first is that the Self-Model guides action. The Self-Model is a Belief structure, the subset of the Belief Register an Individual holds about themselves, and the Observer computes the Salience it delivers to the Decision Hub on those priors, and the Decision Hub integrates that Salience when it selects action (Axioms 2 and 8).

That integration is not symmetric across the sources. The Thinker influences the integrated value through two channels, its own direct input and the Observer’s Salience, which the Observer does not generate independently but computes on the Thinker’s cached priors, while the Body Manager is the one genuinely independent source, so the arithmetic of influence runs two to one in the Thinker’s favour (the channel-count asymmetry from which the I-Supremacy Result is derived; the formal specification corresponds to Channel 1 of the five-channel Patch architecture: the I-Override gate reducing the effective Decision Hub weight on the Mimetic channel far enough to hold the effective loop gain below its critical threshold, Appendix A.6.4). Because the Self-Model is maintained in the Thinker and shapes both of the Thinker’s channels, a Self-Model whose priors have been shifted in an adverse direction does not produce a neutral readout of damaged Belief but a doubly-loaded one, biasing valuation, and so behaviour, across every subsequent encounter rather than only the one that shifted it, and it is the same two-channel dominance that lets the deformed self-narrative present as authentically self-grounded even where Mimetic content is doing the driving.

The second step is that this is what converts a Harm into durable dysfunction. Trauma is the persistent, adverse form of this deformation, and because the deformed priors are carried into later interfaces with threat-Salience raised and fault-attribution hardened, the Individual arrives at each new interface closer to the threshold, which is the architectural sense in which emotional damage and social dysfunction are not separate phenomena but the same deformation read at the level of the person and at the level of the field. A precipitating event passes; the deformation it wrote into the Self-Model does not, and it is the deformation, not the event, that propagates, precisely as a damaged gear keeps turning and throws off every other gear it meshes with.

16.14 The Relational Subcriticality Principle and the Field-Correction Obligation

The Justice movement closed on a dissolution. The debt to society, the surplus the community exacts beyond repair of the victim’s field, is confabulated, the Scapegoat Mechanism wearing the dress of accountancy. Dissolving it leaves a question the Remedy movement must answer. If the perturbation a Harm sends through the community grounds no debt owed outward to an abstraction, what obligation does it ground? The answer runs the same machinery in the opposite direction. The very fact that dissolves the outward debt, that a Harm deforms Self-Models across the whole field rather than transferring a quantity to a creditor, grounds an obligation running inward, from the community back across the field, to every node the perturbation touched.

Seen as structure, Individuals are mutually constituting: each Self-Model is built in part out of the others in its field (the result established in the chapter on the Bayesian Self-Model and carried into the derivation of Relationalism), so the field is one coupled system and not an aggregate of separate interiors. Seen as dynamics, that same system carries a stability condition: its loops must remain sub-critical or the field runs toward the collective fixed point the following chapter examines as Violence (Subcriticality Maintenance).

These are not two facts. The couplings through which Individuals constitute one another are identically the loops whose gain must stay below the critical threshold. This identity is the Relational Subcriticality Principle: the relational constitution of the field and the subcriticality condition of the field are one object seen from two directions, structure and stability, neither separable from the other. This is a different cut from the two axes of the just response drawn earlier, the relational constitution of the Self-Model and the subcriticality condition of the field are one object, where the earlier distinction separated the restoration owed from the prevention required. A relational field that did not have to hold its loops sub-critical would impose no maintenance obligation, and subcriticality could be maintained on nothing other than the relational field, because the loops to be held below unity are precisely the constituting couplings.

The field-correction obligation follows directly. A Harm deforms Self-Models across the field, the victim’s most severely, then the dependants, then the wider circle of those whose priors were anchored against the affected nodes. Under the Relational Subcriticality Principle each un-re-fit deformation is two things at once: a damaged constituent of the field, read structurally, and a loaded loop raising the field’s gain toward the next crossing, read dynamically — the hardened priors narrowing the Hypothesis Space the field’s Bayesian layer updates over, and the raised operating point carrying the fast layer with it, as Section 16.4 states of Trauma. They are the same node. The field cannot therefore correct itself by discharging the perturbation onto a single node, which is the scapegoating direction the Justice movement dissolved, the field manufacturing fresh Trauma rather than absorbing it. It corrects itself only by re-fitting every Self-Model the perturbation deformed. This is the field-correction obligation, and it descends from the principle without a further premise: because the field is one coupled-and-constituting system whose persistence requires its loops sub-critical, its own persistence condition requires the correction of every node a perturbation deforms.

Two features of the obligation follow from the principle rather than from any moral premise. First, no node is excluded, and that explicitly includes the perpetrator. The perpetrator is a node in the field through which the perturbation passed, and their Self-Model carries the priors that produced the act, which are themselves a deformation relative to a Self-Model that would not have produced it. Leaving that node un-re-fit leaves the field carrying the loaded loop that generates the next act, which is exactly what the subcriticality reading does not permit. Correction is owed to the perpetrator not as leniency and not as desert, but because they are a deformed constituent of the field the obligation governs. Second, the obligation is intent-blind as to whether it applies and risk-calibrated as to how, for the reason the Justice movement already established: the deformation is the same whatever produced it (the natural-death control), so the obligation to correct attaches to the deformation, not to anyone’s intent, while the form correction takes is calibrated to the forward risk each node carries.

The obligation has two directions, because the perturbation deforms three parts of one field and they fall to two remedies. The first part is the field around the victim. The second is the generating field, every node that added load to the loop that produced the act. The third is the field around the generating field: the dependants, households and communities anchored to the nodes that produced the act, who added no load, and who are deformed by the act and by the consequences that follow it, and very often by the same deficits that loaded the loop the generating node acted from. The partition follows from the network form of the loop, in which each node’s Belief Register takes Evidence from the nodes anchored to it (Appendix A, Section A.5.7). The remedy applied to the first and third parts is Cascading Support, because both are deformed fields that carry no load. The remedy applied to the second is Cascading Consequences. Cascading Support and Cascading Consequences are not two principles but one field-correction obligation applied to the parts of one field, and the two sections that follow derive each in turn.

16.15 Cascading Support

Cascading Support is the field-correction obligation applied to the field deformed around the victim. It holds that after a Harm the response restores the victim’s and dependants’ Appetites and Intrinsic agency first, repairs the costs borne by helpers in expanding circles next, and turns to any consequences for the offender last, the order set by depth of deformation rather than by desert.

The priority is derived, not chosen, and it is a priority of provision under constraint, not an ordering in time. All correction the field owes runs concurrently: the victim’s field and the generating node are re-fit at once, because both are deformed nodes the field’s persistence requires corrected, and nothing about correcting one defers correcting the other. What the priority fixes is whose A and I are secured first where resources or attention are scarce, and there the gradient runs by depth of deformation. The victim and dependants carry the deepest deformation, the loss of the central node and the A-provision and I-engagement that depended on it, so their floors are secured first. Helpers, those who absorb the secondary perturbation in supporting the victim’s field, carry the next deepest deformation and are secured next, so that no one ends worse off for having stepped in. The expanding circles follow the gradient of deformation outward.

This priority reverses the retributive ordering, which leads with consequences for the offender and makes the victim’s restoration wait on the offender’s suffering. The reversal is forced: the first success condition for justice is that needs are met and Intrinsic projects can resume, because the deformation that grounds the obligation is located in the deprived nodes, and leading with the offender’s suffering corrects none of it. Consequences for the offender are not deferred in time by this priority, they run alongside, but they are not the measure of whether justice has succeeded.

The mechanism of correction is the sufferer’s own labour, and this fixes what provision can and cannot do. Trauma occurs only on the Self-Model and can be worked only on the Self-Model, by the Bayesian re-fitting that is irreducibly the sufferer’s own (the result the Irreversible Case established for grief). The community cannot run another’s update. That limit is architectural rather than practical: the channel by which an Individual’s own prior state returns as Evidence is the one slow-layer coupling the formalism holds to be irreducible (Appendix A.5.6). What it can do is enable the update, and provision is the enabling instrument. A-precarity forecloses the deliberative bandwidth the re-fitting requires, the same foreclosure the derivation of Freedom identified, so restoring the victim’s and dependants’ A-Floor and protecting their I-space buys the stability without which the cognitive work cannot begin. Provision therefore belongs to Cascading Support as the enabling precondition of repair, not as repair itself, and the distinction is exact: no payment repairs a widow’s grief, but A-precarity can make the grief un-workable, and provision removes that obstacle.

Cascading Support is, in this sense, the positive content of the dissolved debt to society. The Justice movement showed that the community’s felt deficit grounds no debt owed by the offender. The field-correction obligation shows what the deficit does ground: a debt owed by the field to the field, the obligation to restore the deformed nodes so that each can perform the re-fitting only it can perform. The reparative obligations named at the close of the Irreversible Case are this obligation, owed to the traumatised field and not to an abstraction.

Cascading Support runs to the field around the generating node by the same derivation, because the obligation excludes no deformed node. The priority gradient is unchanged. It runs by depth of deformation and not by desert, so where resources are scarce the victim’s field is secured first, and the field around the generating node takes its place on the same gradient, neither placed behind the victim’s field by association nor exempted from it. Two results make that provision more than the preservation of floors. By the Eliminative Structure of Crime, securing Appetitive floors and Intrinsic space closes the Appetitive and Intrinsic branches of harmful action at their source, because the Appetitive and Intrinsic sources satiate where the Mimetic channel carries no self-terminating term (Chapter 4, Sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.6), and Appetitive and Intrinsic provision set the sign and magnitude of the Treadmill loop gain, moving the critical threshold itself (Appendix A, Section A.5.5). The field around the generating node is the field in which those branches were open. By the Revenge Cascade, the same field is where the next perturbation forms, because a deformation left un-re-fit there loads the loops through which the consequences imposed on the generating node are read as a Harm to be answered (Section 16.12). A field that is provisioned reads the consequence as the consequence it is. A field that is stripped reads it as an attack, and the Grievance Belief it forms against the victim’s field and against the state is forced by the deprivation the stripping added.

The logic is scale-invariant, because nothing in the derivation refers to scale: the network loop is the same loop with inter-Individual couplings (Appendix A, Section A.5.7). The household of an Individual whose conduct is contained, the community from which a group that crossed into violence was drawn, and the population of a state whose leadership waged war are the same part of the field at three sizes. Chapter 17 derives the population case as the Buffer-Depletion Acceleration Principle (Chapter 17, Section 17.17.2), and its historical record is the contrast between two settlements. The settlement of 1919 imposed a reparations regime on the defeated population, and its republic fell fourteen years later. The settlement after 1945 deferred reparations, halved West Germany’s external debt (Galofré-Vilà et al., 2019) and extended reconstruction aid to the defeated populations among others. West Germany, Italy and Austria have each since passed the longest period in their modern histories without war on their own territory or a violent crisis that broke the state, and Japan, reconstructed under occupation on the same terms, has done the same. That settlement was Cascading Support to the field around a generating node, and it was a partial instance of it. The aid was modest beside the recovery it accompanied (De Long and Eichengreen, 1993), and it was allocated among recipients by political and budgetary considerations rather than on the parameters the architecture fixes (Appendix A, Section A.5.5): Appetitive floors, Intrinsic access, the bounding of the Mimetic channel, and the expansion of the Hypothesis Space. Several recipients passed through coups, dictatorship or colonial war in the decades that followed, and the settlement’s record there does not test the architecture, because no recipient’s provision was set on those parameters. The architecture’s prediction is that provision set on them would bring other populations the result the defeated states show, and the prediction is falsified if provision so set leaves a population’s crisis trajectory unchanged. Applied before the act rather than after it, and on those parameters, the same provision is Proactive Cascading Support (Chapter 17, Section 17.17.4), and the household case differs from the case of a nation only in the number of Self-Models it re-fits.

16.16 Cascading Consequences and the Limit of Incapacitation

Cascading Consequences is the field-correction obligation applied to the whole generating field: not to the generating node in isolation, but to every participant in the act, the one who struck, the supplier who provided the instrument, the financier who resourced the operation, the encourager whose framing loaded the loop, each in proportion to the share they contributed to the loop gain that produced the act and the forward risk each carries. The obligation derives the same structure the Justice movement derived for the victim’s field: the perturbation passed through each of these nodes, loading each loop, and the field’s own persistence requires the correction of every node it passed through, in the direction of deformation. The culpability gradient follows the load each node added: the one whose contribution drove the final crossing bears more of the correction than one whose contribution was marginal, and each bears no more than the load they added and the risk they forward.

The form of correction is derived from what re-fitting the deformed priors requires. The act is the output of a loop operating on specific A-levers, Mimetic channels, and a positional Object, so the correction targets those levers and channels, the cognitive operation, education and therapy, that refits the priors rather than deepening them. Violence-enabling goods and channels are the Objects and infrastructures that lower the cost of converting Appetitive strain or Mimetic tension into Harm, and Cascading Consequences restricts those levers first. Any additional consequence is warranted only where it removes a forward threat, and only to the extent necessary. Punitive deprivation is the form Cascading Consequences does not permit, and the Punitive Inversion Principle (Section 16.9) states why: withdrawing A-essentials or I-space from a node does not attenuate the loop but loads it further at two of the three quantities a penalty reaches, the node’s Appetitive provision and the templates its Self-Model is maintained on. Withdrawing A and I also manufactures the fresh Trauma that Cascading Support is simultaneously working to prevent in the victim’s field.

Cascading Consequences cannot leave the generating node’s standing where it was, and does not attempt to. Standing is the received aggregate of every evaluator’s estimate, low-pass filtered across the population (Appendix A, Section A.11), so a finding of authorship moves the estimates it is aggregated from, and the node’s standing falls over the filter’s window whatever form the consequence takes (Appendix A, Section A.9.6). Rung Loss is therefore inevitable. Its degree is not. The Mimetic Premium tracks the differential of regard between parties, and its equilibrium is the symmetry of regard at any level rather than its absence (Appendix A, Section A.10.4). The regard a community extends to a node it has found to be a perpetrator is a parameter the community sets, through every act of acknowledgement or degradation it directs at the node, and the node’s Observer reads the node’s position from those acts (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7).

Two constraints fix the form the parameter can take. The first is that neither direction of forcing is neutral. A population’s positional alignment settles only when forcing ceases, and a counter-push is a sign-reversed force rather than none (Appendix A, Section A.10.3). Treatment that raises the node above the standing the finding leaves is therefore a forcing as surely as treatment that degrades it, and it is read by the victim’s field as a premium paid at its expense (Wozniak, 2014). Correction is accordingly conducted as education and resources, with provision delivered as the node’s own choice among the forms it may take, which preserves the Intrinsic agency the provision exists to restore, and without the marks of degradation, which add a downward attribution the correction does not require. The second is that the experienced loss cannot be set from outside. The fall registers as the Observer’s reading of the node’s holding against a comparison set the Belief Register carries, and the Belief Register is written only by the node’s own Thinker (Chapter 4, Sections 4.4.7 and 4.4.8). Whether the loss is felt, how it is felt and how deeply are within no other party’s reach. The same procedure produces different results in different Individuals: the format of a proceeding does not by itself move reoffending, and what moves it is how the treatment is experienced (Tyler et al., 2007). What is within reach is the Evidence: the regard the community extends, and the window over which it holds the finding against the node.

How a community reads a finding is itself carried in the Belief Registers of its members, which is why the same consequence is received differently in different communities. Where the shared account condemns the act and keeps the person within the community, the finding lowers standing without fixing it. Where the shared account treats the finding as a permanent change of kind, every later encounter restates the fall. A formal label alone raises reoffending (Chiricos et al., 2007), formal processing of young offenders raises later delinquency against diversion (Petrosino et al., 2010), and offenders who experience their treatment as condemning the act without casting them out reoffend less (Murphy and Harris, 2007). The parameter is cultural before it is institutional, and it moves only as those Belief Registers move. None of this makes the consequence welcome to the node, or its moderation welcome to the victim’s field. The Mimetic Premium Floor Corollary bounds what any parameterisation achieves (Appendix A, Section A.10.5). The node will feel lowered, and the victim’s field will not experience the node’s treatment as its own repair. What the parameterisation governs is how far the fall is driven below what the finding itself entails, and that excess is the part of the consequence that loads the next loop.

The same structure applies when Conflict scales to collective violence. When a group crosses the supercritical threshold, the generating field expands, but its structure does not change. The contributor who supplied the ideological frame, the leader who organised the capacity, the financier who sustained the operation are nodes in the generating field, carrying the loop loads they added and the forward risks they carry. Cascading Consequences applies to the collective generating field by the same derivation, with the culpability gradient tracking the load each node contributed rather than distributing consequence uniformly. The following chapter on Violence as Architectural Output takes this up in full.

Incapacitation is the limiting case of Cascading Consequences at any one node in the generating field: the point at which the only lever removing an enduring threat from that node is physical containment. It is the single tool that is not an instance of the cognitive operation: it works no Self-Model toward better fit, acting on the conversion of an intention into an act rather than on the loop that generated the intention, and is therefore justified only on a finding that the node poses a genuine enduring threat to others that the cognitive route cannot reach in time. The field-correction logic fixes its form exactly. Movement is restricted only to the extent necessary to maintain others’ safety; A-floors and I-provision are maintained throughout, because they are non-derogable under the obligation; rehabilitation remains available throughout, because the cognitive operation is never foreclosed by containment; and, under the Positive Re-evaluation Obligation, the basis for incapacitation must be positively re-established at each periodic review, lapsing if not affirmatively renewed, because a consequence justified only by forward risk has no standing once the risk is no longer positively established. These conditions hold whether incapacitation applies to an individual node or to a node’s role within a collective generating field.

What separates incapacitation from punishment is what ends it. A restriction justified by forward risk lapses when the risk can no longer be positively shown, and a punishment runs its term whatever the risk. The restriction imposed can be identical in the two cases, and the past act enters the first only as Evidence about the risk. Incapacitation carries a difficulty of its own, because containment removes the occasions on which the finding of risk would be tested: an Individual who is held cannot show that the Individual would not have reoffended. That is Referent Foreclosure (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.2.1). The Positive Re-evaluation Obligation places the burden of each review on the finding rather than on the contained Individual, but it does not by itself supply the Evidence a review needs, and that Evidence can come from two places only. The first is the rate across many cases: measures of risk calibrated on the outcomes of whole populations, whose accuracy in predicting sexual reoffending is moderate and well short of certainty (Hanson and Morton-Bourgon, 2009), so that the error rate of the measure is itself part of what a finding of enduring threat must state. The second is stepped release, the lifting of restriction by degrees, so that conduct under lesser restriction accumulates as Evidence the review can read. Without either, each review reads the same file and the finding renews itself. Australian law upholds schemes for detaining offenders beyond their sentence on a finding of unacceptable risk (Fardon v Attorney-General (Qld) (2004) 223 CLR 575; Minister for Home Affairs v Benbrika (2021) 272 CLR 68), and the conditions derived here are the standard against which such a scheme is read.

The two remedies are now visible as one operation running in two directions. Cascading Support re-fits the deformed field around the victim, securing the deepest deficits first where provision is scarce, by enabling provision and repair. Cascading Consequences re-fits the whole generating field, the striker and every enabler who loaded the loop, targeting the levers and channels that produced the act, with floor-preserving containment where the cognitive route cannot reach the forward risk in time. Both are the field correcting its own deformation under the Relational Subcriticality Principle, and neither is the discharge of a confabulated debt. The symmetry with the dissolved debt is exact: scapegoating is the field externalising the perturbation onto a single node, and remedy is the field absorbing the perturbation by re-fitting every node the perturbation touched, in both directions at once.

16.17 Physician, Heal Thyself

The derivation of Freedom and Coercion supplies, as a direct consequence, the one intervention on Conflict that a single party can apply without the other’s agreement, and it is where the rights become operational rather than declaratory. Recall that Loop Gain is the product of the couplings around a closed cycle, so that a single party withdrawing its contribution drops the gain below the critical value and the inter-party grinding stops, though the internalised residue persists as Trauma. The structural guarantee that either party, on recognising they are in Conflict, can unilaterally decouple from the loop is the clutch. A clutch is engaged from one side; one party declining to feed back is sufficient to bring the interface sub-critical, and it does not require the other party to concede, to agree, or even to recognise the Conflict at all. In the engineer’s terms, the decoupling party is choosing to stop feeding the loop.

The clutch is not free, and the proviso is exactly the one the derivation of Coercion forces. Decoupling must be available without forcing the withdrawing party below their A-Floor or stripping their I-domains, because if leaving costs a party their livelihood, their housing, their children, or their standing, the exit is not real. The A-threat of leaving would then exceed the cost of grinding on, and Section 16.4 showed that A-precarity is what drives the loop super-critical in the first place. A clutch that is ruinous to engage is not a clutch but a locked transmission, and worse, it is itself a Coercion in the precise sense just derived: the A-threat of exit is the lever by which the grinding is sustained.

This does not mean exit can ever be costless; leaving always carries some A-cost, and the clutch is therefore an ideal to be approximated rather than a binary that is either present or absent. What the framework requires is that the cost of exit be kept survivable, below the A-Floor and clear of the I-domains, so that a party who recognises a Conflict can decouple from it and bear a tolerable cost rather than a ruinous one. A party who cannot afford to leave a Conflict is not free, in the precise three-component sense Section 16.10 derived, which is why the clutch is not an optional humane addition but a structural condition of Freedom itself. Divorce without fault-finding, no-cause termination, genuine exit rights, the capacity to withdraw unilaterally and bear a survivable cost, these are clutches, and a society without them forces its parties to grind to destruction because there is no other way out. The clutch is also, note, a consequence-bearing response that requires no finding of fault: a party decouples and bears the cost of having done so, and no verdict is entered against anyone, which is the operational shape of the fault-orthogonality the chapter has argued for throughout.

An Apology is the clutch conducted in words, and it takes two forms that the architecture does not confuse. Each party’s conduct is evidence for the other, and the loop between them escalates only while each answers the other’s hostility in kind; a party who stops answering in kind holds the loop below its threshold whatever the other does (Appendix A, Section A.11.8). That is the clutch, and an Apology is one of the ways it is engaged. A demanded Apology engages the opposite. It asks the other party to lower themselves in front of the one who asks, and lowering another is the move that gains most standing for the effort, more than any act of raising oneself (Appendix A, Section A.10.2). What it gains is the difference in regard on which the Mimetic Premium is paid (Appendix A, Section A.10.4). The contrition the demand names cannot be supplied by a party who does not hold that they did wrong. Contrition is a state of that party’s Belief Register, which only that party’s Thinker writes (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.8), and under Source Opacity and Confabulation that party’s account of the act is sincere whether or not it is accurate (Chapter 4, Sections 4.3.3 and 4.3.4). A refusal is read as the conduct the Grievance Belief predicted. An Apology extracted by pressure delivers what the demand sought, the difference in regard, and the demander accepts it (Risen and Gilovich, 2007). It delivers nothing else. Conduct produced on demand tells the demander nothing about the one who produced it, because it answers the demand rather than expressing a disposition (Appendix A, Section A.11.8). The Grievance Belief is handed back its own estimate, and each time it is recalled it returns confirmed rather than revised (Appendix A, Section A.5.6), while observers, to whom nothing was owed, discount the Apology (Risen and Gilovich, 2007). The demand also lowers the party it is made of, who answers it with avoidance rather than reconciliation, most of all where responsibility is not accepted or assumed (Conrad et al., 2026). Either outcome loads the loop: the refusal on the demander’s side, and the extracted Apology on the side of the party who paid for it.

A voluntary Apology is the opposite operation. A contest of standing settles only when both sides stop pushing, and pushing back the other way is a push, not a stop (Appendix A, Section A.10.3). An Apology offered knowingly and freely is the stop made visible: it declines the lowering the Conflict invites. It is still received as deference, and deference always moves regard toward the one who receives it (Appendix A, Section A.10.4). What distinguishes a voluntary Apology is where the movement ends. The harm lowered the other party’s standing, and an Apology scoped to the harm restores the balance the harm disturbed, which is the Mutual-Regard Equilibrium, where a demanded Apology, performed before an audience and required to look sincere, seeks to carry it past that balance. Because no one extracted it, a voluntary Apology says something about the one who offers it, and it is the one form of conduct the other party’s Grievance Belief can learn from (Appendix A, Section A.11.8). It does not require the party offering it to hold that they did wrong. Its content separates into acknowledgement of the other party’s loss, acknowledgement of authorship where the party offering it holds that they authored it, and an undertaking of repair, and those are the components that carry most of an Apology’s effect (Lewicki et al., 2016). Every part it contains can be given sincerely, because the acknowledgement of authorship is offered only where it is held, and the rest states what a party who holds no fault does hold: that the loss is real, that repair is owed, and that the loop is not worth loading. What it omits is the lowering beyond that balance, which is what a demand seeks and what the Apology exists to withhold. Its reach has two limits. Regard builds more slowly than hostility ignites (Appendix A, Section A.11.8), so one Apology does not undo what repeated hostility has done. And no Apology brings the Mimetic Premium to nothing; the balance is approached, never reached (Appendix A, Section A.10.5).

The form follows. The Apology is scoped to reparation rather than to the standing of the parties, and it is conducted Low-Theatre, disclosed to the parties for whom it is necessary rather than performed before an audience. Standing is made of what everyone who sees a person thinks of them, and it changes slowly (Appendix A, Section A.11), so every onlooker adds a judgment of the apologiser that outlasts the Apology itself. An audience converts the Apology into a public reading of the apologiser’s position and restores the lowering the Apology was offered to withdraw (Chapter 17, Section 17.19.4). A justice system that declines to punish declines for the same reason to compel an Apology. It can make room for one, and the room is used: where the parties meet voluntarily, most victims receive an Apology, and few do where they do not (Strang et al., 2013). A harmed Individual who asks for an Apology is asking, under the Practical Redirect, for the wrong object. What repairs the harm is the reparation the Apology would carry, and what satisfies the demand for acknowledgement is acknowledgement given freely rather than extracted (Gollwitzer et al., 2011).

The words the two forms share mark the part that disarms. “I’m sorry” carries two readings, the admission of responsibility and the acknowledgement of another’s suffering (Kotani, 2002), and context supplies which. A condolence is the second reading alone: acknowledgement of a loss, and regard extended to the one who bears it, with no authorship claimed. A loss can lower the standing of the one who bears it, and the fall arrives gradually rather than at once (Appendix A, Section A.9.6); a condolence offers regard while it is arriving, and it restores the balance without any lowering to withhold, because the speaker caused nothing (Appendix A, Section A.10.4). A voluntary Apology is the condolence together with authorship where the speaker holds it and an undertaking of repair. The demanded Apology seeks what neither contains, the lowering beyond balance. Where authorship is not accepted or assumed, the bare “I’m sorry” extends the regard and can carry the repair while leaving the question of authorship open, so the loss is acknowledged in full and the Grievance Belief is given nothing to confirm. The law draws the same division where it protects an expression of sorrow, regret or sympathy while excluding a clear acknowledgment of fault (Wrongs Act 1958 (Vic), s 14I). A condolence that assigns authorship is no longer a condolence. “I’m sorry for what they did to you” fuses the empathic signal with an attribution to a third party, which is Pseudo-Empathy (Chapter 11, Section 11.20), and hands the sufferer a Grievance Belief held on the sufferer’s behalf. Answering the hurt and joining the blame are separable acts (Pino, 2022), and the condolence disarms only while it performs the first without the second.

Refusal to return violence is the clutch engaged at the point where the loop would discharge as violence. Violence offered to a party is offered as a contest of standing, and with it come the framing that the encounter is a contest and the Belief about the claim the contest is to settle. Answering in kind accepts all of it. Declining to answer in kind, and saying so, declines the contest: the loop is held below its threshold whatever the other party does (Appendix A, Section A.11.8), and a blow struck as a bid for standing finds nothing to win, because the standing violence pays is the result onlookers read from a contest (Chapter 17, Section 17.3.5), and a contest one party declines to conduct has no result. An Individual threatened with a beating who answers that the other may strike if striking will make them feel better, and that no blow will be returned, has left the would-be attacker holding a blow that can win nothing, and the fight can end before it starts. This is the Refusal Without Concession Principle, which Chapter 17, Section 17.15.3 derives for populations and states, by the mechanism that runs unchanged from two Individuals to a war (Chapter 17, Section 17.8). Refusal does not by itself stop predation, in which the target is selected because it will not fight back (Chapter 10, Section 10.2.3), but it shows what the predation feeds on. Where the floors of both parties are held, the Eliminative Structure of Crime (Section 16.13) leaves Mimetic Desire as the only source of a motive to prey on a party that refuses, and what the predation seeks is a comparative position, which a refusal read as refusal, and not as concession, withholds. And refusal to return violence is not refusal to protect: the defensive act that ends an assault in progress is the repair of an open gate (Section 16.9), not a move in the contest.

The clutch is one element of a larger picture, and the mechanical analogy carries the whole of it: Conflict is a failure state to be prevented and decoupled, not a contest to be run to its conclusion. Consider a gearbox. When the interface is correctly designed and maintained, force is transmitted through the meshing teeth as motion. When it is not, force is transmitted against the teeth as grinding, which proceeds, if nothing intervenes, to the destruction of one or both gears. A gearbox runs to that destruction only when four things fail together: no lubricant was added beforehand to prevent grinding; none is added when grinding begins; the gears are not disengaged before failure by a clutch; and the mechanic fails to diagnose and correct the fault.

The mechanic’s role is emphatically not to watch the grinding continue until one gear destroys the other and thereby reveal which gear was stronger. A mechanic who stood by while a gearbox ground itself to destruction, on the ground that the destruction would reveal a fact about the gears, would not merely be criticised. They would be struck off, because the profession recognises that letting an interface grind to failure when intervention was available is a derogation of the duty that defines the work. The Mechanic’s Obligation is that duty: apply substrate-calibrated upstream prevention before adjudicative procedure. That this is exactly the posture the adversarial system adopts toward human Conflict, letting the parties grind until one prevails and then declaring the survivor vindicated, is the measure of how far the existing apparatus is from doing the mechanic’s work.

The four failures map onto the architecture, and the mapping locates the interventions. Pre-emptive lubricant is upstream design that prevents loops from crossing the threshold: the A-floor provision that removes the scarcity processed as survival-threat, the protection of I-domains, the bounding of Mimetic pressure, and the dissemination of the vocabulary that lets Individuals recognise a divergent Self-Model before they collide with it. These act on the three upstream conditions of Section 16.4 and are the most powerful interventions available, because they keep loops sub-critical rather than arresting them after they cross. They are also, exactly, the conditions the A-Rights, I-Rights, and M-Rights name; the rights derivation and the lubricant are the same result stated normatively and mechanically.

When a loop has nonetheless crossed the threshold (the bifurcation type is Saddle-Node, also called a Fold, per Appendix A.5.3; the Hopf Sub-Case is architecturally inaccessible in the three-node skeleton without introducing a new dynamical variable with intrinsic negative feedback, A.9.7), the intervention is the one the audio engineer performs, and the obvious description of it is wrong. The naive picture is that the engineer cuts the master volume, silencing the system to stop the howl. That corresponds to the wrong remedy: suppressing the whole interface, silencing the productive friction along with the grinding, which would foreclose the very mechanism through which Self-Models improve. The engineer’s actual move is surgical. They identify the channel that is feeding back and the frequency band that is ringing, and they roll off that band with a filter, breaking the loop at exactly the point where its gain exceeds unity while every other frequency passes through and the system keeps performing. The music continues; the howl does not.

Because the Mimetic channel has no substrate of its own, there is no direct control on the wanting itself; every intervention that lowers the loop gain works by attenuating one of the three couplings whose product forms it (Appendix A), and they are three concrete points of action. Provision works the other side of the same margin, raising the threshold the gain must stay below rather than lowering the gain.


	Reducing the Salience coupling, the link between an Object’s ambient visibility and the preconscious pull it exerts. This is the filter rolling off the band most directly: low-Salience environments and attention-architecture reform in the contexts where Conflict is most destructive, so that the ambient signal driving the loop is attenuated without removing the Object from physical reality.

	Reducing the Observability mapping, the link between what a party realises or attains and the status signal that attainment broadcasts back into the shared field. This is the anonymising of outcomes and the decoupling of attainment from its visible signature, so that one party’s gain does not automatically re-ignite the next pass of the loop in those who observe it.

	Reducing the Decision-Hub weight on Mimetic Desire, the strength with which the integrated valuation lets M lead action. This is the Knowledge Patch and its I-Override gate, and it is the lever each Individual can apply to themselves, because it operates inside the Individual’s own architecture rather than requiring institutional change.



Diagnosis and repair, finally, correspond to work on the interface itself, and they do not correspond to adjudication. Adjudication is what happens after the gearbox has failed; it allocates salvage, it does not prevent destruction. And this raises the question the analogy has been holding in reserve, because every other element has a human Referent except one. If the lubricant, the filter, the clutch, and the diagnosis all have their counterparts, who is the mechanic?

The analogy forces the question of who the mechanic is, and the architecture answers it by exclusion. There is no exterior to occupy. Any candidate mechanic, whatever its make, must act on the interface from inside the Mimetic field that constitutes the problem, and there is no Archimedean point from which to stop the machine and stand clear of it. The mechanic is therefore not some external party that might be found or built. It is humanity acting on itself, from inside the field, with no outside position to act from, which is the recognition the chapter closes on.

So who is to perform the role of the mechanic? Who is to mend the fabric? Who is to heal the wounds? Physician, heal thyself. There is no physician but us, the patient. That condition is the Physician-Heal-Thyself Principle: humanity must perform the diagnostic and repair function on itself, upstream of Conflict, under continuous self-audit. The species that suffers the grinding is the same species that must diagnose and repair it, and there is no consulting room to which it can be admitted, no practitioner who is not also a case.

This is not a counsel of despair, and the architecture is what keeps it from being one. The framework has shown that the loop is governed by couplings that are modifiable: the Salience coupling, the Observability mapping, and the Decision-Hub weight on Mimetic Desire can each be attenuated, the upstream conditions of deprivation can each be addressed through the A, I, and M rights, and the clutch of survivable exit can be installed.

The coupling that makes Mimetic transmission possible is a structural property of any Individual who perceives other Individuals, and it cannot be removed, which is why the work is maintenance and not cure, a condition Appendix A states formally as the structural boundary condition under which Mimetic activation can be damped but never set to zero. It is the ongoing, never-completed task of keeping the loops sub-critical, performed by a substrate that is itself made of the loops it is managing, which is the field-correction obligation of the third movement seen once more from inside: owed by the field to itself, dischargeable by no one else, because the nodes that must be re-fit and the loops that must be held sub-critical are the same relations, internal to the field and repairable only from within it. This is the Relational Subcriticality Principle stated as a task. And it is, in the end, the same recognition the chapter began with at the mixing desk: the howl will climb until someone reaches for the filter, and there is no one at the desk but us.

What this chapter has described is not a set of problems that arise within society and a set of tools for managing them. It is the literal fabric of society itself, the relational tissue out of which Self-Models are constituted, together with the two ways that fabric is torn and mended, Conflict being the grinding that tears it and the two remedies the only reweaving that repairs it. Humanity is not mending something it stands outside of and surveys; it is the fabric, repairing itself.

The dyadic mechanism beneath this interface picture is the adversarial branch of the Interactional Confirmation Loop (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.9). A single wrong negative estimate of the other party elicits the guarded conduct that confirms it on both sides, so Conflict can arise, stabilise, and escalate without malice or hostile disposition on either side; where the mutual response is strong the interface ratchets toward action, and where sustained adversarial treatment shifts the treated party’s dispositions, the loop’s self-confirming estimate becomes self-fulfilling and manufactures the adversary it presumed. The single-party intervention this section derives operates on exactly this loop: withholding the guarded conduct withdraws the evidence that sustains the other side’s threat-reading, which is why one party’s unilateral de-escalation can move the interface when nothing else can.

16.18 The Cost of the Conflict That Did Not Happen

The interventions of Section 16.17 are the most powerful the architecture makes available and the least supplied, and the reason is architectural rather than a failure of judgement on anyone’s part. A Conflict that runs discharges costs that can be counted. A Conflict that was prevented discharges nothing, and there is no reading to take.

Decoherence Time is the interval before reality imposes costs that coupled dynamics cannot absorb. An interface that crosses the threshold runs its Conflict Horizon and discharges the five costs of Section 16.5: the incomplete remedy, the Appetitive deprivation, the Intrinsic suppression, the escalating Mimetic stake, and the public resource consumed. Every one of those is a real quantity, borne by identifiable parties over an identifiable period, and the identifiability is what makes the Conflict expensive in the ordinary sense that an invoice is expensive. An interface held below the threshold runs no horizon. Nothing was borne, so nothing is counted, and the absence is not an oversight in the counting but the object of the exercise.

What survives the prevention is a prediction. Under the Predictive Superposition Principle, a sincerely held prediction occupies a superposed classification state until the Decoherence Time of its domain expires and the world adjudicates. The claim that this interface would have crossed the threshold, and would have cost that much, concerns a state of affairs the intervention itself removed, which is the condition of Referent Foreclosure (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.2.1). The verdict was available and the act of preventing is what removed the occasion on which it would have been returned. The intervention that was necessary and the intervention that was never needed leave behind the same Evidence, which is none, and the Induced-Decoherence Test cannot be constructed on the foreclosed prediction, because that Test requires the predicted event to be permitted at small scale and permitting it is what the prevention exists to refuse.

The valuation consequence follows from the Two-Logic Diagnostic (Chapter 12, Section 12.17.1). The party carrying a deficit does not set what they will surrender by what the correction is worth as provision. It is set by how hard the deficit presses, and the pressure persists for exactly as long as the correction is withheld. A live Conflict presses continuously across the Conflict Horizon, because Appetitive deprivation and Intrinsic suppression are in progress while it runs, so the willingness to spend on it rises with its duration. A prevented Conflict generates no deficit signal whatever, since the deficit it would have generated is precisely what the prevention removed. The Decision Hub integrates the signals that reach it, and no signal reaches it from a deprivation that did not occur.

The Salience side compounds this. A Conflict is audience-facing by construction: positions are filed, hearings are held, a winner and a loser are named, and the Mimetic stake on prevailing is visible to everyone within reach of the proceeding. Prevention is private and quiet, and by the Observability Gradient the field that Individuals consult to infer what is valuable over-samples what broadcasts itself and under-samples what does not. The Conflict therefore carries both a genuine deficit and a Salience reading that the Decision Hub renders as a further deficit (the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle), while prevention carries neither.

This is the Averted-Cost Opacity Principle. The cost of a Conflict is observable only where the Conflict crystallises, so an intervention that holds an interface below the threshold destroys the event that would have priced it, and the value of prevention is structurally unobservable at the scale at which prevention acts. The valuation architecture then reads the two cases as it must: the Conflict at its input cost plus the increment the positional logic captures, and the prevention at its input cost alone.

Prevention is not undervalued. The gap between the two prices is not a discount applied to prevention but a Mimetic Premium on the contest, and Section 16.6 has already established the regime that sustains it, the high Coupling Strength and long Decoherence Time under which a proceeding manufactures certainty without tracking Truth. The Cost-Shifting Principle of Section 16.8 supplies the rest. What the community funds when it funds a proceeding is the visible occasion on which the cost of its own avoided Self-Model update is loaded onto an adjudicated party. A prevented Conflict offers the community no such occasion. There is nothing to watch, and no one available to carry it.

The Cost-Shifting Principle holds at every scale, because the valuation architecture does not change with scale. A settlement reached before positions harden, a floor raised before scarcity is processed as survival-threat, a treaty that holds: none of these produce a costed event, and none can be shown to have averted one. Wars that were fought have casualty figures, reconstruction budgets, and named belligerents. Wars that were not fought have none of these, and the class of them contains no member that can be named. A society will therefore reliably fund the tribunal, the arsenal, and the reconstruction, and reliably underfund the provision that would have held the interfaces sub-critical, and it will do so while sincerely believing itself prudent, because the sincerity is the Confabulation the architecture predicts and not a cover for anything.

The following chapter carries the Cost-Shifting Principle to the scale at which its consequence is terminal. Where the crystallised Conflict would eliminate the community that would have priced it, the opacity is complete on both sides: the averted cost cannot be observed because the event was prevented, and the incurred cost cannot be observed because no one remains to observe it. The asymmetry of the two error modes that the following chapter derives from that condition is the Cost-Shifting Principle evaluated at its limit.

The opacity runs in one direction only, and the direction that is visible carries the whole of the measurement. A Conflict that crystallises discharges costs that are counted, invoiced, budgeted, and reported. What that expenditure corrects is bounded by what the Conflict itself destroyed. The award repairs an out-of-pocket loss the Conflict created, the contested Object passes to one party and from the other, and the transfer cancels across the dyad. No part of the expenditure corrects an Appetitive or Intrinsic deficit that existed before the Conflict began, or that would have existed had it never begun. Section 16.5 supplies the rest: the remedy is structurally incomplete even against the deficits the Conflict generated, the four costs are borne by both parties alike, the public cost is borne by the commons, and no participant ends with welfare higher than before. Section 16.6 closes the last candidate justification, since the proceeding does not find the Truth its defenders attribute to it. Expenditure on Conflict therefore restores, and restores partially, a position the Conflict destroyed. It advances no party beyond the position held before the interface crossed the threshold.

The baseline against which the Conflict is measured is therefore zero. Because no expenditure on Conflict carries any party past the pre-Conflict position, the optimum expenditure is nil, and every unit spent above nil measures the extent to which prevention did not occur. This is the Failure-Cost Identity: the aggregate expenditure a community makes on Conflict is not the price of its justice, its security, or its dispute resolution, but the measured cost of its failure to hold its interfaces sub-critical.

The averted Conflict cannot be priced, but it also need not be because the failure side is fully observable and complete. The cost to fix a broken window is whatever the glazier charges in labour and materials. The cost of fixing an unbroken window is nil. A community does not need to establish what its prevention saved. It needs what its prevention did not save, and that figure is already available and published, filed under headings describing it as the cost of doing justice rather than the cost of having failed to prevent.

The objection is that adjudication is better than the violence that would otherwise occur, so the expenditure buys something after all. The comparison class is wrong. The alternative to adjudication is not violence but prevention, and adjudication and violence are both states an interface reaches only after crossing the threshold, so ranking them ranks two failures against each other. Section 16.17 states this mechanically: adjudication is what happens after the gearbox has failed, and it allocates salvage rather than preventing destruction. That adjudication is the better of the two failures is true, but it is still not a positive term. Salvage is worth performing, and it is not a return on the destruction that made it necessary. Well-running cars rarely find themselves in the wreckers.

The figure does not fall legitimately by declining to adjudicate. A community that reduces its Conflict expenditure while its Conflict incidence holds has prevented nothing. It has stopped paying for the salvage, and the costs the salvage was addressing are then borne elsewhere and recorded nowhere, which is concealment rather than repair. The figure falls legitimately when the incidence falls, and the two are read together, which is why Section 16.5 states the aggregate volume of Conflict, crime, and dispute as the health measure and this section states the expenditure as its price.

The Identity holds at every scale, and only the headings change. For an organisation the figure is legal spend, grievance handling, and the turnover unresolved disputes produce. For a state it is courts, tribunals, policing, and corrections. Globally it is military expenditure and the reconstruction that follows its use. The measure counts Conflict and not friction, since the sub-critical regime in which parties treat one another’s positions as Evidence and update is productive and its costs are the ordinary costs of a working interface. The measure reads the system rather than the parties, so expenditure counts as failure cost whether or not the party incurring it had any alternative at the moment of incurring it. A party defending itself is registering a failure of the field around it, not a fault of its own.

The monetised figure is a lower bound. The Intrinsic suppression of Section 16.5 is welfare that was never generated, so it appears in no account of any party, and Trauma (or even death) is not denominated at all. The measurable failure cost understates the failure by the portion that was never priced, and that portion contains the costs the architecture identifies as least reversible. The true quantity exceeds the audited one by an amount the audit cannot state.

The intervention this entails is not an addition to the diagnosis but the second half of it, in the sense the Normative Entailment Principle fixes (Chapter 3). The framework has named a structural condition that produces a determinate harm, the systematic under-supply of the only interventions that hold interfaces sub-critical, and the same reasoning names the condition whose alteration removes it. That condition is not the absence of a measurement but the misdescription of one. The quantity that prices prevention is already collected at every scale at which Conflict is administered, and it is booked as the cost of an institution performing its function rather than as the cost of a failure that institution exists to clean up after. Re-describing it is what makes the averted cost visible, because a community that knows what its failures cost knows, to the same figure, what preventing them is worth. Which components belong in the aggregate at each scale, and against which indices of deprivation the incidence is read, are empirical questions the framework leaves open, and the Identity does not depend on their answers.

The Failure-Cost Identity reads failure in aggregate, and each case that reaches the justice system is the same failure read singly. A finding of authorship answers who did the act. It does not answer what failed upstream: whether the rule the act breached was known, whether its Referent was understood, whether the A-Floor had held for the Individual who acted, and what loaded the loop that crossed. That question has a different object from the finding and needs a different procedure, one that answers it without the answer being charged to the Individual found to have acted. The procedure exists where institutions have built it. The body that investigates transport accidents in Australia exists to improve transport safety, and apportioning blame and providing the means of determining liability are expressly excluded from its functions (Transport Safety Investigation Act 2003 (Cth), s. 12AA). Applied to every case the justice system decides, the same separation lets the law correct itself in the light of the case before it. Its findings are the Evidence on which rules are reviewed (Section 16.11.6) and upstream conditions repaired, and the self-audit that Section 16.17 requires becomes a procedure.

16.19 The Network-Layer Formalisation of Conflict-Cascade Governance

The three-couplings picture of §16.17 names the interventions available at a single interface. A conflict between two parties has no reach of its own. Left unobserved it stays where it started, exhausts itself on the two Individuals in it, and the field around them is unchanged.

Observability is what gives it reach. An Individual who observes a conflict does not observe it from outside. One of the parties becomes a Model, the observer acquires that party’s directional valence toward what is at stake, and the acquisition is preconscious, so the observer arrives at a side without having chosen one. The conflict’s terms are then held by someone who was never in it. None of this is special to conflict. It is the ordinary Mimetic operation with the parties to a conflict as its Models.

Observation carries the conflict one step out. Discussion carries it the rest of the way. An Individual who has acquired a side does not hold it silently, and in telling others what is at stake they deliver the conflict to people who never saw it. That second channel runs on the Coupling Strength of the community rather than on what anyone can see, which is why a conflict reaches those furthest from it last and reaches them anyway. Each retelling arrives as Evidence, and no retelling is marked as a retelling, so a conflict many have discussed registers as a conflict many have confirmed. The circle widens at every telling, and it widens fastest where Coupling Strength is highest.

Whether a conflict stays with its parties is therefore a question about the field rather than about them. Below the Critical Coupling Strength the Individuals a conflict reaches do not take on enough of it for their own interfaces to ignite, and the conflict is absorbed. Above it, each interface the conflict reaches becomes a source for the next, and the field carries what no interface began. The Network Loop Gain is the field-scale counterpart of the Loop Gain that governs one interface, and it carries both contributions, what is seen and what is said (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.4).

This brings the chapter’s three named principles into formal contact with the network architecture. The Cost-Shifting Principle, when read at the field scale, is the institutional mechanism that conceals the rising Observability across the field by routing each crossed-threshold interface through scapegoat-allocation rather than through field-correction, so that the network-layer gain continues to climb while the apparent crisis is metabolised one case at a time. The Relational Subcriticality Principle is the field-scale stability condition, the network-layer loop gain held below unity, stated as the persistence requirement of the field that constitutes it. The I-Supremacy Result is Channel 1 of the five-channel Patch architecture applied within each node (the I-Override gate reducing the effective Decision Hub weight on the Mimetic channel far enough to hold the effective loop gain below its critical threshold, Appendix A.6.4), and its field-scale consequence is that I-restoration lowers that effective weight at multiple nodes simultaneously and thereby lowers the network-layer loop gain across the field.

The five-channel Patch architecture (Appendix A.6.4) supplies the full set of levers available on the Network Loop Gain. The three channels named in the audio-engineer passage of §16.17 (Salience coupling, Observability mapping, Decision Hub weight on the Mimetic channel) correspond to Channels 4 and 5 (Salience-coupling reduction and Decision Hub weight attenuation through the Knowledge Patch) and a partial form of Channel 2 (Observability mapping reduction). The two channels not visible in the audio-engineer picture, but central to conflict-cascade governance at the network scale, are Channel 2 in its fuller form, the attenuation of how strongly the visible status of attainment is encoded into the field, and Channel 3, the lengthening of the interval over which interpretation of a conflict event is permitted to settle before it is metabolised into the field. De-escalation protocols, cooling-off requirements, and the deliberate slowing of conflict-resolution procedures lengthen that interval; status-anonymisation, restorative-justice conferencing, and the suppression of named-loser/named-winner framings attenuate that status encoding. Each lowers a contributing factor to the Network Loop Gain.

The Cascading Support and Cascading Consequences derivations of §§16.15 to 16.16 are the field-correction operations that, when run, also lower the Network Loop Gain by re-fitting the nodes through which a perturbation has propagated. The formal claim is that the chapter’s normative architecture, the field-correction obligation read together with the two remedies and the three audio-engineer levers, is the set of interventions Appendix A identifies as the means by which a field can hold its network-layer loop gain below unity. The Relational Subcriticality Principle and the network-layer stability condition are the same result stated relationally and formally.

Establishment Summary

This chapter has established the following.


	Conflict is not a neutral condition but a failure state of the interface between Individuals, distinct in kind from the productive friction with which it is routinely confused, and the term is reserved for the destructive form.

	Friction and Conflict are two regimes of one feedback mechanism, separated by the point at which Loop Gain crosses its critical value, where Coupling Strength becomes high and Decoherence Time long. Audio feedback is the legible instance, and the single-Individual loop and the network of coupled loops share the threshold.

	Friction is compatible with Subcriticality Maintenance because a sub-critical loop dissipates its perturbation; Conflict is incompatible with it because the Mimetic channel supplies drive without absorbing it, so a super-critical loop has no self-terminating term and therefore escalates.

	Trauma, in the architectural sense broader than clinical diagnosis, is the persistent, adverse, partially reparable but never reversible alteration of the Self-Model left by a super-critical Conflict or by an exogenous life event, and pre-existing Trauma is one of three upstream conditions, alongside Appetitive precarity and information deprivation, that drive later loops super-critical. All three are forms of deprivation.

	The Grievance Belief, the Belief attributing a felt deficit to the conduct of an identifiable agent, is the Belief type on which Conflict runs and on which a population is carried across the Subcriticality Threshold, because it alone supplies a target, a non-satiating positional Object, and a confirming evidence stream that acting on it produces in the target. Content-Independence holds within the type and not across it.

	Conflict is always net negative once the incomplete remedy, A-deprivation, I-suppression, M-escalation, and public-resource consumption are counted; no participant ends with welfare higher than before.

	The aggregate volume of Conflict, crime, and dispute in a society is a qualitative health measure that tracks deprivation and marks a society degrading toward violence and crisis; it is diagnostic of the system, not indicting of the parties, and is measurable in principle, with specific metrics not derived here.

	Truth-finding is orthogonal to adversarial procedure, because the high-Coupling-Strength, long-Decoherence-Time regime manufactures certainty independently of whether Truth has been found; inquisitorial systems reduce but do not eliminate the problem. The proceeding also produces Wasted Calibration by requiring advocates to suppress their calibrated private uncertainty.

	The Cost-Shifting Principle holds that Conflict Resolution shifts the cost of a collective Self-Model update onto an adjudicated loser so the community can preserve its Self-Models. The criminal surplus over the civil remedy, demonstrated through the formula-theft case, is exactly that cost; paying a debt to society is the institutional Confabulation that conceals it.

	The demand that the cost be borne by a guilty party is a product of agent-based causation, the default that delivers cognitive closure and that the Scapegoat Mechanism exploits; genuine guilt can exist but is rare and is architecturally orthogonal to diagnosis and intervention, because the wrongdoer possesses AIM architecture and acted on rational updating over an impoverished Hypothesis Space under A-insufficiency.

	Fault is orthogonal to system-level diagnosis without being absent of consequence; Responsibility is preserved, but consequences are justified by future-harm prevention and repair rather than by the retributive surplus, which the formula case identifies as punishment for the sake of the community’s avoided update.

	The Punitive Inversion Principle holds that punishment acts on the forcing of the inter-Individual loop and on none of the couplings that compose it, so no severity of penalty and no certainty of its application carries a super-critical interface below the Critical Loop Gain, and that the three quantities punishment does reach, Appetitive provision at the worst-off position, the Thinker’s templates, and the Coupling Strength of the enclosing population, are each moved in the direction that raises the gain. Severity cannot enter the subcriticality condition at all, because that condition compares rates and severity is a magnitude; certainty can, weakly. Punishment is therefore not a weak instrument of Subcriticality Maintenance but an operation of the opposite sign, and no quantity of punishment arrives at a better society.

	The economic multiplier, which scales a sanction by the inverse of the chance of being caught, is the retributive surplus under another description, and buys deterrence only where offenders respond to severity as strongly as to certainty. Deterrence runs on perceived certainty, which tracks the actual rate only loosely; it is legitimately raised only by raising the actual rate and letting it be seen, which moves resources from severity to detection.

	Punishment is never necessary: the retributive surplus serves neither repair nor prevention, whether or not the attribution is accurate, and harm does not repair harm.

	The governing principle of the second movement is that interventions must be designed for the architecture we have, not the architecture we imagine; the justice system is the paradigm case of designing for the imagined architecture.

	Freedom is I-led action under A-sufficiency and bounded M; Coercion is its correlate, the overriding of Intrinsic evaluation by A-Harm, I-Harm, or M-Harm or their threat, identified by the counterfactual test; and Justice is directional, restoring A and re-enabling I in kind first and damping destructive M, rather than mirroring harm through proportional suffering.

	Well-Being is the condition of a life in which Freedom holds over time; holding it asks for continuing provision for A, continuing restraint of M, and protection of I’s domains with supply of I-enabling Objects to functional adequacy, because the three sources terminate differently, and it is inferred from Behavioural Signatures rather than certified by self-report.

	The A-Rights, I-Rights, and M-Rights (with correlative duties) are derived as the negative space of Coercion, each naming the condition whose absence makes a choice unfree, and Dignity is the three stated together as a single standing of the person. The rights are derived, not granted; their institutional delivery is not derived here.

	Being caught, and not punishment, is what reliably follows the act in a justice system that does not punish, and being caught presupposes a rule. Detection does two jobs: before the act the prospect of being caught is an input to valuation, which works only where the rule is known; after the act detection is what lets correction arrive, setting the corrective rate that the subcriticality condition weighs against amplification, and only this second job reaches a loop that has crossed its threshold.

	The Rule–Referent Principle holds that a rule is legitimate where the Content-Belief it rests on has a live Referent in the conduct the rule reaches, where that Referent, or the rate in which it consists, is made known with the rule, and where the rule is reviewed as that rate moves; a domain whose Referent has no joints admits rules against carving and none that carve, and a domain with no Referent admits no rule except where conduct in it reaches a live Referent elsewhere. A rule whose Belief no live Referent governs is held in place by sanction alone. The duty to explain falls on the rule-maker and is no exemption for the one who breaks the rule. A rule whose Referent has gone is repealed, a rule that holds its Referent’s rate down is kept, and the two are told apart by the rate across many occasions.

	A finding is recorded, and the record is available and is not amplified. Delivering it to a party is itself a rule, and it needs a Referent: a forward risk that bears on that party’s decision.

	The clutch is the structural guarantee of survivable unilateral opt-out: either party, on recognising Conflict, can decouple without the other’s agreement, provided the cost of exit is kept below the A-Floor and clear of the I-domains; it is an ideal to approximate, not a costless binary, and is itself a consequence-bearing response requiring no finding of fault.

	The available interventions act on the three couplings whose product is the loop gain, the Salience coupling, the Observability mapping, and the Decision-Hub weight on Mimetic Desire, because the Mimetic channel has no substrate of its own; the correct picture is the targeted filter, not the cut master volume.

	The Irreversible Case (murder) is the framework evaluated at its limit: all three harms (A, I, M) are simultaneously and permanently imposed. The cost it imposes is shared Trauma, the irreversible Self-Model deformation of Section 16.2, which occurs only on the Self-Model and can be worked only on the Self-Model, repaired through the cognitive work of education and therapy that the sufferer performs and the community enables through provision. The debt to society is confabulated, the presence of an agent inviting the community to discharge its own avoided update by scapegoating rather than absorbing the Trauma, proved by the natural-death control. The correct address is upstream, through management of the informational environment in which the act’s priors are set, prohibition being information that is necessary but insufficient and unreachable once the loop gain has crossed unity. The just response resolves into two orthogonal axes: intent-invariant repair of Trauma (provision-enabled, the sufferer’s own cognitive labour) and risk-calibrated, intent-sensitive prevention of further Trauma. Incapacitation is the calibrated exception, not the default, reserved for a positive finding of genuine enduring threat, restricting movement only and to the extent necessary for others’ safety, with A-floors and I-provision maintained throughout, rehabilitation preserved, and the basis subject to positive periodic re-evaluation, capable of being lifelong only where the risk is genuinely and continuingly enduring. Amplification is the gratuitous manufacture of Trauma in the uninvolved; the principle is restraint from amplification, not secrecy. A non-zero rate of killing is architecturally inevitable; the objective is management of its rate, not elimination.

	How a society answers the folds it cannot prevent decides whether they accumulate. Punishment and amplification convert a local fold into loading at the scale of the population; repair, correction and restraint from amplification absorb it. The objective is the indefinite deferral of terminal Mimetic crisis together with vast improvement over the status quo, and the same interventions serve both.

	The Relational Subcriticality Principle holds that the relational constitution of Self-Models and the subcriticality condition of the field are one object seen from two directions; from it follows the field-correction obligation, that because a Harm deforms Self-Models across the field, the field’s own persistence requires the correction of every node the perturbation deformed, no node excluded, the perpetrator included.

	Cascading Support is the field-correction obligation applied to the field deformed around the victim: restoration of victim and dependant A and I, then helpers, in a priority of provision under scarcity set by depth of deformation, not an ordering in time, with provision as the enabling precondition of the sufferer’s own repair rather than repair itself. It is the positive content of the dissolved debt to society, owed by the field to the field, and runs concurrently with Cascading Consequences.

	Cascading Consequences is the field-correction obligation applied to the whole generating field, the striker and every enabler who loaded the loop, in proportion to the share each loaded and the forward risk each carries: lever-targeting, floor-preserving, forward-looking correction by the cognitive operation where it reaches and floor-preserving containment where it does not, running concurrently with Cascading Support. Incapacitation is its limiting case at any one node, justified only on a positively maintained enduring-threat finding, restricting movement only, preserving the non-derogable A and I floors, and keeping rehabilitation available throughout.

	What separates incapacitation from punishment is what ends it: a restriction justified by forward risk lapses when the risk can no longer be positively shown. Because containment forecloses the test of its own finding, review rests on measures of risk calibrated across many cases, with their error rate stated, and on stepped release.

	The Averted-Cost Opacity Principle holds that the cost of a Conflict is observable only where the Conflict crystallises, so an intervention holding an interface below the threshold destroys the event that would have priced it, and the value of prevention is structurally unobservable at the scale at which prevention acts. The gap between what a community pays for a contest and what it pays for prevention is a Mimetic Premium on the contest rather than a discount on prevention.

	The Failure-Cost Identity holds that, because no expenditure on Conflict corrects an Appetitive or Intrinsic deficit the Conflict did not itself create and none carries any party past the pre-Conflict position, the optimum expenditure is nil and every unit above nil measures the extent to which prevention did not occur. A community’s aggregate Conflict expenditure is therefore the measured cost of its failure to hold its interfaces sub-critical, it is a lower bound because the unpriced costs are the least reversible ones, and it falls legitimately only when the incidence falls.

	Each case is the same failure read singly. A finding of authorship answers who acted; a separate inquiry, kept apart from blame on the model of no-blame safety investigation, answers what failed upstream, and its findings are the Evidence on which rules are reviewed and upstream conditions repaired, so that the law corrects itself case by case.

	Humanity is the only mechanic available to itself, so the work is upstream, self-auditing, and distributed, and because the structural coupling that makes Mimetic transmission possible cannot be removed, the work is maintenance rather than cure. Physician, Heal Thyself names this condition.



Named results stated or applied: the Grievance Belief (named, derived in Appendix A), the Cost-Shifting Principle (stated), the Punitive Inversion Principle (derived), the Averted-Cost Opacity Principle (derived), the Failure-Cost Identity (derived), Physician Heal Thyself (stated), Trauma (defined, architectural sense), Wasted Calibration (named), the design-for-the-architecture-we-have principle (applied), Subcriticality Maintenance, Loop Gain and its critical threshold (applied, derived in Appendix A), Coupling Strength and Decoherence Time, the Non-Malice Corollary, agent-based causation and the Scapegoat Mechanism, the two classes of intervention and the three internal-loop couplings (applied, derived in Appendix A), the derivations of Freedom, Coercion, Justice, the A-Rights, I-Rights, M-Rights, and Dignity, the Rule–Referent Principle (derived), the Irreversible Case with its Trauma account of the cost and its confabulated-debt identification, the two-axis (repair and prevention) account of the just response, the amplification principle, the Relational Subcriticality Principle (derived), the field-correction obligation (derived), and Cascading Support and Cascading Consequences with incapacitation as the limiting case (derived), and the non-derogable A and I floors (all stated), and the Eliminative Structure of Crime (all stated or derived).

Forward Connection

The chapter that follows, on Violence as Architectural Output, takes up the limit toward which an unresolved super-critical loop runs: the collective fixed point at which a population’s loops lock together and the externalising of cost described by the Cost-Shifting Principle takes its terminal form in the scapegoat and in mass violence. The later chapter on the Knowledge Patch supplies the distributed, upstream, self-auditing vocabulary that the close of this chapter identified as the only available form of the mechanic’s work, and develops the trainability of the calibrated suspension whose suppression this chapter named as Wasted Calibration. Chapter 20 derives the institutional form the architecture requires. The particular institutional design that would secure the A-Rights, I-Rights, and M-Rights, deliver the directional account of Justice, install survivable clutches, attach to each rule its Referent and the condition on which it is reviewed, and bound the consequences that replace the retributive surplus, together with the construction of the deprivation metrics this chapter proposed only in principle, is not derived here.



What Would Falsify This?

The claims in this chapter would require significant revision if:

Productive friction and destructive Conflict were shown not to be separated by a loop-gain (Coupling Strength) threshold but to lie on a single continuum with no qualitative transition, or to be distinguished by some variable unrelated to the architecture, which would undermine the friction/Conflict distinction on which the chapter rests.

The aggregate volume of destructive Conflict in a society were shown not to track the depth and distribution of A- and I-deprivation after controlling for confounds, which would disconfirm the diagnostic corollary that Conflict volume indexes unmet deficit (Section 16.5).

Adversarial proceedings were shown to track Truth better than low-coupling, short-decoherence procedures once resources and capability are controlled, which would falsify the claim that Conflict cannot perform the truth-discovery function its defenders attribute to it (Section 16.6).

Punitive deprivation applied to the least-provisioned segment of a population were shown to lower rather than raise that population’s subsequent rate of collective disorder, on a design adequately powered to detect the effect and controlling for the provisioning level of the worst-off segment, for prior deprivation, and for the detection rate, which would falsify the sign limb of the Punitive Inversion Principle (Section 16.9). The tier is regime rather than architecture, so failure would leave the closure of the intervention loci and the derivation of the locus limb intact and would require revision only of the claim that the direction of the effect is fixed rather than parameter-dependent.

Expenditure on Conflict were shown to purchase a correction of an Appetitive or Intrinsic deficit that the Conflict did not itself create, or to carry some party past the position held before the interface crossed the threshold, which would defeat the zero baseline on which the Failure-Cost Identity rests and would establish that Conflict expenditure has a positive term rather than being wholly the cost of a failure to prevent.

Interventions that hold interfaces sub-critical were shown to attract funding in proportion to their effect, rather than in proportion to the visibility of the failures they prevent, which would falsify the Averted-Cost Opacity Principle’s prediction that a valuation architecture reading felt deficit and observable Salience must systematically under-supply them.

That a rule carrying its Referent is held in place in part by the Referent (Section 16.11.2; Tier 3). Compliance with a rule published together with its Referent, what the rule protects, why the conduct it reaches threatens that, and how it is meant to operate, were shown to be no higher than compliance with the same rule published as a bare command. The observation must come from a randomised or quasi-experimental comparison adequately powered to detect a modest difference, holding constant the sanction, the actual and perceived rate of detection and the population’s prior acquaintance with the rule, and must replicate across more than one domain of rule. If met, the claim that the Referent does part of the work of holding a rule in place would require revision, and with it the reading of escalating sanction as the sign of a Referent that is not reaching the governed. The Provenance Rule, the Punitive Inversion Principle and the account of rules whose Referent is a rate would stand, and the architecture is untouched.

That a perception of certainty inflated above the actual rate holds only until the rate is seen (Section 16.9; Tier 3). A sustained reduction in offending were shown to follow from raising the perceived risk of apprehension above the actual rate, and to persist after the actual rate became visible to the population concerned. The observation must track perceived and actual rates in the same population over a period long enough for the actual rate to be observed, control for concurrent changes in the actual rate and in the severity of sanctions, and replicate. If met, the limb of Section 16.9 holding that an inflated perception decays on contact with the rate would fail. The classification of that inflation as the propagation of a Referent-abandoned Belief would stand, as would the result that certainty enters the subcriticality condition and severity does not, and the architecture is untouched.

That public notification adds no prevention that disclosure confined to the parties whose decisions the risk bears on does not supply (Section 16.11.7; Tier 3). Public notification of findings were shown to reduce the total rate of the offences concerned, counting both first offences and reoffending by those named, by more than disclosure of the same findings confined to the parties whose decisions the risk bears on. The design must control for registration with enforcement agencies, offence mix and the rate of detection, and replicate across jurisdictions. If met, the claim that notification rests on no Referent the notified population can use would require revision for the offences concerned. The distinction between availability and amplification, and the account of amplification as the manufacture of Trauma in the uninvolved (Section 16.12), would stand, and the architecture is untouched.

These criteria are not already established by the phenomena this chapter explains; they remain open empirical questions.
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Chapter 17: Violence as Architectural Output

Why the Confabulation Cascade Terminates in Physical Harm

Position Statement

This chapter establishes that violence (from interpersonal aggression through organised warfare to genocidal extermination) is not a pathological deviation from normal human functioning but the predictable behavioural output of the architecture established in Chapters 3 through 10. The Confabulation Cascade that produces collective convergence on false Beliefs does not terminate in Belief alone. It terminates in action. When that action targets human beings identified through Confabulation as the cause of experienced suffering, violence is the architectural terminus of the Scapegoat Mechanism.

Dependency Statement

This chapter requires prior understanding of:


	The Three-Source Taxonomy (A-I-M) (Chapter 4) and why motivation requires disaggregation (Chapter 5)

	The component-function localisations of Chapter 4, Section 4.4.12

	Apex M-Capture, I-Vacancy and Rung Loss (Chapter 8, Sections 8.5.6 and 8.12.5)

	Source Opacity as structural feature preventing introspective access to motivational sources (Chapter 9)

	The Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis establishing internal targeting as default when external targets diminish (Chapter 10)

	The Four-Type Agent Taxonomy (Predator, Prey, Collaborator, Rival) and the Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9) as the cognitive architecture that produces agent-based attribution (Chapter 10)

	Confabulation, Projection, and the Scapegoat Mechanism as the pathway from individual misattribution to collective targeting, including the Dual-Role Confabulation signature and the Presumption Against Scapegoating (Chapter 11)

	The Bayesian Mimetic Crisis Principle establishing Bayesian Lock-In as mathematical attractor (Chapter 13), together with the amplification and corrective rates of Chapter 13, Sections 13.8.2 and 13.8.3 and the floor condition derived from them at Chapter 13, Section 13.8.4

	The Structural Output Principle, the endogeneity of the mental element, the Punitive Inversion Principle, and Cascading Support and Cascading Consequences (Chapter 16)



Imports the Critical-Coupling Fold (Chapter 14, Section 14.7.5), the Provenance Rule (Chapter 14, Section 14.10), and the Endogenous-Evidence Condition (Chapter 14, Section 14.10.4.7) as established, and develops the full instantiation of the economic-crisis and war cases that Chapter 14 introduces only briefly.

Derivation Preview

The chapter’s central claim (that violence is architectural output rather than aberration) is derived from four established components:


	The Information Gap Principle: diffuse causation exceeds computational tractability, requiring the Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9) to complete the causal chain with agent-based attribution

	The Confabulation Cascade: Bayesian updating on endogenously-generated evidence produces convergence on false Grievance Beliefs, terminating in Bayesian Lock-In

	Phenomenological Collapse: M-urgency is experienced as A-threat (survival-level alarm) after Common-Currency Integration

	Behavioural discharge: Belief states produce action tendencies; convergent Grievance Beliefs produce convergent action against those agents, completing the Scapegoat Mechanism at population scale



From these the chapter derives, for import by later chapters, the Leadership Compression Principle and its Time-Buying Principle, the Dual-Locus Ignition Theorem, the Structural Determination Principle, the M-Capture Incapacity Principle, the Burden-Reversal Principle, and the Incidental Buffer Principle.

Chapter Preview

The chapter traces the pathway from confabulated Belief to physical harm (Section 17.1), states the Unifying Crisis Principle from which the chapter’s three domain cases follow (17.2), and locates the three sources of aggression and their structural consequences (17.3). It distinguishes sincere confabulation from cynical manipulation (17.4) and develops the economic-crisis case, the Appetite floor reasserting against an inflated Mimetic aggregate (17.5), and the succession case, the suppressed discharge arriving at once (17.6). It derives the apex route into crisis, stating the Leadership Compression Principle, the two ignition loci that concentrate the capacity to ignite at the floor and the apex, and the Trigger-Indifference Corollary, under which neither waiting nor removal averts the discharge of the terminal configuration (17.7). It establishes the scale invariance by which the same mechanism runs from interpersonal aggression to organised war (17.8).

It then derives why violence is experienced as defensive (17.9), the incoherence of proportionality assessment (17.10), the content-independence of the violence pathway (17.11), and why a declared right does not bind the Belief that breaks it (17.12). It then treats duty as Self-Model insulation (17.13), and the symmetry of violence, from which it states the Structural Determination Principle (17.14). It states the Leadership Asymmetry and the arithmetic of lives under M-capture, distinguishes the refusal to reciprocate violence from concession, and derives what a population that declines to fight can still do and what an aggressor can still impose on it (17.15), establishes the Truth-Exclusion Principle (17.16), develops the nuclear race condition including why recovery is restart rather than self-correction and why a boundary-independent-output domain is a gating domain whose safety requires low self-coupling of the executive act rather than isolation (17.17), states the Precautionary Asymmetry as a derived methodological commitment (17.18), applies the Field-Correction Obligation at collective scale to derive what a correction must and must not do (17.19), derives how a war that has begun is contained as a structural problem rather than decided as a contest of Beliefs, stating the Self-Defence Orthogonality Principle and the Mutual-Support Commitment, and states which parts of that derivation are directional and what calibration must supply (17.20), bounds what the chapter does not claim (17.21), and turns toward the structural intervention developed in the chapters that follow (17.22).

17.1 The Pathway from Belief to Violence

Chapter 13 established that Bayesian Lock-In (catastrophic reconfiguration) functions as an attractor state. But catastrophic reconfiguration is abstract language that obscures what actually occurs. The terminus is violence: physical harm inflicted on human beings who have been identified, through the Scapegoat Mechanism, as responsible for experienced suffering.

The pathway operates as follows:

Step 1: Diffuse Harm Generates Causal Demand. Populations experience suffering (economic precarity, Status anxiety, A-insufficiency, loss of I-meaning). The cognitive system requires causal explanation: Why am I suffering? This is not optional curiosity but architectural necessity. The brain evolved to identify threats and their sources; unexplained suffering represents unresolved threat.

Step 2: True Causes Exceed Computational Tractability. The actual causes of most collective suffering are systemic: institutional arrangements, structural dynamics, feedback loops operating across populations and generations. These causes are:


	Distributed across many actors, none individually sufficient

	Operating through mechanisms invisible to direct observation

	Temporally extended beyond immediate perception

	Resistant to agent-based framing



The Information Gap Principle (Chapter 2) establishes that when true causes exceed computational tractability, the Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9) completes the causal chain with agent-based attribution. This is not cognitive laziness but architectural constraint: the system cannot represent diffuse systemic causation (especially without access to all the necessary information and correct Hypothesis to evaluate) and defaults to identifying responsible agents.

Step 3: Confabulation Generates Scapegoat Candidates. The Confabulation system produces candidate explanations: They are responsible. Group X caused this. The enemy is identifiable. These explanations satisfy the causal-attribution requirement. They provide the cognitive closure that diffuse causation cannot. They feel correct because they resolve the felt tension of unexplained suffering. The candidate targets are selected through Prey-detection criteria from the Four-Type Agent Taxonomy (Chapter 10): vulnerability, visibility, reciprocity-exemption (the target can be persecuted without triggering costly retaliation). Simultaneously, the framing follows Predator-attribution: the candidate is described as threatening, taking, blocking. This combination of Prey-selection with Predator-framing is Dual-Role Confabulation (Chapter 11), the diagnostic signature of Scapegoat production. The step is Ground-Resolution closing on the causal-attribution question (“who caused this suffering?”) under an Information Gap: the representable Hypothesis Space ℋ\mathcal{H} has been restricted to agent-based causes by the Agent-Based Causal Default; the interference term has collapsed to zero under closure-demand; probability mass has concentrated on the Prey-selected, Predator-framed candidate; and the output, a Grievance Belief against the Prey-selected, Predator-framed candidate (Appendix A, Section A.11.8; prose derivation at Chapter 16, Section 16.3), is written to the Belief Register. The same architectural features that produce individual-scale Confabulation on motivational-source questions therefore produce collective-scale Scapegoat production on causal-attribution questions; the difference is the content of S and the evidential inputs, not the engine.

Step 4: The Confabulation Cascade Produces Bayesian Lock-In. Individual Confabulations become social proof. When Individual A expresses their Confabulated attribution, Individual B treats this as evidence: if Group X were really responsible, people would say so. B updates toward the same attribution and expresses their now-higher Belief. The expression becomes evidence for Individual C. Chapter 13 established that this Confabulation Cascade produces Bayesian Lock-In through valid Bayesian reasoning applied to invalid, endogenously generated evidence. The population moves toward P(H|GroupX) → 1.

Step 5: Belief Produces Action-Tendency. Beliefs are not inert representations; they are action-guiding states. A Grievance Belief that Group X threatens our survival generates action-tendencies appropriate to survival threat: defence, pre-emption, elimination of the threat source. Only a Belief of this type does so: a Content-Belief about the world converges and is done, and a Belief about one’s own wants names no one to act against (Chapter 16, Section 16.3).

This is where Phenomenological Collapse becomes critical. The threat posed by the identified Scapegoat is experienced as survival-level threat because:


	M-urgency (Status threat from the Scapegoat’s existence) has been integrated in Common-Currency format

	Source Opacity prevents recognition that the urgency is M-generated rather than A-generated

	The threat-detection system fires with genuine physiological activation

	The Individual experiences “they threaten us” as survival emergency, not Status competition



Step 6: Convergent Belief Produces Coordinated Action. When a population converges on the Grievance Belief that the Scapegoat threatens survival, coordinated action against the Scapegoat becomes:


	Individually rational (responding to perceived threat)

	Socially validated (everyone agrees the threat is real)

	Morally required (failure to act endangers the group)

	Experientially authentic (the felt urgency is genuine)



The action is violence. Physical harm to members of the targeted group. Exclusion, expropriation, expulsion, extermination: the specific form varies with circumstance, but the structure is identical (eliminate the identified threat).

This six-step pathway IS the Scapegoat Mechanism (Chapter 11) reaching its behavioural terminus. The pathway was derived in Chapter 11 as the architectural consequence of Source Opacity, Confabulation, and the Agent-Based Causal Default operating at population scale. This chapter establishes that the terminus is not abstract “catastrophic reconfiguration” but violence against Individuals and groups who satisfy the Scapegoat definition: selected through Prey-detection criteria while framed through Predator-attribution, exhibiting Dual-Role Confabulation.

The architecture entails a single kind of terminal event: a fold-style discontinuous collapse from the high-valuation, high-PM, supercritical state to a low-valuation attractor that corresponds to A-I functional baseline. It does not entail a sustained oscillation around the high-PM state, where the system would compound, partially correct, and compound again. A sustained oscillation would require a stabilising correction inside the cycle, and the architecture provides none: there is no negative-feedback term on the M channel, Source Opacity blocks the error signal that an oscillating system would need, and Concealment Infrastructure increases monotonically with PM until it fails catastrophically. The terminal phase of the Mimetic Crisis Trajectory is therefore not one of two possible end-states but the architecturally entailed end-state of supercritical M-dynamics in the system as it stands. Sustained limit cycles around the supercritical state are possible only where an additional stabilising structure has been engineered into the system, an institutional buffer with intrinsic negative feedback, and that engineering is the appropriate object of Subcriticality Maintenance research. The formal proof of the fold’s necessity is given in Appendix A.5.3.

17.2 The Unifying Crisis Principle

Section 17.1 traced one pathway from confabulated Belief to physical harm. The pathway is not the only terminus the architecture admits, and the reason this chapter carries an economic case and a succession case alongside the scapegoating cascade is that all three are the same result reaching ground in different domains. That result is the Unifying Crisis Principle, and it is what the architecture looks like when it runs without correction.

The Unifying Crisis Principle follows from six established premises, each carried by a result already in place. That demonstration is the Unifying Crisis Principle Derivation.

From Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2): the Decision Hub integrates Appetitive, Intrinsic and Mimetic contributions into a single signed Common-Currency Scalar (the Scalar), and the integration destroys the source labels.

From Confabulation (Axiom 4): the Individual must nonetheless account for the wanting the Scalar delivers, and the account is generated from the two channels that remain legible, so a Mimetic want is reported as an Appetitive need or an Intrinsic engagement.

From Bayesian Belief Dynamics (Axiom 8): that account enters the Belief Register as evidence, and updating is content-agnostic, so it is weighted by its evidential form rather than by its accuracy.

From the same axiom: a posterior becomes the prior for the next update, so the account compounds on itself rather than being re-examined.

From Preconscious Transmission (Axiom 7) with the Salience-Status Identity: Individuals express those accounts publicly, and expressed valuation is what other Individuals read.

From the Reciprocal Valuation Property: other Individuals weight that expression as evidence, because an observed valuation is the evidence the Observer is built to take.

Given these premises the conclusion is entailed rather than predicted. Mimetic Desire inflates the perceived value of Objects that carry genuine Appetitive or Intrinsic function beyond any level at which they could satisfy, because Object Parasitism, the failure mode Axiom 5 (M as Amplifier) delivers, gives M no separate Object of its own to inflate, and Axiom 6 (Differential Satiation Dynamics) gives it no closure condition. The Decision Hub, having no source labels to read, integrates that inflation exactly as it would integrate what it resembles, which is chronic Appetitive emergency. A population of Decision Hubs in that condition moves through the phases of the Crisis State Architecture toward the Terminal Phase, so catastrophic reconfiguration is the configuration the system evolves toward under its own dynamics rather than the worst case it might reach, and the reconfiguration presents in whichever domain the inflated Objects sit: as market collapse where they are priced, as institutional failure where they are administered, and as open violence where they are attributed to an agent.

Two properties of the Unifying Crisis Principle do the work.

The first is that crisis is the default rather than the exception. Nothing in the six premises is an unusual condition, a failure of character, or a contingency of any particular culture. Each is an ordinary operation of the architecture running as specified, and the conclusion follows from their conjunction. So the question a crisis poses is not what went wrong but what was holding it off, which is why the chapter’s interventions are all maintenance of something rather than removal of something.

The second is that opt-out is infeasible for the Individual. Where access to Appetitive sufficiency or to a protected Intrinsic domain has become contingent on continued participation in the escalation, an Individual who recognises the dynamic still cannot leave it without surrendering the provision that participation secures. Recognition is therefore not sufficient for exit, which is the Opt-Out Paradox, and the Opt-Out Paradox is why the Unifying Crisis Principle’s corrective is structural rather than educational.

The Unifying Crisis Principle is stated here in the domain where the architecture reaches ground. Its Bayesian-layer counterpart is the Bayesian Mimetic Crisis Principle, derived at Chapter 13, Section 13.6, which establishes the same compounding at the level of Belief and supplies the threshold condition under which the compounding becomes self-reinforcing. The two are one result at two levels of description: Chapter 13 establishes that the updating locks in above the Subcriticality Threshold, and this section establishes what a population in that condition does.

Formal treatment: Appendix A, Sections A.5.7.5 and A.6.3.

17.3 The Three Sources of Aggression and Their Structural Consequences

All aggression begins identically. The threat-detection system fires, cortisol rises, attention narrows, and the body prepares for action. The Individual experiencing aggression cannot in realtime introspectively determine whether their survival is genuinely threatened, their Intrinsic engagement has been destroyed, or their relative position has been challenged, because Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2) strips source-tags from the integrated signal that conscious access receives. This is Phenomenological Collapse applied to violence specifically: A-thwarting, I-thwarting, and M-thwarting all feel like survival threat because the alarm signal arrives through the same channel, integrated into the same common-currency value.

The phenomenological identity disguises structural differences that are architecturally decisive. What differs across the three sources is not the quality of the aggression but its trigger conditions, its termination dynamics, its scalability, and (critically) the status consequences it produces for the perpetrator. These differences are invisible to the Individual experiencing the aggression but determine whether a given act of violence is self-limiting or potentially civilisation-threatening. Individuals differ in how readily the threat-detection system fires and aggression is selected, and sex-typical hormonal differences are among those differences: they vary the weights the Decision Hub integrates and leave the three sources and their termination dynamics unchanged (Chapter 9, Section 9.4.7).

17.3.1 A-aggression: Deficit-Driven Violence with Built-In Termination

A-aggression arises when genuine survival needs are actively blocked: someone is witholding food from the starving person, physically attacking the Individual, or destroying shelter that provides necessary protection. The A-system monitors departure from homeostatic set-points and generates urgency proportional to deficit. When that deficit is both severe and caused by an identifiable agent whose removal would restore access, A-aggression is the system working as designed. The ancestor under physical attack or facing a rival physically blocking access to water experienced aggression that served adaptive function: it prepared the body for defensive action against a genuine, identifiable, removable threat.

The architecturally decisive feature of A-aggression is that it terminates. The A-system evolved with built-in off-switches: conditions that signal goal achieved, stand down. The ancestral hunt ended with a successful kill. Consumption produced physiological fullness. These termination signals ensure that A-cycles do not run indefinitely, wasting metabolic resources. Once the threat is removed or the deficit corrected, the aggression signal drops to baseline. Satiation is genuine: the Individual is not suppressing ongoing aggression but experiencing its absence.

This termination capacity holds even when A-deficit drives coordinated, planned violence. A population suffering genuine resource deprivation may organise a coordinated attack to secure A-goods (a raid on a grain store, a territorial incursion to access water). The coordination may be sophisticated, the planning extensive, the execution lethal. But the structural prediction is precise: once the deficit is met (the grain is secured, the water is accessed, the threat is eliminated), the violence ceases. The A-system’s set-point has been restored. There is no architectural signal demanding further action. The raid ends when the raiders are fed.

This places a natural ceiling on A-violence. A-aggression cannot sustain ongoing campaigns beyond securing the neccessities that were sought, cannot motivate systematic persecution, cannot drive genocide, because the aggression dissipates once the triggering deficit is resolved. Violence that continues after the immediate threat or deficit has been addressed is, by definition, no longer purely A-sourced.

17.3.2 I-aggression: The Destruction of Irreplaceable Engagement

I-aggression arises when deep Intrinsic engagement (the flow state characterised by time distortion, reduced self-consciousness, and autotelic absorption) is abruptly and irrecoverably interrupted by external force. The guitarist absorbed in playing, the writer deep capturing an idea, the painter immersed in composition: these states create a distinctive vulnerability. The Individual in deep flow has achieved a rare motivational condition where I-engagement is dominant, A-signals are quiescent, and M-signals are temporarily subordinated.

When this state is abruptly destroyed (the instrument is snatched away, the writer is interrupted while attempting to capture heir thought, paint is accidentally spilt accross the canvas), the I-system experiences a specific form of thwarting requiring three conditions: a steep engagement gradient (the distance between the engaged state and the interrupted state is large), external imposition (the interruption was forced, not voluntary), and irrecoverability (the state cannot be immediately restored).

The irrecoverability condition is critical and extends beyond physical destruction. The Individual having a moment of creative insight (a unique musical phrase that arrived unbidden during improvisation, a paragraph that captured something the writer had been circling for months, a painting the artist had been working on for weeks) occupies a state that is, by its nature, non-reproducible. The insight arrived through conditions that cannot be reassembled on demand. When an external agent destroys this moment (the interruption shatters the concentration, the noise obliterates the musical phrase, the intrusion collapses the fragile cognitive state), what is lost is not merely time or effort but something that will not recur. The aggression (and likely rage) this produces is genuine: the threat-detection system fires because the common-currency signal representing the lost I-engagement drops precipitously, and the system that monitors value-changes treats rapid loss as threat regardless of source.

The phenomenological quality of I-aggression is distinctive: fury combined with helplessness. The aggression is genuine (the alarm system is firing, the body is prepared for action), but the action cannot achieve what A-violence achieves (deficit restoration). The destroyed engagement cannot be rebuilt through violence. The lost insight will not return because the interruptor is punished (if the interruption was caused by an egent in the first place). I-aggression is therefore intensely focused on the specific agent or object that destroyed the engagement, but structurally futile in its own terms.

I-aggression has partial satiation capacity. The acute phase subsides as the Individual processes the loss and begins to engage with restoration possibilities. Attention is refocussed. The episode terminates, unlike M-dynamics. The chronic condition of not having access to I-engagement is not I-aggression. It is I-deprivation, taking the forms of depression, lack of meaning and ennui rather than aggression (though periods of anxiety are common), producing not violence but vulnerability to M-capture because I-alternatives are unavailable.

17.3.3 M-aggression: Violence Without Termination

M-aggression arises when relative position is threatened: when the Individual’s standing within their Reference Set drops or is perceived as dropping. The trigger is not genuine survival threat (A) or engagement-loss (I) but Status threat. Source Opacity then completes the transformation: after Common-Currency Integration, the Individual cannot determine that the urgency is M-generated. They experience unqualified, survival-level threat. This is the Phenomenological Collapse applied to aggression. M-urgency presents as A-urgency because the machinery processing both is identical.

M-aggression does not terminate in the same way as A or I. This is its architecturally decisive and catastrophic feature. The A-system has built-in off-switches (set-point restoration). The I-system gradually restores engagement through new flow states. M operates through relative positioning, and relative position has no absolute full signal (Axiom 6, Differential Satiation). There is no status level at which the system signals enough, stop pursuing. Conquest does not satiate the desire for more Status. The absence of a full signal is itself the downstream face of a deeper architectural fact: the Observer’s Salience signal is integrated into a Scalar whose sole function is the selection of corrective action, so mimetically installed positive Salience is felt as a deficit for which no corrective mechanism exists (the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Chapter 2). Conquest cannot satiate because there was never a shortfall beneath the Salience for acquisition to close.

The consequence for violence is that target elimination does not resolve the felt deficit, because the deficit was never actually caused by the target. It was caused by M-dynamics that persist regardless of any Individual’s elimination. The Scapegoat who is removed does not produce lasting satisfaction. Reference-Set Reset ensures that status gains decay, recreating the deficit. A new target must be identified. The pogrom does not end the felt deficit. The genocide does not produce the promised resolution. The system continues to generate threat-signals, which continue to require scapegoat-identification, which continues to motivate elimination, indefinitely, because the underlying cause (M-dynamics without satiation) is never addressed.

This is the structural distinction between A-driven coordinated violence and M-driven coordinated violence. The A-raid terminates when the grain is secured. The M-driven war does not terminate when the enemy is defeated, because the felt deficit resets. A new enemy must be found. History confirms the pattern: scapegoating is iterative. The elimination of one identified enemy produces not resolution but the selection of the next target.

17.3.4 The Apex Predator Context

These dynamics operate within the ecological context established by the Evolutionary Mismatch Hypothesis (Chapter 10). Humans are the apex predators of the planet. The transition to apex predator status eliminated the external targets for which the mimetic machinery evolved. Without external predators to evade, and with prey domesticated via mass agriculture, the prey-detection system (which computes vulnerability, visibility, reciprocity-exemption, and value-assignment) processes internal targets: other Individuals whose displacement in status hierarchies can be computed using the identical variables that once identified game animals. Without external predators to evade, the threat-detection system flags internal threats: status rivals whose advancement triggers the same alarm responses that sabre-toothed cats once triggered.

The framing is always as predators. Humans do not experience M-driven status competition as prey behaviour, because the computational system doing the processing is an agent-detection system repurposed for internal targeting. The Individual computing vulnerability in a status rival is running the same programme their ancestors ran when computing vulnerability in an antelope. The difference is not the programme but the target class. The hunt continues. What has changed is that the quarry is now other members of the species.

The satiation asymmetry follows directly. External prey had satiation signals: the hunt ended with the kill, consumption produced fullness, the predator was escaped or defeated. These endpoints terminated the coordination cycle. Internal targets (other humans as status rivals) lack satiation signals: mimetic attraction targets comparative standing, which has no absolute full signal. Each time someone else gains a desired Object or rises in perceived social standing, the reference set shifts and is experienced as a felt deficit. Status is zero-sum, continuous and monotonically inflationary. There is no kill that ends the hunt for position. The ancestral hunt ended. The mimetic status hunt never ends because position is relative and reference sets reset with every kill.

17.3.5 The Status-Reward Asymmetry

A structural asymmetry in the status consequences of violence across the three sources completes the taxonomy and provides a retrospective diagnostic that circumvents Source Opacity.

The asymmetry:

A-aggression violence: Even if you win, you lose status. Fighting because you are starving reveals A-deficit, and A-deficit is itself a status-diminishing signal. Observers see desperation, not dominance. This is why when violence is genuinely conducted for A driven reasons, often the aggressor frames their act as high status to their peers, so that observers revise their valuations upward after standing has fallen with the aggressive act.

I-aggression violence: Even if you win, you lose status. Flying into aggression because your creative process was destroyed produces observer judgments of unstable, unhinged, disproportionate, eccentric. The social response is of shock and discomfort, not admiration. The contrast is architecturally informative: observers’ status-assessment circuits register Salience under Valence-Neutral Status, but I-aggression violates the dominance-display template that converts Salience into admiration-class Status, producing negative-valence engagement that still registers as Salience yet fails to convert into positional gain because the behavioural signature does not track comparative-position victory.

M-aggression violence: The outcome reconfigures the field’s valuations by definition. The winner’s standing rises and the loser’s falls, because the fight was about relative standing and observers update on the result.

This asymmetry is not cultural accident or contingent social norm. It follows from the architectural fact that only M-aggression operates within the status frame (the relational context where positional transactions occur). A-aggression operates in an A-frame (survival). I-aggression operates in an I-frame (engagement protection). Status was never on the table as an operative variable. Therefore, status cannot be gained from A-violence or I-violence, but it can be lost, because violence itself carries reputational costs imposed by M-operating observers. Observers always operate in M-frame: other Individuals’ valuations (which constitute Status) are by definition mimetic assessments. M is both player and referee.

In A-aggression and I-aggression, no status was contested, no positional transaction occurred, no other Individuals’ status-assessments shift favourably. The upside is zero. The downside is negative (violence was observed, reputational costs are imposed, status-assessments shift unfavourably). The expected status outcome of A-aggression or I-aggression violence is therefore strictly negative. The Individual can only lose status, never gain it, because gaining it would require the configuration to include status-competition as an operative variable, which it does not, by definition of the aggression being A-sourced or I-sourced.

17.3.6 Why This Architecture Produces Escalation Without Bound

The Status-Reward Asymmetry interacts with M’s non-satiation to produce the self-reinforcing loop that makes M-violence civilisationally dangerous:


	M-threat triggers violence: anticipated status loss, or Rung Loss itself where a believed standing held against the field routes the discharge outward (Chapter 15, Section 15.10.2).

	Violence raises the winner’s standing.

	The observed rise validates the violence as effective, reinforcing the association between violence and the recovery of standing.

	The Reference-Set Reset erodes the rise, recreating the deficit.

	The next M-threat is now more likely to trigger violence, because violence has been reinforced.

	The cycle repeats, with each iteration strengthening the violence response.



A-aggression and I-aggression lack this cycle. A-violence is reinforced in A-terms (food obtained) but punished in M-terms (status lost). The A-system’s satiation signal prevents recurrence once the deficit is corrected. I-violence produces no gains in either I-terms (engagement lost) or M-terms (status lost). There is no reinforcement, only cost.

M-violence is reinforced in M-terms and has no satiation signal (M is structurally unsatisfiable). The result is escalation without internal brake. The only limit is external: exhaustion, resource depletion, intervention by outside parties, or crossing into the catastrophic reconfiguration of the Terminal Phase, where the violence destroys the substrate that made status-competition possible.

The M-system is the only source that pays itself through violence. Each successful act of M-violence pays the perpetrator in the resource (Status) whose pursuit generated the violence. This is a structural self-reinforcement that A-violence and I-violence cannot replicate, and it is the architectural reason why M-violence scales to war, genocide, and civilisational collapse while A-violence and I-violence remain self-limiting.

17.4 Sincere Confabulation versus Cynical Manipulation

The architecture produces violence through Sincere Confabulation: genuine Belief in which Individuals sincerely experience Confabulated causation as accurate and act on that Belief with authentic conviction. This is distinct from cynical manipulation, where leadership knowingly deploys false narratives for ulterior purposes. Conventional frameworks treat this as a difference requiring different interventions: catch the liar through investigation and accountability; enlighten the sincere believer through education and evidence. But the distinction, while phenomenologically real, is structurally less significant than it appears. The chapter’s subsequent analysis (Sections 17.13 and 17.14) will show that the violence output and the intervention architecture are invariant across the sincere-to-cynical spectrum, because the population-level dynamics that translate Belief into coordinated action operate identically regardless of whether the leader initiating the cascade believes the narrative.

Sincere Confabulation operates as the architecture predicts:


	Source Opacity prevents the Individual from recognising M-contamination in their threat-assessment

	Confabulation generates causal narratives that feel accurate because they resolve cognitive tension

	The Individual genuinely believes the Scapegoat is responsible

	Violence is experienced as legitimate defence against real threat

	Introspection confirms the Belief because Confabulation has already shaped the introspective report



Cynical manipulation operates through deliberate deception:


	Leadership knows (or suspects) the narrative is false or exaggerated

	The narrative is deployed because it serves other purposes: political consolidation, resource acquisition, distraction from failures

	Violence serves instrumental goals distinct from the stated justification

	Leadership may or may not believe the narrative; the point is its utility



The architectural analysis primarily focuses on Sincere Confabulation. This is not because cynical manipulation is rare or unimportant, but because:


	Sincere Confabulation is the architecturally deeper problem. Conventional frameworks assume that cynical manipulation can be caught through investigation, evidence, and accountability. Even granting this (which is doubtful, given that distinguishing sincere from cynical leaders in real time is epistemically intractable), catching the cynical leader does not address the conditions that made the population receptive to the narrative. The A-insufficiency, the elevated M-intensity, the available Scapegoat Templates persist, and another leader (sincere or cynical) fills the vacancy. Moreover, the “cynical” leader’s motivation for deploying the false narrative (political consolidation, resource acquisition, distraction from failures) is itself M-generated and processed through Source Opacity. They have partial transparency about the Content of the narrative (they know it is exaggerated or false) while remaining opaque about the motivational architecture driving their behaviour. Full cynicism, in which the leader has complete transparency about both narrative and motive, may not exist within the AIM architecture.

	Introspection-based constraints fail specifically against Sincere Confabulation. Just War Theory and similar frameworks assume that requiring actors to examine their intentions will filter out bad-faith justifications. This assumption fails architecturally. The sincerely Confabulating actor examines their intentions and finds genuine defensive necessity, because that is what Source Opacity and Confabulation have produced.

	Population-level violence requires sincere Belief at scale, and interventions are invariant across the spectrum. A cynical leader can initiate violence, but sustained collective violence (genocide, total war, pogrom) requires population participation. Populations do not commit atrocities they know to be unjustified. Mass violence requires mass conviction, which requires the Confabulation Cascade to have operated at population scale. This is why the AIM intervention toolkit targets the cascade architecture (Subcriticality Maintenance, A-floor provision, institutional friction, information diversity, coupling‑strength reduction) rather than the leader’s phenomenology: these interventions work identically whether the leader feeding the cascade is sincere or cynical, because they target the population-level dynamics that translate narrative into coordinated action. Even the cynical leader can be treated as sincere within this model without requiring different interventions, because the scope for full cynicism (complete transparency about both narrative and motive) is greatly reduced once the model accounts for the case where all parties are sincere Confabulators.



Historical examples illuminate the point:

WWI (1914): Sincere Confabulation. Private correspondence, internal memoranda, and personal diaries from German, French, Russian, and British decision-makers show authentic conviction in defensive necessity. Kaiser Wilhelm II did not cynically deploy encirclement rhetoric while privately acknowledging German expansionism. He experienced encirclement as genuine threat. His marginalia, his private letters, his documented emotional states all confirm that M-driven Status anxiety (Germany’s position relative to established great powers) had been integrated as A-threat (survival of the German nation). He was not lying. He was Confabulating, and the Confabulation was invisible to him because Source Opacity prevented recognition of M-contamination.

Sir Edward Grey did not cynically invoke Belgian neutrality while privately pursuing imperial objectives. His recorded anguish, his hesitation, his documented uncertainty all suggest genuine moral struggle resolved by sincere Belief in defensive necessity. The M-dynamics of great-power Status competition had been processed through the architecture and emerged as felt obligation to defend civilisation against German aggression.

The same pattern held across all major belligerents. Each leadership cohort experienced authentic conviction that they were responding to threat. The Confabulation Cascade operated at elite level, producing synchronised false Belief in defensive necessity across opposing powers simultaneously. This is why WWI remains historically confounding under conventional analysis. If one side was the aggressor and the other the defender, introspection should have revealed this, at least to the defenders. Instead, all parties experienced themselves as defenders. The architecture explains what conventional analysis cannot: M-driven Status competition, processed through Source Opacity and Confabulation, produces symmetrical defensive phenomenology on all sides.

Rwanda (1994): Sincere Confabulation at Population Scale. The speed and breadth of participation in the Rwandan genocide cannot be explained by cynical compliance alone. Approximately 200,000 perpetrators participated in killing over a 100-day period, a rate requiring willing, active participation far beyond what coercion or obedience could produce.

The radio propaganda (RTLM) activated existing Templates and accelerated Confabulation Cascade dynamics. But the response was not cynical compliance with known-false narratives. Documented testimony from participants shows genuine conviction that Tutsis posed existential threat: that the killings were defensive necessity, that failure to participate endangered Hutu survival, that the victims were not innocent civilians but enemy combatants in an existential struggle.

The phenomenology was not “I know this is wrong but I must comply.” The phenomenology was “We must defend ourselves against those who would destroy us.” This is Sincere Confabulation operating at population scale, producing genuine Belief that satisfies the architecture’s prediction: M-dynamics (ethnic Status competition, historical grievance, positional anxiety) integrated as A-threat (survival of the Hutu people), generating convergent action experienced as legitimate defence.

The Rwandan case exhibits the Dual-Role Confabulation signature (Section 17.1, Step 3). Tutsis were selected through Prey-detection criteria (a minority population, identifiable, lacking powerful external allies) while simultaneously framed through Predator-attribution (planning genocide, controlling resources, threatening Hutu survival). The Selection-Framing Coincidence Test confirms Confabulated attribution: if Tutsis were as powerful as the framing described, they could not have been targeted by machete-wielding neighbours.

European Pogroms: Recurrent Sincere Confabulation. The pattern of anti-Jewish violence across European history demonstrates both the Content-independence of the Confabulation Cascade and the sincerity of Confabulated Belief.

When plague struck medieval Europe, populations required causal explanation for incomprehensible mass death. The true causes (bacterial infection, trade-route transmission, urban sanitation failures) exceeded computational tractability. The Agent-Based Causal Default completed the causal chain: Jews had poisoned the wells. The Belief was sincere. Participants were not cynically deploying a convenient narrative while privately acknowledging bacterial aetiology (which was unknown). They genuinely believed the causal account. The violence was experienced as defensive public health measure: eliminating the source of contamination.

When economic hardship struck, the same Template was available: Jewish moneylenders were responsible. When social instability emerged, Jews were responsible. The specific accusation varied with context. The structure was identical: diffuse suffering → Information Gap → Agent-Based Causal Default → Sincere Confabulation → violence experienced as defence.

In every case, the Scapegoat exhibited the Dual-Role Confabulation signature: selected because vulnerable but framed as threatening. The recurrence across centuries and diverse contexts confirms architectural derivation. The same Scapegoat Mechanism operated repeatedly because the architecture persists.

The Stab-in-the-Back Myth: Confabulation Preparing Future Violence. Post-WWI Germany faced an Information Gap of extraordinary intensity. The German military had not been defeated on German soil. The army remained intact at armistice. Yet Germany had lost the war: surrendered, accepted punishing terms, suffered national humiliation. How could this be explained?

The true causes (strategic overextension, resource exhaustion, American entry, internal collapse from civilian deprivation) were systemic, diffuse, and resistant to agent-based framing. They did not satisfy the cognitive demand for explanation. Confabulation provided closure: Germany had been stabbed in the back by internal enemies. Jews, socialists, war profiteers: identifiable agents who could bear causal responsibility for incomprehensible national catastrophe.

The Dolchstosslegende (Stab-in-the-Back Myth) was not merely propaganda deployed by cynical nationalists (though it was that too). It was Sincere Confabulation held by millions who could not otherwise explain their experienced reality. The Belief was satisfying in a way that systemic explanation was not. It resolved the Information Gap. It identified Scapegoats. It preserved the possibility of future vindication.

This Confabulation did not immediately produce violence. It prepared the Template that would be activated when subsequent suffering (hyperinflation, depression, national humiliation) retriggered the causal-demand cycle. The Nazi party did not need to invent the Scapegoat. The Confabulation was already in place, available for amplification through the Confabulation Cascade until Bayesian Lock-In Completion produced the conditions for behavioural discharge.

The pattern across all four cases confirms the architectural prediction: invariant structure (the six-step pathway of Section 17.1) producing infinitely variable Content.

The sincere/cynical distinction is extended in Sections 17.13 and 17.14 below, which identify a third pathway to violence (duty as Self-Model insulation) that operates independently of both sincere Confabulation and cynical manipulation, a fourth mechanism (coerced compliance) through which control of the state’s coercive apparatus imposes participation on the entire population regardless of individual conviction, and show that once reciprocal conflict is established, the structural process producing violence is invariant across all content configurations, including the moral quality of the leaders involved.

17.5 The Economic-Crisis Case – Fold as the Exogenous Floor Reasserting

The economic-crisis case that the Critical-Coupling Fold introduces only in outline is the same architectural pathway analysed for violence, read in the domain of prices, money, and material provision, and it terminates in the same fold-style discontinuous collapse from a high-valuation, high-PM state to the low attractor corresponding to the A-I functional baseline. What the economic case adds is an explicit account of what occupies that baseline and why the return to it is violent rather than gradual.

A fold occurs whenever the accumulated gap between an inflated Belief-aggregate and whatever will eventually discipline it discharges discontinuously. The disciplining intrusion can arrive by either of two routes, and the distinction is architecturally decisive. The primary and most catastrophic route is the reassertion of the exogenous Appetite floor. Appetite answers to the body, which no consensus can revise; when a price or fiscal aggregate has inflated on self-confirming Belief to the point where real needs go unmet, the resulting deficit cannot be believed away, and it forces itself back into the system as hunger, cold and exhaustion, through default and destitution. The secondary route is purely endogenous: a coupled Belief-aggregate can fold under its own internal inconsistency, with no floor breached, when a self-referential expectation cannot be satisfied on its own terms. Endogenous folds are real but generally milder, because what is lost is Belief rather than substance, and Belief-losses are recoverable in a way that starvation and default are not. The economic collapses that scar the historical record are overwhelmingly the first kind: the Appetite floor reasserting itself after the endogenous limb has inflated past the point where real needs can be met.

This follows from the disaggregation of price. A price is a filtered aggregate of three motivationally distinct valuations, of which only the Appetite component is anchored to an exogenous floor of use-value and physiological need; the Mimetic component is self-referential, non-satiating, and has no fundamental to revert to.

Money is the substrate the signal of any deficit, once transduced, can occupy (Chapter 12, Section 12.2): the deficit signal is the Scalar, and money is what that Scalar can be carried onto from any deficit whatever. That generality is what makes a debit against an Individual’s money a debit against their capacity to correct deficits they do not yet have. The Appetite floor is that capacity, the standing means of meeting bodily need, and not the momentary fact of feeling it. Appetites themselves report only the state of the body (Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1), so uncompensated extraction of money, taking without return, does not register in the Body Manager as a loss of means. It registers first in the Thinker, which knows the means are gone, and it reaches Appetite by the one route the body allows: the loss, and the Thinker’s appraisal of it, set off the body’s stress response, which shifts the body off its set-points, and the Body Manager reports that bodily state as deficit even in Individuals not yet in want (Sterling and Eyer, 1988; McEwen, 1998). This is why fiscal exaction experienced as illegitimate belongs on the same axis as subsistence failure: both erode the provisioning capacity on which the Appetite floor depends, and both load the Decision Hub through the body before any meal is missed. A framework that treats money as a single undifferentiated quantity cannot separate the floored component from the fundamental-less one, and so cannot see the Appetite floor being approached as the Mimetic limb inflates against it.

The floor’s reassertion is not only violent; it is epistemically self-sealing. Bayesian updating is exact over inputs it does not choose, and one of those inputs is the weight the Thinker can afford to place on incoming Evidence. Under Appetite deficit the Body Manager’s signal dominates the Decision Hub and the resources that deliberation, source-discrimination and the full incorporation of Evidence would draw on are consumed, so the likelihood term is underweighted and the posterior stays closer to the prior than the Evidence warrants. Under high Coupling Strength that prior is the Mimetically sourced one, so deprivation preserves exactly the Beliefs reality-contact would displace, and it does so for every Individual at once, collapsing the Belief heterogeneity that keeps the population below its critical threshold. This is the Upstream Corruption Principle: Appetite deficit degrades Belief revision as such, and in a coupled population it is Coupling-amplifying. Appendix A, Section A.5.8.7 carries it as the fidelity-attenuation channel of the floor locus, and it is why an Appetite floor referenced to the worst-off is a condition of Subcriticality Maintenance and not a welfare commitment added to it.

Recurrent catastrophic collapse is therefore entailed, not anomalous. It is the guaranteed signature of governing a floored-plus-unfloored aggregate as though it were undifferentiated, and it will recur for as long as the disaggregation is not performed. The A-raid of the aggression taxonomy, which terminates the moment the grain is secured, is the same mechanism seen from the other side: Appetite has a set-point, and a system that has driven a population below that set-point has generated a deficit that will discharge as surely as the fed raider stands down.

The fold of this section, in its economic instance, has a name in the vocabulary of Chapter 12 and a mechanism already derived there. Chapter 12, Section 12.30 establishes Parasitic Equilibrium: extraction adjusts toward the maximum the host sustains, settling into a configuration in which the dominant flow runs from Appetitive and Intrinsic satisfaction toward the servicing of the unbounded Mimetic claim. Appendix 12A identifies the locus of that maximum exactly (Section 12A.7): service equal to the whole of the population’s surplus above subsistence: the Interest-Only Threshold, at which principal is never reduced, the Object borrowed for is never acquired, and everything produced beyond staying alive flows to the maintenance of claims. An extraction that adjusted perfectly would not cross that boundary but ride it, indefinitely. And riding it is holding the population at exactly the floor whose reassertion this section derives: the equilibrium is the Appetite floor read from the extraction side.

Parasitic Overshoot, the extraction passing its own maximum, is therefore the fold. To ride the boundary is to leave subsistence exactly intact and take everything above it; to overshoot is to take from subsistence itself, and a system that takes from subsistence has generated the deficit whose discharge the preceding paragraphs derive. Because Appetite is close to uniform while surplus is not, the breach registers first in the worst-off segment, whose margin above the floor is smallest, which is why the indicator developed below is referenced to the worst-off and not to the mean. Nor is the overshoot a misjudgement that better extractors would avoid. By the three mechanisms of Chapter 12, Section 12.30, each extractor’s rate of extraction is a reference point for its rivals, no participant computes the aggregate load on the population that must service every book at once, and the extraction is collected now while the exhaustion arrives later, so a maximum that could in principle be ridden is in practice overshot. The overshoot is the crisis this section describes, and its arrival is architectural rather than accidental.

The Jubilee Theorem (Appendix 12A, Section 12A.8) establishes that no single instrument ends the recurrence: a clearance of accumulated claims executed with the Mimetic Premium unbounded re-crosses the service boundary on a computable schedule, restraint of the accumulation alone cannot retrieve a stock already past retrieval, and only the two together, the M-Tax standing and the Jubilee executed once, leave the corrected state held. The recurrence this section derives as the signature of governing an undifferentiated aggregate is, in that formalism, the re-crossing of the unaccompanied clearance, and the disaggregation whose absence guarantees the recurrence is the same disaggregation the correction requires.

The reassertion has a leading indicator, available only after disaggregation. Because Appetite is close to uniform across Individuals, grounded in a shared physiology that needs roughly the same calories, warmth and protection from injury, its satisfaction is a population-general requirement and not a distribution of tastes. The fold is triggered not when average Appetite-satisfaction falls but when the satisfaction of the worst-off segment is breached, because it is the exposed subpopulation, not the mean, whose unmet need ignites the discharge. The pre-fold signature is accordingly the widening of the Mimetic aggregate measured against the Appetite-satisfaction of the worst-off, a decoupling that an undifferentiated price averages into invisibility and that a disaggregated account renders observable before the breach.

Stated as a testable clause, the indicator has three named observables and a directional, dated prediction. Observable 1: the Mimetic aggregate for the domain, proxied by the component of price or claim not accounted for by use-value or income. Observable 2: the Appetite-satisfaction of the worst-off segment, measured by that segment’s residual capacity to meet subsistence provision after obligations, not by the population mean. Observable 3: the ratio of the first to the second. The prediction is that a fold is preceded by monotonic widening of this ratio, with the breach occurring as worst-off Appetite-satisfaction crosses below its provisioning floor, and the fold discontinuous rather than a smooth reversion.

The clause is falsified (as the §17.5 leading-indicator application specifically, and consistent with the scale-differentiated schedule of Appendix A, A.6.3) if, in a domain independently established to be high-κ and long-τ with a lapsed disconfirmation channel, catastrophic folds of this class recur without prior widening of the worst-off-referenced ratio, or if the widening reliably resolves by smooth deflation rather than discontinuous collapse. Because the prediction constrains the direction and discontinuity of the ratio rather than its absolute level, it is not defeated by imperfection in any single proxy for the Mimetic component; it is defeated only by failure of the directional, discontinuous prediction itself. A result drawn from a low-κ domain with an active external-reality testing channel does not constitute a counterexample, because the fold is not predicted there; the domain-admissibility criterion that fixes which fields constitute admissible tests, and that confines a falsification to its domain-local locus rather than to the filtered-aggregate identity, is stated canonically at Appendix A, A.12.5 (Scope corollary). This leading indicator is the applied face of the price-disaggregation result formalised in Appendix A, A.12.5.

Two further tests sharpen the clause, one prospective and one retrodictive. Prospectively, the early-warning-signals literature for critical transitions supplies the spectral discriminator the fold reading requires: the approach to a fold-type threshold shows rising variance and autocorrelation in the leading-indicator series (Scheffer et al. 2009) without a corresponding growth in oscillatory coherence or quasi-cycle amplitude, the signature that instead marks an approach to an oscillatory transition of the kind this chapter argues is unavailable to the unaugmented architecture (Bury, Bauch and Anand 2020). The clause is accordingly falsified in its bifurcation-class reading if leading indicators ahead of collapse events in admissible domains show growing oscillatory coherence rather than monotone variance and autocorrelation growth.

Retrodictively, the two regimes predict different aftermaths: an oscillatory regime returns the system to its prior operating point when the gain falls, where a fold destroys that operating point and the system restarts from new initial conditions. The fold reading is therefore supported where post-collapse reconstruction is constitutionally discontinuous with the pre-collapse regime, the characteristic emergence of new forms of and controls on government after collapse-scale decoherence events, and would be undermined by a record in which such crises characteristically resolved by restoration of the prior institutional configuration without structural novelty. Both tests are consistency checks on the bifurcation-class reading, not validations of the model’s parameters by named events.

This is the disconfirmation channel whose absence converts a manageable large aggregate into a fold-prone one: a system blind to worst-off Appetite has no reality-test on its inflating Mimetic limb.

Three instances illustrate the one mechanism. The financial crisis of 2007 to 2009, in which mortgage-backed valuations inflated as an endogenous output of a coupled ratings-and-pricing system, is developed fully at Chapter 14, Section 14.10.4.7; the point to add here is only its terminus, that the fold arrived when real households could not meet real payments, the Appetite floor reasserting through mass default, as households lost the means on which their shelter depended (Mian and Sufi 2014). In the French Revolution of 1789, sustained fiscal extraction met a subsistence population already at its Appetite floor, and the breach of that floor, not a shift in political Belief, supplied the discharge that ideology then organised (Lefebvre 1971). In the American Revolution of 1776, escalating exaction breached the colonists’ provisioning capacity, the money-scalar by which Appetite is ultimately met, converting a fiscal grievance into rupture (Morgan and Morgan 1953).

The Content differs entirely across the three; the structure is consistent across all of them. Each is the Appetite floor reasserting itself after an endogenous aggregate inflated past the point where real needs could be met, and each was read by its own era as a unique failure of policy or leadership because the common mechanism was invisible without the disaggregation this framework supplies. None of the three is offered as a quantitative fit of the model’s named observables; they illustrate the mechanism, and the clauses of this section state how the reading is tested.

The floor-reasserting fold of this section is, finally, one locus of a paired result. The unique critical depth of worst-off deprivation at which correction is first outrun, the Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary, is stated formally at Appendix A, Section A.5.8.7, and its structural twin sits at the opposite extreme of the distribution of provision and authority: the same formal section states the Dual-Locus Ignition Theorem, under which the capacity to ignite the collective transition is concentrated at exactly two positions (the floor treated here, and the apex derived at Section 17.7 of this chapter, with its race-condition dynamics developed at Section 17.17) with the paired derivation given at Section 17.7.8 and the floor condition’s own derivation at Chapter 13, Section 13.8.4. The two conditions are independent: the floor can ignite with no involvement from the apex, as this section’s revolutionary cases illustrate, and the apex can ignite with the population provisioned and subcritical, as Section 17.7 derives and the race-condition analysis of Section 17.17 develops.

17.6 The Succession Case – Fold as the Suppressed Discharge Arriving at Once

The chapter’s main line runs from diffuse harm, through the demand for a cause, to the designation of a Scapegoat and coordinated violence against them. Section 17.5 read that same architectural pathway in the domain of prices and material provision. This section reads it in a third domain, and the third domain differs from the other two in what triggers the discharge.

Where a population is organised around a single Individual holding concentrated authority, the discharge is triggered by the removal of that Individual rather than by the designation of a target. No Scapegoat is required. The violence runs between contenders rather than against anyone identified as the cause of the suffering. This is a distinct pathway to the same terminus, and the chapter has not yet treated it.

17.6.1 Forced Quiescence Is Not Subcriticality

Subcriticality is the condition in which corrective mechanisms outpace mimetic amplification, and Chapter 13 establishes that it is maintained rather than achieved: it requires independent institutional friction that continues to operate. Multiple actors holding authority on independent bases absorb shocks, supply competing explanations, maintain I-domains and secure the A-Floor. The arrangement is resilient because no single failure removes all of the friction at once.

A system under complete institutional capture presents as more stable than that, and is not subcritical at all. Its mimetic dynamics are not constrained but concealed. What the population can observe is controlled by the authority whose position the observation would otherwise test, so the dynamics run at full strength and emit no visible signal. This condition is Forced Quiescence.

Two parameters of Chapter 14’s account make the difference precise. Coupling Strength approaches its maximum, because the evidence base available to the population is almost entirely endogenous: what circulates is what the authority permits to circulate, and independent verification is eliminated or penalised. Decoherence Time is extended in step, because reality is denied the channels through which it would ordinarily intrude. Economic misallocation is not reported, military incapacity is not assessed, and administrative failure is reframed by the institutions that would otherwise have identified it.

The consequence is accumulation. Every error that Subcriticality would have corrected instead compounds, and every mimetic dynamic that institutional friction would have absorbed instead builds behind the control that conceals it. Such a system does not discharge tension incrementally. It stores it, and what it stores is Accumulated Mimetic Debt.

17.6.2 The Five Suppressed Channels

Five categories of dynamic are suppressed rather than managed, and each is a channel through which a subcritical system discharges continuously.


	Mimetic competition among high-Status Individuals. Under Subcriticality this competition is routed through appointment processes, adjudication and public scrutiny, which bound escalation so that no single rivalry destabilises the arrangement. Under Forced Quiescence it is suppressed by an authority who eliminates or co-opts rivals, and the suppressed rivalry retains its intensity, because M has no satiation signal and suppression is not satisfaction.

	Confabulation correction. Under Subcriticality, Confabulations meet independent sources, experiential contrast from I-domains, and processes that test claims against evidence. Under Forced Quiescence each uncorrected Confabulation becomes the prior for the next, which is the Confabulation Cascade running with its correction term removed.

	Institutional competence. Authority under Subcriticality derives partly from demonstrated competence. Under Forced Quiescence positions are filled for compliance, so adjudicative, administrative and military capacity decays while the formal structures remain in place and continue to report that they are functioning.

	The A-Floor. Under Subcriticality, provision has redundant sources. Under Forced Quiescence it is routed through distribution organised around political loyalty, so A-sufficiency becomes contingent on compliance and the Opt-Out Paradox becomes acute.

	I-domains. Under Subcriticality these supply the experiential contrast by which an Individual can tell M-led from I-led activity. Under Forced Quiescence they are captured or crowded out, which removes the population’s capacity to make that discrimination at exactly the point where it will be needed.



17.6.3 The Succession Moment

Removal of the incumbent is not a shock to one buffer. It is the simultaneous failure of the organising principle of all of them.

Every institution under Forced Quiescence held its operating authority from one will. When that will ceases, each institution loses its basis at the same moment, and the contest that follows is therefore not a competition for one position but a simultaneous contest for every institution in the system, because none holds authority that would survive the transition on its own account.

The five channels then release together, and the release is what makes the episode violent rather than merely disorderly.

Suppressed rivalry activates at once. Each contender reads every other as an existential threat, which is Apex M-Dysfunction operating with no authority above it to manage the contest and with the penalty for losing set at destruction. The intensity is architectural rather than incidental. A subordinate’s position is proximate to an apex that is simultaneously their Model and the obstacle to their own standing, and proximity of that kind intensifies rivalry rather than resolving it, so what is released is not political disagreement but something closer to hatred, which is what the historical record of these episodes actually shows.

Removal by killing makes the point sharpest, because there the removers state their intention and the architecture contradicts it. When Julius Caesar was assassinated in 44 BCE his killers held that the problem was the man, that one Individual had gathered too much authority, and that removing him would restore the Republic. Caesar had by then become the point on which the Republic’s tensions converged, the figure every faction positioned itself for or against. Killing him relieved none of those tensions and removed the only thing holding them in a fixed arrangement, and the contest that followed delivered the permanent single-person rule the assassins had acted to prevent, sooner than it would otherwise have arrived.

Loyalty-selected institutions must now perform. A military selected for compliance must fight, an administration selected for obedience must operate without directives, and adjudicative bodies selected for deference must rule between claimants who each demand deference.

The A-Floor fragments along the lines of the contest, because provision was organised around an authority that no longer exists, and each contender has an interest in controlling provision as leverage. The resulting A-precarity degrades the population’s capacity for exactly the discriminating assessment the moment requires, and Phenomenological Collapse formats the whole of it as survival-level alarm.

Accumulated Confabulation meets reality at once. Figures that were fabricated are found to be false, capacities that were asserted are tested, and each revelation degrades what remains of the population’s confidence in every other claim it has been given.

The absence of I-domains removes the diagnostic contrast. A population that has had no access to genuine Intrinsic pursuit has no reference against which to distinguish an I-led proposal for governance from a bid for standing, because it has no experience of the former to compare.

Every factor that constrained cascade velocity under Subcriticality now accelerates it, and not because those factors degraded gradually. They were held at zero and released together.

17.6.4 When the Anchor Is Not a Person

The account so far has assumed that what the field is organised around is an Individual holding concentrated authority. The architecture does not require it. What the field loses at a removal is a fixed point against which its members computed their own standing, and Chapter 2’s Anchoring Object names the class that can serve as one: a person, a sacred or symbolic object, an external power, or an entire system of governance. The person-case has its own name, the Fault-Line Figure, and the Fault-Line Figure is the most familiar rather than the most revealing.

A sacred object strips the mechanism bare. Consider a people whose identity is bound up in a relic, the object around which its cohesion and its sense of itself are organised. Rivals have understood this for as long as there have been rivals, which is why taking or destroying such an object recurs across the record as a way of breaking the group that venerated it. The object issues no orders and holds no power, so nothing it did can account for the damage its loss does. What is lost is the reference point, and the political cases are therefore not a distinct kind of event. They are the same event with an acting figure standing where the object stood.

Why removal precipitates a crisis rather than preventing one follows from where the Mimetic Premium sits. The Mimetic Premium concentrates in the anchor irrespective of the valence of the attention paid to it: supporters draw standing from alignment, opponents draw standing from opposition, and commentators draw standing from proximity. Each actor’s Self-Model is built partly on that orientation, and while the anchor stands the orientation is confirmed daily by every event the anchor is part of, so it never faces a reckoning. That continuous reinforcement is the Decoherence-Time Stabilisation Effect: the Anchoring Object’s ongoing presence holds Self-Models at effectively infinite Decoherence Time. The anchor that appears to be causing the division is therefore also what holds the division in a stable arrangement. Remove it and every Self-Model built against it loses its confirmation at once, while the accumulated Premium, anchored to nothing, must relocate. This is the Differentiation Collapse Mechanism: the removal collapses Decoherence Time synchronously across the network, which lowers the critical threshold below the prevailing loop gain and crosses it.

An external power occupying a polity is an Anchoring Object of the same kind, and the case matters because it is the one a polity may enter by invitation. When an outside power removes a ruler and installs a government, it rarely builds institutions that stand on their own. More often it becomes the thing they lean on, so that the courts, the military and the administration draw their operating authority from the occupier exactly as they drew it from the incumbent. The arrangement is then back in Forced Quiescence with the suppression supplied from outside, and the five channels accumulate behind it as before. Departure removes the prop and the shared reference point together, which is why the unravelling is worse than a domestic succession: the occupier was also the common thing every faction had defined itself for or against. Iraq after Saddam, Libya after Gaddafi and Afghanistan in 2021 are this case.

The contrast is what establishes it. In Germany and Japan after 1945 the occupiers did the harder thing, building institutions that could eventually operate without them and remaining long enough for those institutions to take root, so that departure produced no second collapse. The Marshall Plan is the name the European half of that work is remembered by, and what it supplied was A-Floor restoration and Intrinsic Infrastructure (I-infrastructure) rehabilitation to populations whose architecture would otherwise have run on survival pressure. That is Buffer Independence installed rather than suppressed, and it is the only form of occupation the architecture does not predict to fail. The occupier-installed case is the Synthetic Buffer Corollary: the installed order substitutes for Buffer Independence rather than constituting it.

The framework does not permit the timing of that work to be incidental, which is why it is not merely a lesson about occupation. Section 17.17.4 derives the proactive form: because a population above the M-Capture threshold is architecturally incapable of self-correcting without external Hypothesis-space expansion, A-Floor and I-infrastructure provision has to arrive before the discharge rather than after it, and the obligation to supply it falls on whoever holds the capacity. The Marshall Plan is therefore the historical case of the right intervention applied at the wrong point in the sequence, after the catastrophe it would have prevented.

At the largest scale the Anchoring Object is an entire system of governance with no single person at its centre, and the unravelling can then run for generations. When Rome withdrew from Britain around 410 CE it took with it the scaffolding that had held the province together: the legions, the administration, the coinage, the tax system, and the towns that ran on imperial authority. Within a generation the money economy had collapsed, the towns had largely emptied, and the island had broken into small warring kingdoms into which settlers moved opportunistically. The same empire supplies its own control in the same period. The Eastern half survived because it had grown administrative and religious institutions that no longer depended on the emperor’s person, while Britain, the most militarised and least self-supporting of the western provinces, had least of its own to fall back on and fell hardest.

17.6.5 The Inverse Proportionality and the Succession Gradient

Buffer Independence (Chapter 2) is the degree to which an institution holds its authority, competence and operating capacity from sources other than the incumbent’s personal will, and each independent buffer is a resource available for managing a transition. An independent adjudicative body can settle a disputed claim. An independent military can hold security while the political question is resolved. Independent sources can inform a population about a process it is living through. Independent provision can hold the A-Floor while authority is unsettled.

Complete capture eliminates each of these by redirecting its authority to the incumbent, and the completeness of that redirection is precisely what produces the appearance of total stability, since no institution retains the standing from which visible dissent could issue. The same redirection determines how many transition-management resources exist when the incumbent goes, and at the limit the number approaches none. The contest then proceeds with no adjudication, no independent information, no separate guarantor of security and no autonomous provision, so the only mechanisms available are the ones the contenders create during the contest, which are partisan and escalatory by construction.

Every unit of apparent stability bought through capture is therefore a unit of succession resilience lost, and the relation is structural rather than correlational, because one and the same operation produces both effects. This is the Succession Decoherence Principle.

The Succession Decoherence Principle predicts a gradient rather than a threshold, and the gradient is what makes it testable. Severity should track how completely the buffers were captured, not merely whether the arrangement was authoritarian. Chapter 2 records the four types as the Succession Gradient.


	Minimal capture. Buffer Independence is high across adjudication, security, information, provision and civil association. Transitions are managed by institutions that outlast the holder, and severity is low.

	Selective capture. The incumbent holds some buffers while others retain partial independence. Transitions are partially mediated by whatever was not captured, and severity is intermediate.

	Near-complete capture. Only residual independence survives. Transitions proceed with minimal mediation and violence is likely, though surviving pockets may bound its scope.

	Complete capture. Personal authority has replaced institutional authority entirely. The whole apparatus is contested at once, violence is the default means of resolution, and severity is maximal.



The historical record carries the gradient, and it carries it across eras and political forms. Alexander’s empire is the limiting case: authority entirely personal, the aristocratic councils that had constrained earlier Macedonian kings dismantled, and satraps holding office at his pleasure. It fragmented within a year of his death, and the wars among his generals ran for four decades and consumed most of the original command. China’s first emperor is the same limiting case in a different century: authority concentrated entirely in one person, and within a year of his death the suppressed revolts arrived at once, within four the dynasty was gone.

The Roman principate exhibits the gradient inside a single system across time. The adoptive mechanism, by which an incumbent selected and elevated a successor while still living, reconstructed a partial bridge across the transition and produced roughly a century of comparatively orderly succession from Nerva onward; when it lapsed, the arrangement fell into the recurring military contests of the third century. The adoptive case is also instructive about what kind of buffer it was. It required each incumbent to subordinate the founding of a dynasty, which carries a large Mimetic Premium, to the selection of the most capable successor, and Marcus Aurelius’s elevation of Commodus, his own son, over more capable alternatives is the point at which it failed. A buffer conditional on the motivation of one Individual is not yet a buffer.

Three further cases fix the boundaries. The Ottoman succession institutionalised the contest directly, requiring the successful claimant to destroy his brothers, which is an acknowledgement that no institutional mechanism for the transition existed rather than a solution to the problem; and when confinement of potential successors later replaced their destruction, the violence was redistributed rather than reduced, moving out of the moment of accession and into the palace politics of the reigns that followed. Stalin’s Soviet Union achieved near-total capture, the purges of the later 1930s having eliminated what independent standing remained in the party and the military, and the contest after his death ran for years, resolved by the successive elimination of the contender holding the security apparatus and then of those holding the party organisation. Tito’s Yugoslavia is the intermediate case with a delay. Its capture was high but incomplete, because the constituent republics retained partial administrative independence, and its founder, recognising the problem, left a rotating collective presidency behind him. That mechanism held for roughly a decade and then failed into war, which the gradient predicts rather than contradicts: partial Buffer Independence bought a decade and could not settle the Accumulated Mimetic Debt behind it.

Severity is not the only output the gradient governs. Duration is governed too, and by the same quantity read at the moment of removal rather than across the incumbency. Where an obvious successor exists and some institutions still hold authority on independent bases, a new order forms quickly, because the contest is only over who occupies the vacated position. Where the removal has swept away the structure and left nothing independent behind, there is no position to occupy in a functioning arrangement, and the society rebuilds from very little, which can take generations. Disorder therefore lasts in inverse proportion to the Buffer Independence that survived the removal. That inverse relation is the Discharge Duration Principle. Afghanistan in 2021 sits at the fast end of that scale and sub-Roman Britain at the slow end, and they are one phenomenon measured at two depths rather than two phenomena. The completeness of the capture fixes how violent the transition is; what survived it fixes how long the violence lasts.

17.6.6 The Exogenous Succession Rule and Its Brittleness

A succession plan and a succession rule are architecturally different, and the difference is what the arrangement rests on once the incumbent is gone. A plan depends on the incumbent’s continuing will and is unenforceable at exactly the moment it is needed. A rule that executes itself does not. An exogenous succession rule is of that kind: a self-executing specification, such as inheritance by the eldest child or a fixed constitutional line, that resolves who is next without negotiation, consensus or competition among candidates.

Such a rule does two architectural jobs. During the incumbent’s life it removes the position from the field of Objects over which the subordinate elite can compete, to the extent that the rule is treated as settled, because an outcome that cannot be moved by competition or by Confabulation is not worth competing for. And at the moment of transition it supplies a focal point that survives the incumbent, so that security and administrative structures can converge on one claimant without anyone alive to enforce the convergence.

It follows that an apparently absolute monarchy operating under a strict rule is not an instance of complete capture. It has surrendered the succession to an institution outside itself, and it is more resilient at the transition than a personal dictatorship for that reason precisely.

The qualification is that the rule’s authority is itself a Belief held by the elite who act on it, and not a fact about the world that holds independently of them. That is what makes the rule brittle rather than absolute. A single rigid rule has no redundancy, and the friction it supplies is a quantity rather than a guarantee, so where a cross-cutting mimetic cascade generates pressure exceeding that quantity, the rule does not bend. It shatters, and there is nothing behind it.

England in 1688, the episode remembered as the Glorious Revolution, is the case that shows it. The polity was locked in Bipolar Convergence between Protestant and Catholic factions, and the birth of a male heir to James II set the inheritance rule and the Protestant elite’s account of its own survival in direct opposition. The rule required the accession of a Catholic heir. The faction that accession would exclude read the prospect through Phenomenological Collapse, as a threat to survival rather than to standing, and generated the Confabulation that licensed setting the rule aside, alleging that the infant was an impostor smuggled into the birth chamber in a warming pan. The rule was then set aside outright. The excluding faction invited William of Orange, the Protestant husband of Mary, James II’s elder daughter, to take the throne by invasion; James fled, and William and Mary reigned jointly in his place. The pressure of the confessional division had exceeded the friction the inheritance rule could supply, and the rule gave way completely rather than partially.

The arrangement did not then collapse into Forced Quiescence under whoever had won, which is where every other case in this section went. The shattered single rule was replaced by a distributed architecture in which the succession, the revenue and the adjudication of disputes were held by different bodies on independent bases, which is a constitutional settlement understood architecturally: not a better holder of the position, and not a better rule, but many buffers where there had been one.

Concentrated authority is therefore dangerous during the incumbent’s tenure, because it compresses the distance between one Individual’s mimetic shock and a societal crisis, and Section 17.7 establishes that limb, on the Bayesian ground Chapter 13, Section 13.7 supplies. It is dangerous after the incumbent’s tenure, because the completeness of the capture determines the violence of the transition, and this section establishes that one. No phase of the configuration is safe (Section 17.7.10), which is why the corrective is the distribution of authority rather than the improvement of its holder, and why the intervention has to be installed while an incumbent who has not yet foreclosed it is still in place.



17.7 The Apex Route: Executive M-Capture and the Leadership Compression Principle

17.7.1 Why Population-Level Subcriticality Is Not Sufficient

The two cases above begin in the population. The economic case starts with an aggregate the population has priced and ends when the Appetite floor reasserts against it; the succession case starts with a suppression the population has been living under and ends when the suppression lifts. Both readings carry an assumption worth naming, because the architecture does not license it: that a crisis trajectory is settled by where the collective posterior sits, with leadership as the instrument through which a population’s Belief is executed rather than as a determinant in its own right.

The assumption fails, and it fails structurally rather than in unlucky cases. Where authority is concentrated, the temporal distance between one Individual’s Mimetic shock and a society’s crisis is compressed to a length at which nothing operating at population scale can reach it. That compression is why the interventions the architecture licenses are not exhausted by anything done to or for a population.

17.7.2 Statement of the Leadership Compression Principle

Leadership Compression Principle: For any governance system in which the authority held by one Individual exceeds a critical threshold, defined by (1) command authority over crisis-relevant resources including military force, (2) control over the dominant information channels, (3) appointment power over institutional positions, and (4) Appetitive leverage over dependent populations, there exists no population-level intervention set capable of reliably preventing M-Captured leadership from imposing mimetic crisis dynamics on the governed population.

The Leadership Compression Principle follows from a temporal asymmetry between two rates the framework has already established. Crisis imposition through concentrated authority operates on timescales of days to months: an order is given, an appointment is made, a channel is saturated. Population-level intervention operates on timescales of months to decades, because the Knowledge Patch has to be distributed, Appetitive floors have to be built, Intrinsic domains have to be protected, and visibility governance has to be legislated. The race is not close, and it is not close by orders of magnitude rather than by a margin better execution could close.

Two clarifications keep the Leadership Compression Principle from being read as more or less than it is. It is stated on capacities and not on constitutional form, so whether a particular arrangement crosses the threshold is settled by auditing the four capacities rather than by consulting the arrangement’s name, and Section 17.7.9 takes up why that distinction carries weight. And the Leadership Compression Principle does not say the population is irrelevant. Population-level Subcriticality remains necessary, because leadership is selected from the population and arrives at the apex carrying whatever the population’s Belief has installed in it. What the Leadership Compression Principle establishes is that population-level Subcriticality is not sufficient.

17.7.3 The Four Compression Channels

The compression operates through four channels, and each is an ordinary institutional capacity rather than an abuse of one.

Scapegoat designation. A leader with control of the dominant information channels can saturate them with a Scapegoat narrative faster than scepticism can develop in the population receiving it. The Presumption Against Scapegoating, even where some fraction of the population holds it, cannot propagate faster than a state apparatus can propagate the contrary message.

Appetitive leverage. A leader with economic control can make Appetitive access conditional on participation in the narrative. Those who reject it face employment loss, benefit exclusion, or direct deprivation. This is the Opt-Out Paradox at its most acute: recognising the dynamic does not generate an Appetitively adequate alternative when the leader controls Appetitive access.

Institutional capture. A leader with appointment power can install aligned personnel across judicial, military, administrative and informational institutions. Each captured institution becomes both an instrument of imposition and an obstacle to correction, and the cascade is self-reinforcing, because early captures supply the authority for later ones.

Control of the information environment. A leader with media control can suppress distribution of the Knowledge Patch, remove competing explanations from circulation, and curate what reaches the population. The epistemic diversity on which Subcriticality depends is not argued away; it is administratively eliminated.

17.7.4 Executive M-Capture as the Principal Accelerant

Distributed mimesis builds cumulative Mimetic Premium slowly. No single Decision Hub controls more than its own integrated valuations and the small fraction of network influence its Status entitles it to. That slow accumulation across very large numbers of interpersonal transactions is the necessary precondition for civilisational supercriticality, but it is not by itself the proximate cause of the historically compressed transitions the record displays.

The proximate accelerant is Executive M-Capture: the condition in which an Individual occupying an executive level of formal institutional authority operates with an integrated valuation whose Mimetic component is dominant, and uses institutional levers to raise both the magnitude and the frequency of Mimetic-Premium extraction across an entire governed population within a single executive term. It operates through five institutional channels. Extraction-favourable regulation lowers the friction of Mimetic-Premium extraction and raises the friction of contribution, which raises the magnitude taken per transaction. Status-elevation of extraction pathways directs state honours, media attention and institutional appointments toward extraction-derived rather than contribution-derived figures, which accelerates Mimetic transmission across the population. Suppression of the framework’s dissemination channels restricts, defunds or captures the educational, journalistic and academic channels through which the framework’s vocabulary, or its functional equivalents, would otherwise propagate, so the Hypothesis Space narrows and lock-in to confident but architecturally deficient explanations becomes easier to reach. The propaganda apparatus institutionalises Confabulation, producing Reciprocity narratives at scale and extending Decoherence Time by raising the density of concealment within the population. And narrative-authority capture is the above-threshold counterpart to compression in Belief-formation: the executive’s expressed Beliefs receive disproportionate weight in observers’ updating because of the Mimetic Premium attached to the office, with the formal institutional levers superimposed on that weight.

The result is a step-change in the rate at which Mimetic Premium accumulates. What took centuries to build under distributed mimesis can be raised by orders of magnitude within a single executive term, which is why transitions into terminal-phase trajectories are observed unfolding across years even though the precondition for them required centuries to assemble. Several twentieth- and twenty-first-century cases display the pattern: the slow accumulation over generations was the precondition, and the executive-level capture was the accelerant.

All four Crisis State Variables (Chapter 13, Section 13.6.2) move under Executive M-Capture. The Price Inflation Ratio rises with the step-change in the rate at which Mimetic Premium accumulates. Concealment Density rises sharply, because a propaganda apparatus is the principal institutional driver of concealment at scale, and because suppressing the framework’s dissemination channels narrows the Hypothesis Space. Status Integrity falls sharply, because status-elevation of extraction pathways operates directly on the conditions under which contribution-derived Status is recognised. And Exit Capacity falls, because extraction-favourable regulation raises the Premium in the markets an Individual cannot leave, and because a leader with economic control can make Appetitive access conditional on participation (Section 17.7.3).

So the relationship between the two accumulation rates is the central architectural fact about how a civilisation crosses the threshold. Distributed mimesis is the slow build; Executive M-Capture is the fast finish. Subcriticality Maintenance has to address both, and the two halves are not interchangeable: the slow build is addressed by reducing the drivers of accumulation across the population, and the fast finish is addressed by the institutional defences against executive capture, which is what Section 17.7.7 specifies.

17.7.5 What the Historical Record Shows

The Leadership Compression Principle generates a specific and checkable prediction: in concentrated-authority systems, threshold-crossing should occur through leadership capture rather than through population consensus. Cases of mimetic crisis reaching catastrophic expression should show M-Captured leadership holding the institutional capacity to impose it, rather than a gradual accumulation of Confabulation across a population arriving at majority endorsement.

Germany between 1930 and 1939 is the illustrative case, because the transition from parliamentary instability to genocidal war required neither majority support nor a gradual population consensus. The party never achieved majority electoral support, peaking at 37.3 per cent in July 1932 and declining to 33.1 per cent that November. The chancellorship came through elite appointment rather than popular mandate. Institutional capture, running from the Reichstag fire through the enabling legislation to party bans, civil-service purges and military loyalty oaths, was completed inside eighteen months and by administrative action. Persecution escalated at each stage through executive action rather than in response to population demand. And the initiation of war in 1939 met population apprehension rather than enthusiasm, which is the diagnostic point: the decision sat at the apex, not in the collective posterior.

The same pattern recurs under Stalin, under Mao, and in Cambodia under the Khmer Rouge. In each, imposition through concentrated authority operated faster than resistance at population scale could mobilise, which is what the mechanism predicts. These cases illustrate the mechanism; none is offered as a quantitative fit of the model’s parameters.

17.7.6 The Downstream Backstop Is Not an Architecture

Compression has a consequence for the partially managed regime. Where a system remains supercritical and external buffering has bought time rather than removed the instability, the buffering does not distribute the failure mode across the population. Under compression it does the opposite: it compresses the executive-level decision interval to a length at which the corrective mechanisms the architecture relies on at population scale cannot reach the decision in time. The system has not been made safer. It has been made dependent on what happens at one node inside a shortened interval.

One consequence is that the operational chain below the executive can come to function as an ad hoc backstop. Where an M-Captured decision is taken, the path to consequence still runs through subordinate operators whose individual refusal can interrupt execution, and the Cold War near-misses are illustrations of exactly that. The officers involved were not exercising executive authority, and the Leadership Compression Principle does not apply to them; they were exercising operational refusal at single nodes through which an executive decision had to pass.

The backstop is not an architecture, and the reasons are structural. It is absent by construction in fully automated launch architectures. It is weakened by loyalty selection in any chain of command, which is to say it is weakened by precisely the appointment power the Leadership Compression Principle names as one of the four capacities. And it is not preservable as a reliability property at population scale, because nothing in it is designed. It is a fortuitous property of how the chain happens to be staffed.

Two architectural responses follow, and they discharge different parts of the vulnerability. Distributing command authority, information control, appointment power and Appetitive leverage constrains the executive level itself, so no single node can compress the interval below what correction requires; this addresses the source of the compression rather than relying on subordinates to refuse, and because what it buys is the interval rather than the correction it is the Time-Buying Principle, a corollary of the Leadership Compression Principle. Gain reduction, by reducing the five channels’ contribution to loop gain until the system is subcritical, removes the Mimetic configuration that produces the compressing decision at all. The two are not substitutes. The second operates on a generational timescale and the first on the timescale of a single decision cycle, so both are required at once: authority distribution preserves the system long enough for gain reduction to complete its work, and gain reduction is what eventually removes the dependence on the distribution. A partially managed regime is therefore not a sustainable equilibrium under compression, and operational refusal downstream is not a substitute for the correction the Leadership Compression Principle actually specifies.

17.7.7 The Four Architectural Requirements

The Leadership Compression Principle refines what Subcriticality requires. Holding a population below the threshold at which convergence becomes self-reinforcing is not sufficient if leadership can impose crisis whatever the population believes. Subcriticality has to be maintained at the apex as well, which means preventing Individuals whose integrated valuation is Mimetically dominant from occupying positions where that dominance can produce civilisational consequences. Four requirements follow.


	Distributed authority. No single Individual should be able to impose crisis alone. Multiple concurrent authorities, any one of which can block, supply the structural protection.

	Selection constraints. Leadership selection should incorporate anti-mimetic filters, reducing the probability that Individuals whose integrated valuation is Mimetically dominant reach positions of concentrated authority. Why such filters are required is the Ascent Selection Principle (Chapter 8, Section 8.12.4), which also carries the three design results that supply them.

	Removal mechanisms. Detection of Mimetic failure, through audience-removal testing, outcome monitoring and independent assessment, should trigger suspension of authority before imposition becomes possible.

	Distribution of irreversible authority. Where an authority can produce a consequence that cannot be undone, its exercise should require multiple concurrent agreements, mandatory delay, and distributed cancellation authority.



The four are stated here as requirements rather than as a design. What a governance architecture satisfying them looks like, and why it looks so unlike the arrangements a reader will be familiar with, is the subject of the governance chapter. The point to carry forward is that the requirements are not preferences about how power ought to be arranged. They are the only operations available on a route into crisis that provision cannot reach, for the reason the next section gives.

17.7.8 The Two Ignition Loci

Two routes into the collective transition now stand side by side. One runs through the population: individual Confabulation Cascades synchronise through social proof into collective convergence once amplification outruns correction, which is the pathway of Section 17.1 and the Unifying Crisis Principle of Section 17.2. The other runs through the apex: a single M-Captured Individual with sufficient authority imposes crisis whatever the collective posterior. Placing the two together yields a further structural result. The capacity to ignite the transition is not spread across the population. It is concentrated at exactly two positions in the distribution of provision and authority, the floor and the apex, and the two conditions are independent of each other.

The floor condition is derived where the corrective rate is in hand, at Chapter 13, Section 13.8.4, and the result is this. Correction presupposes that evidence arriving from outside the population retains enough weight to displace Mimetically sourced priors; sustained Appetitive deficit erodes exactly that weight, and the same erosion drains the Belief Heterogeneity Buffer. Deprivation therefore raises the amplification rate and lowers the corrective rate at once, and both movements deepen with the deficit. The deficit that matters is the worst-off segment’s rather than the mean, because the exposed subpopulation is where unmet need ignites the discharge. There is consequently a unique critical depth of sustained worst-off deprivation at which amplification first outruns correction across the whole guarded range of collective Belief. That is the Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary, the formal statement of the fold the economic case of Section 17.5 develops. Below that depth the population self-corrects; at it, Subcriticality fails and the floor reasserts. Nothing about leadership appears anywhere in the condition. A society can ignite from the floor with an empty throne.

The apex condition is this section’s Principle read as an ignition geometry, and two features sharpen it once the floor condition stands beside it. The leader’s Belief is autonomous: an individual Confabulation Cascade runs on self-generated evidence and converges toward certainty from any starting Belief, so an M-Captured leader crosses the threshold for action in finite time with no input from the population’s evidence at all. And the drive behind that cascade is non-satiable, because Differential Satiation Dynamics leaves no level of provision at which an apex deficit closes, so the apex route cannot be disarmed by giving the leader more of anything. The only controllable term in the condition is authority itself, which is why every requirement of Section 17.7.7 is an operation on the authority gate rather than on the drive. And where the floor route is extensive, requiring deprivation at population scale, the apex route is a point source: one Individual suffices, and the collective posterior is irrelevant.

Exactly two positions carry this capacity, and the middle of the distribution carries none of it. An Individual provisioned above the floor supplies no forcing of the corrective rate. An Individual below the authority threshold has no bypass. And a mid-distribution Individual’s Belief is one voice among many in the collective, incapable on its own of moving either rate. Ignition capacity is therefore concentrated at the two extremes and vanishes between them. That is the Dual-Locus Ignition Theorem, and the two loci it names differ in kind as well as in position. The floor drive accumulates slowly, at population scale, and can be held at zero by provision, which is where universal Appetitive-floor security enters this argument: not as a welfare commitment adopted alongside the framework, but as an entailment of Subcriticality Maintenance. The apex drive is self-arming, permanent, and cannot be zeroed at all, only gated. A society can provision its way out of the floor locus. It can only govern its way out of the apex locus. The discharge phenomenologies match the asymmetry: floor ignition is the mass-mobilised discharge whose economic face is Section 17.5 and whose historical face is revolutionary rupture, and apex ignition is imposed crisis, war on executive decision, whose race-condition dynamics are developed at Section 17.17.

The two loci are not equally dangerous, and the asymmetry runs against the one provisioning cannot reach. The floor locus arms at population scale, so its accumulation is visible while it happens and slow enough that something can be done about it. The apex locus arms inside one person, and because the cascade runs on self-generated evidence, nothing about its timing depends on how large the population is, or how sceptical, or how well informed. Section 17.7.2 gives the magnitudes, days to months against months to decades, and the intervention surfaces differ in the same direction, since the floor drive can be taken to zero by provision while the apex drive can only be gated. The locus that arms fastest is therefore also the locus with the least to work on, and the conjunction is at its sharpest wherever the authority in question can produce a consequence that cannot be undone in the time any correction would take. Command of a nuclear arsenal is the limiting case. Launch authority rests with one or very few Individuals, the consequence is irreversible within minutes, and no part of the condition draws on the population: the population reaches the apex only through who comes to hold the authority, on a timescale far longer than the one on which the authority is used. That is the point-source geometry of the apex locus, at a magnitude no correction can follow. Section 17.17.1 develops it.

The two conditions are independent, in that each ignites without the other. They are not isolated from one another, and the channel that joins them runs one way only. A population already in cascade selects its leadership from itself, which is what the Calcified Phase is: institutional positions filling with Individuals whose own cascades align with the collective one. A sustained floor breach therefore does more than ignite the population; it raises the chance that whoever arrives above the authority threshold arrives already M-Captured. Nothing runs the other way, because Differential Satiation Dynamics leaves an apex drive nothing to close, so no amount of provision reaches it. Two things follow. Holding the worst-off segment above the Appetitive floor does double work, disarming its own locus and lowering the pressure that arms the other. And it is still not sufficient, because the locus whose pressure it lowers is the one provision cannot reach: distributed authority, selection constraints and removal mechanisms are required at every level of provision, not only where a floor has been breached.

If ignition capacity sits at the two extremes and vanishes between them, the structure carrying no ignition capacity at either locus is the one that is all middle: no segment below the Appetitive floor, and no position above the authority gate. A distribution with neither tail offers no position from which either sufficient condition can be met.

The flattening is two operations rather than one, and they are not interchangeable. Removing the bottom is provisioning, universal and unconditional, referenced to the worst-off Individual because a floor that holds on average does not hold at all. Removing the top is gating, because the apex drive closes at no level of provision. Neither substitutes for the other, and the one-way channel between the loci means that doing the first well lowers the pressure on the second without ever discharging it.

The middle is not merely the region where nothing ignites. It is where the correction lives. The Belief Heterogeneity Buffer is cross-Individual Belief variance, and that variance is sustained by Individuals whose reality-contact still displaces Mimetically sourced priors: Individuals provisioned above the floor, and not positioned to have their Belief ratified by authority. A cascade drains it as it spreads, converting adherents off their prior Hypotheses. The two loci therefore do not merely ignite from the ends. They consume the middle, and the transition arrives when what they are consuming runs out, which is what the rate condition states when correction falls below amplification across the guarded range. The geometry is not a pivot about a fulcrum. It is two ends closing on the only thing that held them apart. The same structure narrows the dispersion of adoption thresholds, because the gap a miscalibrated standing can open against provisioning is bounded by the spread of provisioning itself. Both axes of population heterogeneity move favourably together: content heterogeneity is preserved because the middle is not being consumed, and threshold dispersion falls because the positions that disperse it are absent.

An all-middle distribution is not therefore a safe one, and two results bound the inference. It removes the two position-indexed sufficient conditions; it does not establish Subcriticality, which is a condition on rates and loop gains that a flat distribution can still fail, since an observability environment driving every Individual’s loop gain up requires no tail at either end. And it is a maintained state rather than an achieved one, because stratification is what a high-Mimetic system produces, so a distribution flattened once and left will not stay flat. What is fixed is where the maintenance has to be directed, not that it can stop.

17.7.9 The Vehicle Is Content

What the apex locus looks like is a different question from what it is, and the two should not be run together. The imposition condition is stated on capacities: command over crisis-relevant resources including military force, control of the dominant information channels, appointment power over institutional positions, and Appetitive leverage over dependent populations. Absolute monarchy concentrated all four. So did the fascist party-state, the military junta installed by coup, and warlord rule in territories where central authority had already failed. Those are the arrangements the historical record happens to supply, and it is tempting to read the list as the finding.

It is not the finding. The labels are Content in the sense Section 17.11 gives the word, and the architecture carries no term indexed on them. Two things follow, and the second matters more. A society that has abolished a named form has retired a vehicle, not closed a gate: the four capacities can be reassembled under any other arrangement, and whether they have been is a question about capacities rather than about names. And because the labels are Content, new ones are predicted. An arrangement concentrating the same four capacities under a name not yet coined, resembling none of the historical forms closely enough to trigger recognition, is what the architecture expects next. This is why recognition by resemblance to the last case fails, and why the diagnostic has to be run on the capacities themselves.

The point generalises what this chapter establishes about the target of a cascade. The dynamics carry no term indexed on which group is scapegoated, so comparing the content of past crises searches for the common architecture in the wrong place. The same holds for the vehicle: no term is indexed on what the concentrating arrangement is called. The architecture is Content-independent twice over, in whom it selects and in what carries it, and a method looking for family resemblance on either axis is looking where the invariance is not.

Formal treatment: Appendix A, Sections A.5.8.3 through A.5.8.5 and A.5.8.7.

17.7.10 The Terminal Configuration and the Trigger-Indifference Corollary

The antecedent of the Leadership Compression Principle is contingent. Whether authority above the threshold of Section 17.7.2 comes to rest in an M-Captured Individual depends on how authority was distributed and how its holders were selected (Section 17.7.7). One state of that antecedent closes every route by which a discharge could be avoided: an M-Captured Individual holds authority above the threshold over a polity in Forced Quiescence, with the buffers that could have managed a transition captured, or with no more than residual independence surviving. This is the terminal configuration of the Leadership Compression Principle. The configuration is distinct from the terminal fold of Section 17.17: what the configuration closes is every route around a discharge, and whether the discharge can be survived is settled by the structure the discharge meets.

Four routes around the discharge are closed in the terminal configuration, and they are closed together.

Satisfaction is closed. The apex drive has no closure condition at any level of provision, so nothing given to the leader reaches the drive (Section 17.7.8; Appendix A, Section A.5.8.7).

Institutions are closed. The buffers that would have discharged the accumulated tension incrementally hold their authority from the incumbent’s will, and what builds behind them is Accumulated Mimetic Debt (Sections 17.6.1 and 17.6.5).

Time is closed. Under Forced Quiescence what is suppressed is stored, so every interval of waiting adds to the Accumulated Mimetic Debt (Section 17.6.1). The leader is mortal, so every wait ends in a removal.

The leader’s own act is closed. A Captured holder cannot leave, because Apex M-Capture has left nothing outside the position for the holder to step into (I-Vacancy, Chapter 8, Section 8.12.5), and a transfer of authority would reverse the one move the apex leaves the holder, the lowering of others’ standing. A transfer lowers the holder’s standing, and the holder reads whatever lowers standing as a direct threat (Chapter 8, Section 8.12.5). The Observer’s reading of the lowered position is signed negative, and the negative reading reaches the Decision Hub as threat, felt as fear of damage to the body (Chapter 8, Section 8.5.6). Avoidance ends a felt threat (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.0), and the transfer is what the holder avoids. A peer observed transferring authority and surviving is Evidence against the threat reading (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.0), but the fall in standing itself remains, and nothing in that Evidence reaches the I-Vacancy that leaves the holder nothing to step into. Nothing inside the leader contests the drive, because the leader’s Authenticity Belief drifts toward certainty that a Status-sourced drive is genuine necessity (Appendix A, Section A.5.8.5). The only correction the architecture admits for that drift is an external supply of the Thinker’s priors (the I-Corrective Asymmetry, Appendix A, Section A.5.9). A leader who controls the dominant information channels can keep the Knowledge Patch from arriving (Section 17.7.3).

What is left open is the event that sets the discharge off. The imposition condition has two conjuncts, a leadership Belief above its action threshold and authority above its threshold (Appendix A, Section A.5.8.5), and in the terminal configuration the first is met endogenously, on the leader’s self-generated evidence alone (Appendix A, Section A.5.8.7). A provocation by another state, an attempted coup and an attempted assassination therefore act on the outcome through the second conjunct alone: whether the leader still holds the authority the imposition condition requires. An attempt that fails leaves the leader holding that authority, and one that succeeds removes the leader. While the leader holds that authority, the discharge is imposed crisis, executive action carrying the collective trajectory to its crisis stage whatever the collective posterior (Sections 17.7.2 and 17.7.8). An imposed crisis reaches the terminal fold of Section 17.17 only where the threat it answers is attributed to another state, because an external threat is what turns Mimetic targeting outward (Section 17.17.2; Chapter 10, Section 10.6); an attempt from inside the polity is answered inside it. Once the leader is removed, whether by a successful attempt, by death in office or by the collapse of the regime, the discharge is the succession case of Section 17.6: every institution loses its basis at the same moment, the five suppressed channels release together, and the Differentiation Collapse Mechanism collapses Decoherence Time across the network (Sections 17.6.3 and 17.6.4; Appendix A, Section A.5.7.6). Waiting is not a third form, because every wait ends in one of the two.

Where the polity holds nuclear weapons, the succession case carries a danger that removal does not end. A removed leader orders no launch, but custody of the arsenal held its authority from the leader’s will, so custody loses its basis at the same moment as every other institution, and the arsenal becomes one of the assets the contest for succession is fought over. When the Soviet Union dissolved, thousands of weapons and hundreds of tons of weapons-usable material passed through a period in which their custody was in doubt (Allison, Coté, Falkenrath and Miller, 1996), and that transition was among the more structured. In a less structured one, a faction that seizes the weapons holds an asset no rival can match, and the Individual who prevails by it consolidates authority around the weapons. Where that Individual is M-Captured, the terminal configuration re-forms with the arsenal at its centre, and the arsenal serves as leverage over other states, each demand backed by the threat the arsenal makes credible, so the configuration the removal ended is re-entered with the confrontation with another state already in place. Custody held on a basis independent of the regime is therefore the buffer that matters most in a nuclear polity, and securing it before the removal is among the interventions the Trigger-Indifference Corollary leaves open.

Trigger-Indifference Corollary: Where the terminal configuration of the Leadership Compression Principle obtains, neither waiting nor the removal of the leader averts the discharge. The event that sets the discharge off decides only which of two forms the discharge takes, imposed crisis or the succession case, by deciding whether the leader still holds authority.

The event decides neither how violent the discharge is nor how long the discharge lasts. The violence of a transition tracks how completely the buffers were captured, and the length of the disorder tracks the Buffer Independence that survives the removal (the Succession Decoherence Principle and the Discharge Duration Principle, Section 17.6.5). Both are properties of the structure the event meets. The trigger is Content, as the name of the arrangement is (Section 17.7.9), and comparison across crises finds no common trigger for the reason it finds no common target (Chapter 13, Section 13.6.5).

The Trigger-Indifference Corollary closes the strategies that turn on timing and on the trigger, and leaves open every intervention that changes the structure the discharge will meet. Provision delivered through channels the regime does not control holds the A-Floor while authority is unsettled, which is the one buffer capture cannot reach (Sections 17.15.6 and 17.20.6). The Knowledge Patch and a survivable exit reach the officials, soldiers and operators whose compliance converts the leader’s orders into acts (Section 17.20.6). Proactive Cascading Support reaches the population before the discharge rather than after it (Section 17.17.4). The three interventions shape the discharge and do not avert it, and support held through Forced Quiescence shapes the end that the support could not prevent (Section 17.15.5). Removal is an intervention only before the configuration obtains, while the buffers still hold authority on independent bases, which is when the removal mechanism of Section 17.7.7 operates. The agency that prevents the discharge lies upstream, in distributing authority while an incumbent who has not yet foreclosed the distribution is in place (Section 17.6.6).

Formal treatment: Appendix A, Sections A.5.7.6, A.5.8.5, A.5.8.7 and A.5.9.

17.8 Scale Invariance: The Same Mechanism at Every Level

A critical implication of architectural derivation is Scale Invariance. The Scapegoat Mechanism operates identically whether the output is:

Interpersonal aggression. Individual A experiences diffuse frustration; the Agent-Based Causal Default identifies Individual B as responsible; behavioural discharge follows without requiring Bayesian Lock-In because only one actor is involved.

Intergroup conflict. Group A’s collective suffering triggers Agent-Based Causal Default toward Group B; the Confabulation Cascade produces within-group Lock-In; coordinated action follows.

Organised warfare. Nation-level suffering triggers Agent-Based Causal Default toward Nation B; state apparatus amplifies the Confabulation Cascade; military action follows.

Genocidal extermination. Severe collective suffering triggers Agent-Based Causal Default toward an internal population identified as existential threat; total Bayesian Lock-In produces systematic elimination.

The scale differs. The complexity of coordination differs. The historical particulars differ. The Scapegoat Mechanism is identical. This Scale Invariance is not metaphor but derivation. The same architectural features (Source Opacity, Confabulation, Confabulation Cascade, Phenomenological Collapse) produce the same output pattern at every scale. The Individual who punches a colleague and the state that initiates genocide are running the same program with different inputs and coordination structures.

At every scale, the Dual-Role Confabulation signature governs target selection. The bullied colleague is selected because junior (Prey-criteria) but framed as “incompetent” and “letting the team down” (Predator-attribution). The targeted population is selected because minority but framed as existential threat. The Signature does not vary with scale because the architecture producing it does not vary with scale.

17.9 Why Violence Feels Defensive

Perpetrators of violence consistently describe themselves as defenders. Aggressors experience themselves as responding to threat. Initiators frame their actions as pre-emptive necessity. This is not cynical propaganda (though propaganda may amplify it). The architecture produces this phenomenology through two converging mechanisms: Phenomenological Collapse and Dual-Role Confabulation.

Phenomenological Collapse (Section 17.1, Step 5) ensures the attack on the Scapegoat is experienced as defending against genuine threat, because M-urgency has been irreversibly integrated as survival-level alarm. The Individual’s conscious experience is of existential danger, not positional competition.

Dual-Role Confabulation (Section 17.1, Step 3) is architecturally required for the Scapegoat Mechanism to function: selection must follow Prey-criteria because targeting actual Predators is dangerous, while framing must follow Predator-criteria because targeting Prey without threat-framing would be experienced as unjustified aggression rather than defence. The brain’s moral-licensing systems require perceived threat to authorise violence.

The two mechanisms reinforce each other. Phenomenological Collapse ensures the urgency feels like survival. Dual-Role Confabulation ensures the narrative presents the Scapegoat as the source of that survival threat. Together, they produce the universal phenomenology of perpetrators: We are defending ourselves against those who would destroy us.

Confabulation provides defensive narrative. The Confabulation system generates explanations that make the Individual look good, to themselves and others. “I am attacking” is less flattering than “I am defending.” The narrative system produces defensive framing automatically, not through conscious spin.

Pre-emption follows from threat assessment. If the Scapegoat genuinely threatens survival (as the convergent Belief holds), then waiting for them to strike first is suicidal. Pre-emptive action becomes rational. The aggressor experiences themselves as prudent defender, not initiator.

Escalation confirms threat. When the Scapegoat responds to violence with violence, this confirms the original threat assessment. See, they really are violent. Our pre-emption was justified. The feedback loop tightens.

At the scale of states the defensive phenomenology produces a claim that cannot be coherent. A power with overwhelming military superiority over a designated adversary cannot at the same time face an existential threat from that adversary, because existential threat requires a capacity to destroy and the superiority claim requires that the adversary lack it. Where a superior power asserts both, the assertion is either false or self-refuting, and the architecture explains why it is made anyway: Phenomenological Collapse delivers the threat as survival-level alarm regardless of the balance of force, and Dual-Role Confabulation supplies the adversary as its source. This is the Apex Predator Paradox Principle, and it is sharpest at the global apex, where the power holding the largest arsenal and the greatest resources is also the one most consistently reporting itself endangered.

This architectural analysis dissolves traditional approaches to war ethics. Just War Theory (the dominant framework from Augustine through contemporary international humanitarian law) rests on assumptions the architecture falsifies:

Assumption 1: Actors can accurately assess their own intentions. Source Opacity denies this. The leader who initiates war to maintain Status hegemony experiences and reports defensive necessity. They are not lying. The architecture has produced genuine Belief in defensive intention by processing M-urgency as A-threat through Phenomenological Collapse before conscious access.

Assumption 2: Articulated grievances correspond to actual harms. Confabulation denies this. The grievance is generated to satisfy the causal-demand requirement and resolve the Information Gap. It feels accurate because it provides closure. Whether it corresponds to actual causation is not assessed, and cannot be assessed, by the system generating the grievance.

Assumption 3: Defenders can be distinguished from aggressors through introspection. Phenomenological Collapse denies this. Both aggressors and defenders experience themselves as defenders. The symmetry is architectural: M-dynamics produce survival-level phenomenology on all sides simultaneously.

Just War Theory asks: When is war justified? The architecture reveals this question is unanswerable through introspection. Section 17.10 develops the replacement: questions with determinable answers grounded in A-I harm measurement rather than phenomenological self-report.

17.10 The Incoherence of Proportionality

Just War Theory’s proportionality criterion asks whether the harm caused by war is proportional to the good achieved. This sounds like moral reasoning. It is not. It is Confabulation with philosophical decoration.

The criterion has no content. Proportional to what? By whose measure? Against which baseline? The concept gestures toward comparison without specifying what is being compared or how. “The harm must be proportional to the good” is not a test; it is an invitation to generate whatever justification the actor already requires.

The evaluator is the problem. Proportionality assessment is performed by the same actors whose Decision Hubs are already configured by the conflict. If M-capture has occurred (if Status competition has hijacked A-urgency circuitry through Phenomenological Collapse), the proportionality calculation will be performed by a system that has already determined the stakes are existential. The evaluation cannot be neutral because the evaluator is compromised by the very dynamics the evaluation purports to assess.

Inflated stakes guarantee the answer. The mechanism is straightforward:


	M-amplification inflates perceived stakes (“this threatens our civilisation/way of life/survival”)

	Inflated stakes make extreme responses appear proportional (if civilisation is at stake, then measures sufficient to save civilisation are justified)

	The Confabulation system generates post-hoc reasoning calibrated to the action already preferred

	The proportionality test is satisfied because the test has no external anchor



Every war in history has been defended as proportional by its initiators. This is not because proportionality is difficult to assess correctly. It is because proportionality cannot be assessed: the concept provides no objective measure, no external standard, no constraint whatsoever on what a motivated reasoner can conclude.

The criterion produces the opposite of its stated function. Proportionality purports to constrain violence by requiring that harm not exceed benefit. In practice, it licenses violence by providing a framework within which any harm can be justified. The aggressor need only inflate stakes sufficiently (which M-capture accomplishes automatically through Phenomenological Collapse) and proportionality is satisfied.

Consider what proportionality would require to function as advertised:


	Neutral assessment of stakes (impossible under Source Opacity)

	Accurate comparison of harms and benefits (impossible when M-urgency distorts valuation)

	External standard defining “proportional” (none exists or could exist)

	Evaluator independent of the dynamics being evaluated (structurally unavailable)



The criterion fails on every requirement. What it cannot do is bear the weight placed on it: judgment under it does not converge. Tested experimentally on legal and moral experts across eleven countries and on serving military officers, the principle is understood correctly in the abstract and applied sensitively to the relevant factors, and the judgments still do not agree with one another (Statman et al., 2020). A criterion whose application does not converge among the people trained to apply it cannot discipline a decision taken by a party to the dispute. Section 14.8.10 gives the reason: the weighing has no decohering Referent, so nothing outside the coupled population settles it, and what such a population deposits is a position rather than an agreement. This is not implementation failure. It is the concept working exactly as its structure permits.

This is an instance of the Moral Vocabulary Displacement Principle (Chapter 11). Proportionality is a moral vocabulary concept that has been displaced from its normative function by the architecture. The concept retains moral authority (it sounds like moral reasoning, it is taught as moral reasoning, it is invoked as moral reasoning) while performing no constraining function. The displacement occurs because the concept was never grounded in the architectural realities of human motivation. It assumes the three capacities Section 17.9 established the architecture denies: introspective access, accurate self-assessment, and neutral evaluation. A concept built on three false assumptions cannot constrain anything.

Proportionality is Confabulation formalised. The Just War theorist asks: Is this war proportional? The Confabulation system generates: Yes, because [elaborate justification calibrated to desired conclusion]. The theorist experiences this as moral reasoning. It is narrative generation in philosophical costume.

The AIM framework does not offer a better proportionality test. It recognises that proportionality-style reasoning (weighing harms against benefits through introspection by interested parties) is architecturally incapable of constraining anything. The question “Is this proportional?” must be replaced with questions that have determinable answers:


	What A-I harm is occurring?

	Who are the Scapegoats, and do they exhibit the Dual-Role Confabulation signature?

	Does this proposed action pass the Scapegoat Effectiveness Battery (Immediacy, Mechanism, Authorship)?

	What would restore the Individuals whose A-I access has been disrupted?



These questions have external anchors. A-harm is measurable. Scapegoats are identifiable through the Selection-Framing Coincidence Test. The Scapegoat Effectiveness Battery provides criteria independent of the evaluator’s motivated reasoning. Proportionality provides none of these, and after two millennia of application, has constrained nothing.

17.11 The Content-Independence of Violence

Chapter 13 established that the Confabulation Cascade is Content-agnostic: the mathematics operates identically regardless of what Beliefs are converging. This explains a historical pattern that has resisted explanation: the infinite variation in who is targeted combined with structural identity in how targeting proceeds.

Consider:


	Jews in medieval Europe and Nazi Germany

	Tutsis in Rwanda

	Muslims in Bosnia

	Kulaks in Soviet Russia

	Intellectuals in Cambodia

	Armenians in Ottoman Turkey

	Uyghurs in contemporary China



The Self-Model Moral Boundary Principle provides the micro-mechanism for this Content-independence. Each population’s moral taxonomy is generated by Self-Model Inversion operating on that population’s rival-constituted Self-Model. Because Self-Models are path-dependent and constituted through different rivals in different epochs, the contrast categories (and therefore the content of “evil”) differ across every historical instance. Medieval Christendom, Hutu Power Rwanda, and Weimar Germany each produced radically different Scapegoat accusations because each operated Self-Model Inversion on a different Self-Model substrate. The mechanism producing the accusation is invariant. The content tracks the labeller, not the target.

These populations are all Scapegoats in the sense defined in Chapter 2: selected as targets of Confabulated Agent-based causation for experienced deficits, exhibiting Dual-Role Confabulation where selection occurred through Prey-detection criteria (vulnerability, visibility, reciprocity-exemption) while framing occurred through Predator-attribution (threat, harm, responsibility). They share no common feature of ethnicity, religion, class, or ideology. What they share is structural position: they were identified, through the Scapegoat Mechanism, as the cause of experienced suffering in their respective contexts.

A recurrent subclass of these targets, however, is not selected at random from the field of the vulnerable. Where the accusation fastens on a race, a caste, or a sex, and divides human variation into a natural and ranked kind, the target is a Diversity Referent (Chapter 14, §14.8.3.1.2): the kind-claim it encodes is held against an available decohered Referent, because human variation, in genes and in Self-Models alike, admits no such modal kind. This has a specific dynamical consequence at population scale, and it is what makes these particular divisions the durable axes of collective violence rather than incidental ones. A kind-claim that has abandoned its Referent draws no maintenance Cost from reality; the Cost is exported instead onto the group the boundary excludes, and by the Boundary-Hardening Principle (Chapter 14, §14.8.6) that export is the same act as the hardening of the boundary, raising the Coupling Strength of the enclosed population and lengthening its holder-measured Decoherence Time. The decoherence pressure the belief would otherwise discharge continuously is stored behind the hardened membrane and released, when forced visibility finally arrives, as a single violent Saddle-Node Default (§17.17.5), which is the scapegoating cascade this chapter derives, now seen from its epistemic side.

The three cases remain distinct in diagnosis: the race case closes the Appetitive-Deficiency channel cleanly, the beneficiary being the better-resourced party by construction; the sex case turns not on non-modality but on the point that a bimodal difference licenses no ranking; and the neurodiversity case leaves the Appetitive channel open, its sustaining parties not uniformly the better-resourced. But each, once its kind-claim is enforced as fact, supplies the exported Cost that hardens a boundary toward the fold, which is why a population under Appetitive precarity reliably finds its scapegoat along one of these lines. This is the Agentic Precedence Principle (Chapter 10) in its crisis-mode: an available systemic account of human variation set aside so that a group can be installed as the agent-cause of a diffuse harm.

The Content (who is blamed) varies with local conditions, historical narratives, and available Templates (Chapter 11). The form (how blame converges and produces violence) is invariant because it follows from architectural constraints that do not vary across cultures or epochs. This Content-independence is why the common element has proved so hard to locate in the Content. Comparative work on pogroms, genocides, and wars has established structural preconditions that distinguish the cases which escalate from those which do not, and has built forecasting models on them (Harff, 2003). What it has not found is a common feature of the targeted group: the search for what Scapegoats share, across cases, returns little (Uzonyi and Asal, 2020). That is the result the architecture predicts. The commonality is in the Scapegoat Mechanism, and the Content is precisely where it is not.

The Confabulation Cascade operates identically whether converging on “Jews are responsible” or “Tutsis are responsible” or “the bourgeoisie is responsible.” The mathematics is the same: endogenous evidence generation → prestige-biased transmission → social proof amplification → Bayesian Lock-In. The target is whichever candidate satisfies the Prey-detection criteria of the Four-Type Agent Taxonomy within the local context: vulnerable enough to be safely targeted, visible enough to be identified, and reciprocity-exempt enough that targeting does not trigger costly retaliation.

Every listed Scapegoat population exhibits the Dual-Role Confabulation signature, as the detailed case analyses in Section 17.4 demonstrated for WWI, Rwanda, and European pogroms. The invariance of the Signature across radically different Scapegoats, epochs, and ideologies confirms that the Signature is produced by the architecture, not by the Content.

The Individual-as-Object Principle (Chapter 8) provides the micro-mechanism. Each member of the targeted group is processed through the Decision Hub as an Individual-Object, receiving a scalar valuation through Common-Currency Integration. When the Confabulation Cascade shifts population-level priors toward “this group is responsible,” each Individual member of that group inherits the Scapegoat valuation through PM-transfer: the social proof that “everyone knows they are responsible” enters the observer’s Decision Hub as M-relevant evidence about each encountered member’s Object-value. Source Opacity prevents the observer from recognising that this negative valuation is M-constituted (produced by copied Beliefs rather than independent assessment).

17.12 Why a Declared Right Does Not Bind the Belief That Breaks It

Section 17.10 showed that the rule international law uses to permit violence, the proportionality test, cannot constrain anything. This section examines the rules international law uses to forbid violence. They fail too, and for a reason this chapter has already assembled.

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights was adopted by the United Nations General Assembly on 10 December 1948 (United Nations, 1948). Its Article 5 reads in full: “No one shall be subjected to torture or to cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment.” There is no exception clause. Article 4 prohibits slavery and the slave trade “in all their forms.” Article 3 gives everyone “the right to life, liberty and security of person.” Article 9 forbids “arbitrary arrest, detention or exile.” Article 1 states that “all human beings are born free and equal in dignity and rights,” and Articles 2 and 7 forbid discrimination on grounds including race, colour, sex, language, religion, and political opinion.

More than seventy treaties have since been built on that foundation, among them the Genocide Convention of 1948, the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination of 1965, the two International Covenants of 1966, and the Convention against Torture of 1984. Between them these instruments have been ratified by almost every state on earth.

Every one of these prohibitions is broken every year, in many countries, including countries that have ratified the treaties forbidding the conduct. This is not a secret and it is not new. What is harder to explain is that ratifying a human-rights treaty is not reliably associated with a state treating people better afterwards, and on some measures is associated with treating them worse (Hathaway, 2002; Hafner-Burton & Tsutsui, 2005).

The usual explanations are that enforcement is too weak, that political will is lacking, or that sovereign states resist outside authority. Each explanation points to the same remedy: enforce harder. This section reaches a different conclusion. Routine breach is what the architecture predicts of a system built this way, and enforcing harder does not act on the quantities that produce it.

17.12.1 The Rights Name Facts the World Has Already Settled

Article 5 is about torture. Torture inflicts severe pain, damages people lastingly, and does not reliably produce true information. Article 25, which guarantees food, clothing, housing and medical care, is about deprivation. People deprived of those things sicken and die. Article 11, which presumes the accused innocent, rests in part on the fact that a confession extracted by force is unreliable evidence of guilt.

Articles 1, 2 and 7 are about equality, and they rest on the finding Section 17.11 has already established. Human variation has no modal type. There is no standard human being from whom others are departures, in genes or in Self-Models, so the variation cannot be carved into natural kinds and the kinds cannot be ranked. That finding is the Diversity Referent, and it governs the largest single group of rights in the Declaration.

In the AIM Framework’s terms, each of these is a decohered Referent: a definite fact about the world, reached by a method that can be traced back to an actual test, which has already collided with the claim it contradicts. The world has already answered the question, and the answer is available to anyone who wants it.

The answers are not all of the same quality. Some were established by testing and are decohered Referents in the full sense: the absence of natural joins in human genetic variation, the unreliability of forced confessions, the physiology of starvation and exposure. Others are true because of what the words mean rather than because a test settled them, as with the observation that killing someone ends their life. The argument below rests on the first group. The second is included because nothing requires leaving it out, not because it is doing any work.

Because the answers are written down and available, no Belief that licenses a violation can claim that the question was never asked. It cannot claim to sit in Type I Exclusion. Type I Exclusion is the condition in which the true explanation is not merely doubted but missing altogether from the range of explanations the holder is able to formulate, because nothing from outside ever arrived to supply it. The Declaration puts the answer where it can be seen, which is the precondition of the only repair available in this case.

17.12.2 Writing the Answer Down Does Not Make Anyone Follow It

What the instruments do not do is make the answer govern anybody’s Belief.

Chapter 14 states the distinction exactly: what matters is not whether a Referent exists but whether it has authority over the Belief. A fact that is available and ignored does no work. The Belief has cut itself off from the reality that would otherwise make it expensive to hold, and the expense falls instead on the people the Belief excludes.

Inviolable means that a right must not be broken. It is read as though it meant that a right will not be broken. The architecture leaves the first meaning completely untouched: nothing here weakens the claim that these things must not be done. It returns the opposite answer on the second. The gap between the two is the breach rate.

A person who violates a right may hold any of three quite different Beliefs, and they do not all fall the same way.


	That the people in question are a lesser kind of person. This kind-claim runs through slavery, apartheid, caste, pogrom and genocide, and it is the characteristic case, covering the axes along which collective violence actually runs. In every one of them the group the claim ranks is a boundary the Agent-Type classifier has drawn under inherited priors, not a division the world contains: human variation is non-modal, continuous and Individual-specific in genes and in Self-Models alike, so it affords no such join and no rank across one (the Diversity Referent, Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.1.2). The verdict is available and the kind-claim is held against it, which is Referent Abandonment (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.1), and which places the licensing Belief in the Referent-abandoned cell rather than the Referent-free one. What sustains the ranked kind is not contact with physical reality but Confabulation, elaborated into doctrine and transmitted between Individuals by prestige-bias and social proof, which is why the doctrine follows the institution it justifies rather than founding it (Chapter 11, Section 11.17).

The kind-claim licenses violation by two routes. Where the excluded group is also framed as taking or threatening, the kind-claim is the Prey-selection limb of a Grievance Belief, and the framing is what authorises the act. Where the framing is suppressed instead, and the institution’s work is to prevent any evidence accumulating that would make the excluded group a rival or a collaborator, the kind-claim stands alone as a stable classification: chattel slavery and caste hold this form. Referent Abandonment convicts the kind-claim on either route, and the Cost-export analysis of Section 17.12.3 applies to both.


	That some method will produce some result: that torture will yield the information, that mass detention will reduce the danger. This is a prediction, and a prediction may simply not have been tested yet. It is not automatically a Belief held against a settled answer.


	That every fact is as stated, and the suffering of people outside the boundary does not count. The claim is about what ought to be done. No amount of evidence settles it, and treating it as though evidence did would be exactly the overreach this chapter’s method exists to prevent.




Only the first is convicted by the availability of the right’s Referent. So the universal claim in this section is the narrow one from Section 17.12.1: not that every licensing Belief has abandoned a settled answer, but that none of them can claim no answer exists.

Where a Belief does fall into the first group, the eliminative proof of Chapter 14 becomes available, and it is a test to be run rather than a verdict to be assumed. Motivation comes from three sources, and the Physical-Reality Channel, the evidential route by which physical reality constrains a Belief, is not a fourth source, so the proof requires four closures rather than three (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.1). The Physical-Reality Channel is closed by the availability of the decohered Referent: physical reality has already returned its verdict and made it accessible. The channel an interested party invokes in defence of the Belief is not the one the Referent closes. The I-channel, valuing the Belief because it is true, is closed by the fact that it is not true.

The A-channel, holding the Belief because it secures something the holder’s body or livelihood actually needs, does not close by itself. It has to be shown closed, and there are two ways of showing it. The first asks who benefits from the Belief and who pays for it, and whether the beneficiaries are short of anything the Belief supplies. The second asks whether those same people would keep the Belief if they woke up tomorrow on the other side of the line. In the typical case both close decisively, because the party sustaining the Belief is the better-resourced one and the whole cost falls on the excluded group. Where a party is under genuine material threat, the closure has to be demonstrated and cannot be assumed. Where all four closures hold, only the M-channel remains: the Belief is being held for the position it confers among other people.

17.12.3 Why Banning It and Punishing It Is Not the Repair

The Hardness–Referent Matrix sets out, for each kind of Belief, what actually repairs it. For a Belief held against an available answer there is exactly one repair: follow the answer.

A prohibition restates an answer the holder already has and is already ignoring. It opens no route to that person that was not open before. This is why the instruments can be extended, strengthened and more widely ratified without the breach rate moving. The work they do is the work already done by the answer being available, and that was already not enough.

Punishment does something, but far less than is asked of it. The claim is about size, not about kind.

A Belief that has been contradicted by reality normally becomes uncomfortable to hold. The AIM Framework calls that discomfort the Cost of the Belief, and when the holder bears it, it is what eventually forces a change of mind. What a hardened boundary does is move that Cost onto other people. In a human-rights violation, the people it moves onto are the victims. Their injuries are where the Belief’s bill is settled.

Punishment claws back a fraction of that bill and puts it on the holder. That is a real effect on the only quantity that corrects anything. The fraction is nonetheless small, arrives rarely, arrives years late, and is unlikely to arrive at all, while the export is continuous, total, and borne by an entire population for as long as the Belief is held. What would make punishment bite is the certainty of being caught rather than the severity of the sentence, which Chapter 16, Section 16.9 derives from the rate form of the Subcriticality condition, and certainty is precisely what this system cannot deliver.

Every instrument described so far meets the violation at the point of output. This chapter has spent its length establishing what produces that output: a Belief formed under Source Opacity, hardened by a Cost placed on the people it excludes, held in a population whose coupling rose as the boundary hardened, discharging into conduct when the loop crosses. Prohibition addresses the last term in that sequence. Sanction addresses the last term after the fact. Neither reaches any earlier term, and the earlier terms are what produce the next instance.

That also fixes what an output-level instrument can achieve at best. It must be applied once per instance, and it must reach each instance to do anything at all, which is why its efficacy turns on the certainty of being caught rather than the severity of the sentence, and why no severity carries a super-critical loop back below its threshold (the Punitive Inversion Principle, Chapter 16, Section 16.9). Instances are unbounded and no apparatus reaches all of them. An instrument that acts on the conditions is applied to the conditions, and the conditions are few. Securing Appetitive provision does not have to be repeated for each Belief it makes cheap to drop. It changes what all of them cost at once.

The repair for this kind of Belief has two halves. The first is following the answer. The second is softening the boundary. That means not charging people for failing to fit the category, so the cost of not fitting falls on nobody. People then move across the line as understanding changes, instead of being pinned on one side and billed for standing there.

A criminal-enforcement regime performs neither half. It acts on the violation afterwards. It leaves completely untouched the ordinary arrangements by which belonging to the excluded group is made expensive: the worse schools, the closed jobs, the harder policing, the documents that will not come. Those arrangements are the export, and by the Boundary-Hardening Principle the export and the hardening of the boundary are one act, not two. So the enforcement regime leaves the Coupling Strength of the enclosing population exactly where it found it, while looking like the remedy. That is why a country can have a functioning human-rights apparatus and an undiminished rate of violation at the same time. The apparatus is not the hardening operation. It is a separate operation, running alongside the hardening one, on a different quantity, at a scale too small to offset it.

17.12.4 Stopping the Act Without Changing the Belief Stores the Damage

Sometimes enforcement does succeed in stopping the conduct while the Belief behind it stays intact. That is not repair. It is postponement, and the postponement compounds.

The pressure that reality exerts on a false Belief does not disappear because the Belief is prevented from expressing itself. It builds up behind the hardened boundary. When the boundary finally gives, the pressure is released all at once, as a Saddle-Node Default (Section 17.17.5): a sudden collapse rather than a gradual adjustment. This is the formal reason for a pattern the historical record supplies again and again and which gradual accounts of reform cannot explain. Decades of a discriminatory Grievance Belief, suppressed in conduct but never corrected in content, end in a single episode of mass violence rather than in slow improvement.

The settlement is unequal even then. Whatever was already taken from the excluded group (in food, in safety, in schooling, in years of life) is gone, and the collapse does not return it. Only the share the holders kept comes back to them.

Correction is incomplete in any case. Once an idea has entered someone’s mind it cannot be removed by retracting it. It stays, at reduced weight, and the reduced weight is still enough to tilt what that person concludes about related questions later (Chapter 14). Convictions, official findings, apologies and truth commissions weaken a licensing Belief in a population. They do not delete it. So responsibility for the quality of such a Belief belongs at the moment it is spread, not at the moment it is corrected. That puts the obligation before the conduct rather than after it, and on the people who circulate the kind-claim, not only on the person who acts on it.

17.12.5 The Cost of Putting a Belief Down

The instruments should not be weakened, narrowed, or abandoned, and nothing here says violation is inevitable. The Declaration is the record of the answer, and it is that record which makes the contrary Belief correctable rather than a Belief about a question nobody ever settled. What fails is not the statement of the right. It is the theory of constraint built on top of it.

This chapter has treated violence as architectural output. A prohibition, and the sanction attached to it, act on that output and on nothing else. They meet the conduct at the end of the chain, after the Belief has formed, after it has hardened, after it has discharged into action, and they leave every term before that point running as it was. An output whose conditions are intact regenerates. That is why the breach rate does not respond to more of the same instrument.

The rate responds to the conditions, and two of them fix it: how tightly coupled the population is, and what the Belief costs. The second has two sides, who pays to keep it up and what it costs the holder to put it down. Nothing in the current apparatus touches either.

What a holder can lose. By Axiom 1 there are exactly three sources of motivation and no fourth, so what an Individual forfeits by abandoning a Belief is settled before any survey of cases. They can lose Appetitive provision, they can lose Intrinsic access, or they can lose Status. Nothing else is available to lose, because nothing else is available to want.

Two of the three can be guaranteed and one cannot. Food, shelter, medical care and safety can be provided to everyone at once. Materials, tools, and protected time and space for absorbing work can be provided to everyone at once. Status cannot. It is relative rank, and a rank that everyone holds is not a rank.

So securing A and I leaves exactly one thing at stake. Guarantee Appetitive and Intrinsic provision unconditionally, not contingent on what an Individual believes, whom they associate with, or whether the hierarchy stands, and abandoning the Belief cannot cost the holder A or I. By the exhaustiveness of Axiom 1, what remains at stake is Status and nothing besides.

That residual has no substrate of its own. By Axiom 5, M cannot produce Objects. The computation runs from Object to valuation, with no inversion available within the channel, so M deposits a Mimetic Premium on whatever A- and I-Objects are already present. The Status the Belief secures is therefore not something the Belief makes. It is a toll taken on A and I provisions. The holder stands as a toll-gate on the excluded group’s access to that provision while contributing nothing to it. And what the toll buys cannot be held by everyone at once: everyone can be fed without anyone going hungry, and one person’s absorbing work does not foreclose another’s, but rank rises for one only as it falls for another.

Both sides of the ledger are now visible. On one side, real subtraction from the excluded group’s Appetitive and Intrinsic provision: hunger, danger, untreated illness, schooling that does not arrive. On the other, a position no one can add to the world, taken as a toll by a channel that produces nothing.

Why the Belief takes the form it does. Lowering another’s position extracts more Mimetic Premium per unit of effort than raising one’s own. Two grounds compound. Being lowered, and lowering a rival, run on the high-gain alarm channel that is slow to settle, while raising oneself runs on the ordinary reward channel that decays normally. And because position is a difference, a single downward move widens the gap from both ends at once. The licensing Belief therefore takes the form it always takes, a claim that a group is lower, not by cultural accident but because down is the cheaper route to the same premium.

There is nowhere to export to. The word export suggests the Cost leaves the system. It does not. Under the Relational Subcriticality Principle the couplings through which Individuals mutually constitute one another’s Self-Models are the same loops whose gain must stay below the critical threshold for the field to hold: one object seen from two directions. A Self-Model left deformed is at once a damaged part of the field and a loaded loop raising the field’s gain toward its next crossing. The excluded are nodes in the holder’s own field. The Cost placed on them is not removed from the system. It is converted into stored load inside it, and the fold, when it arrives, arrives for everyone the field contains.

Who is obliged to act. Under the Cascading Structure of Rights and Duties the duties to protect A, to enable I, and to bound M fall first on the nearest and most capable parties, passing outward to organisations, to the state, and finally to international actors only where inner layers genuinely cannot discharge them. No level can excuse its inaction by pointing at another. The duty to lower the abandonment cost rests first with the state maintaining the boundary and passes outward on that state’s failure, not on anyone’s permission. Sovereignty does not answer the obligation. It is one of the layers the obligation runs through.

The second quantity. Coupling Strength moves on two levers. Many small, loosely connected Belief-domains contain a collapse where one large domain spreads it everywhere, subject to the boundary-independent-output exception of Section 17.17.6. Curation that lowers coupling inside a community and restores contact across domains is therefore a structural intervention where banning particular speech is a behavioural one. And an Individual who abandons the licensing Grievance Belief leaves the group that holds it: where leaving costs employment, housing or standing, the Belief is held by people who cannot afford to stop holding it. Guaranteeing that refusal forfeits neither Appetitive sufficiency nor Intrinsic access makes departure survivable, and departure sets the threshold, because the point at which a population folds falls as it approaches unanimity and the variable fixing that threshold is the probability of the minority pathway (Chapter 14, Appendix 14A.6).

The Knowledge Patch (the Patch) comes first regardless. The Belief is sustained through a channel its holders cannot feel, and a population without the words to recognise that in themselves will experience every measure above as something done to them, and will resist it mimetically.

What follows at the scale of states, and what enforcement would have to look like to run on these quantities rather than on the conduct, is the subject of Section 17.19.

The instruments write down an answer that the licensing Belief ignores, and writing an answer down does not make anyone follow it. Banning the conduct repeats an answer already available and already ignored. Punishing the conduct recovers a small, late and unlikely fraction of a cost the holder has already imposed on someone else. Neither touches the everyday arrangements that keep the boundary hard. Routine breach is what this architecture predicts of a system built that way. The rate can still be brought down. But it comes down by working on how tightly the population is coupled, on who is paying to keep the Belief standing, and on what it would cost the holder to put it down. Those sit upstream of the conduct the instruments address, in a register the instruments do not operate in at all.

17.13 Duty as Self-Model Insulation

The sincere/cynical distinction, while important, risks obscuring a mechanism that operates parallel to both: the role-constituted licensing of violence through duty. Duty is an M-grounded Self-Model element (the Self-Model Disruption Principle establishes that M-grounded identity elements are constitutively dependent on reference groups and their evaluative criteria) that shapes the Individual’s self-concept in ways that do not merely permit violence but at times require it, while simultaneously insulating the self-concept from the violence it produces.

The mechanism has three components, each architecturally derivable.

Component 1: Duty shapes self-concept. The Individual who occupies a role (soldier, leader, police officer, tribal elder, party official) does not merely perform functions associated with that role. The role becomes a Self-Model element: “I am a leader,” “I am a soldier,” “I am a protector.” This element is M-grounded because it is constitutively dependent on the reference group’s recognition of role-occupancy. The leader who is not recognised as leader by any reference group has no leadership identity to maintain. Because the Self-Model element is M-constituted, Phenomenological Collapse (Section 17.1) ensures its maintenance is experienced as survival-level necessity rather than Status anxiety.

Component 2: Duty does not permit opt-out. Unlike a preference or even a sincere Belief, duty presents itself to the Individual as a non-discretionary obligation. The soldier who believes the war is defensive has a Belief. The soldier who experiences soldiering as constitutive of who they are has a Self-Model element that does not permit the question “should I participate?” to arise as a live option. The question has already been answered by the architecture: I am the kind of person who does this. Opt-out would require not merely changing a Belief (which I-Override could in principle accomplish) but dismantling a Self-Model element, which the Self-Model Disruption Principle establishes as an identity crisis, not a Belief revision. The cost of opt-out is experienced as self-destruction, not merely as updating a probability estimate. This is why duty-bound participants in collective violence are often the hardest to reach: you are not asking them to change their mind about the enemy, you are asking them to stop being who they believe themselves to be.

Component 3: Duty separates self-concept from behaviour. When violence is licensed or required by the duty-constituted Self-Model, the Individual’s self-concept (“I am a good leader,” “I am a responsible officer,” “I am fulfilling my obligations”) becomes decoupled from the content of their behaviour. The leader who orders violence while sincerely experiencing themselves as “a good leader fulfilling their responsibility to protect their people” is not lying (not cynical manipulation) and may or may not hold a sincere Confabulated Belief about the target’s culpability. The duty-structure provides a third pathway to violence that operates regardless of where the Individual sits on the sincere-to-cynical spectrum: the Self-Model element “I am a good leader” licenses whatever behaviour the duty-role specifies, because the evaluative criterion is role-fulfilment, not act-content.

This separation produces the characteristic phenomenology of duty-licensed violence: the Individual may experience genuine moral discomfort about specific acts while experiencing no identity-level disruption, because the Self-Model element (“I am doing my duty”) remains intact throughout. The discomfort attaches to the act. The self-concept attaches to the role. The architecture keeps them separate, because the Self-Model is confabulated at a level of abstraction that does not require act-level consistency. “I am a good leader” does not contain within it a specification of which acts are permitted. It contains only the requirement that the role be fulfilled, and Confabulation fills in whatever act-justification the situation demands.

Components 1 through 3 establish why duty-bound Individuals participate in violence even when they experience moral discomfort about specific acts. But all three Components operate through the Individual’s own motivational architecture, specifically through M-grounded Self-Model elements whose violation would constitute identity-destruction. A fourth mechanism requires no such motivational integration. It requires only the state’s monopoly on lethal force and the structural impossibility of non-participation.

Coerced compliance and the impossibility of opt-out. Once the Confabulation Cascade has captured enough of the population to control the state apparatus and its coercive instruments (military command, police, courts martial), the remaining population, which may constitute a majority, is subjected to the consequences regardless of their Beliefs, their duty-constitution, or their position on the sincere-to-cynical spectrum. No one can opt out. This is not limited to soldiers. It applies to the entire population.

A young man who does not believe the war is justified is conscripted. If they attempt to refuse an order to kill, they are executed for desertion. But the civilian who opposes the war fares no better. Their economy is redirected to wartime production. Their city is bombed by the enemy, who does not distinguish between citizens who supported the war and those who opposed it. Their resources are rationed. Their borders are closed. Their children are conscripted. The enemy’s retaliation falls on the entire population without differentiation, because the enemy’s own Confabulation Cascade has identified the whole nation as the Scapegoat, not the sub-group that initiated the conflict. The Individual who never supported the war, who saw through the Scapegoat narrative, who would have voted against it if given the chance, is killed by the same bombs as the Individual who demanded it.

This is not a marginal case. It is the historically dominant case.

Majority support is not required. Hitler never won a majority in a free election. His party’s highest result was 37.3% in July 1932. Even after his appointment as Chancellor, with paramilitary thugs intimidating voters at polling stations, the subsequent election returned only 43.9%, still short of a majority (Evans, 2003). Yet the entire German population was compelled to participate in a war of annihilation that most had no meaningful opportunity to refuse, and from which none could exempt themselves. The war’s consequences (conscription, bombing, starvation, occupation, division of the country for half a century) fell on every German, including those who had never supported the regime. Majority rule was not required. Control of the coercive apparatus was sufficient.

The mechanism is straightforward. The state’s coercive instruments translate the M-Captured leadership’s crisis dynamics into consequences across the entire population. For soldiers, the translation is direct: fight or be shot. The Decision Hub processes this as an A-threat of maximal urgency, and the output is compliance, because the architecture prioritises immediate survival. For civilians, the translation is structural: the state redirects the economy, closes borders, imposes rationing, and subjects the population to the retaliatory violence that its own actions provoke. No Individual decision, no act of conscience, no private dissent can extract the Individual from these consequences. The war is done to them whether they consent or not.

This produces a distinctive and architecturally important phenomenology. When soldiers are subsequently accused of war crimes, they correctly report that they had no choice. This is not Confabulation. It is not excuse-making. It is an accurate description of their architectural situation. Their Decision Hub received two inputs: participate in violence against the designated Scapegoat, or be killed by their own state. Source Opacity is not relevant here, because no M-contamination is required to explain the behaviour. The coerced participant is not running the Scapegoat Mechanism through their own architecture. They are running the survival calculus that the state’s coercive apparatus has imposed upon them. The Nuremberg principle (“I was only following orders” is not a defence) is morally coherent only to the extent that the Individual retained genuine optionality. For the soldier facing execution for desertion, the optionality was architecturally absent.

This fourth mechanism refines the claim made in Section 17.4 that “mass violence requires mass conviction.” Mass violence requires mass participation, which is correct. But mass participation does not require mass conviction. It requires sufficient conviction among those who control the coercive apparatus, plus the apparatus itself. The Confabulation Cascade need not reach P(H|Group X) → 1 across the majority. It needs to reach Lock-In among a sub-majority that controls the state, and the state then imposes participation on everyone else, through conscription for soldiers and through inescapable structural consequences for civilians.

The implication for the race condition (Section 17.17) is direct. The critical threshold for population-level violence is lower than any framework assuming majority consent would predict. The cascade needs to capture only enough of the population to seize and operate the coercive apparatus. The threshold is not 50% conviction. It is whatever fraction is sufficient to control the military, the police, and the judiciary, and to make individual non-compliance either lethal or irrelevant. In Weimar Germany, 37.3% proved more than sufficient, because institutional friction (the damping factor identified in Section 17.17.2) had been eroded to the point where a determined minority could capture the state. This is the Leadership Compression Principle of Section 17.7 applied not merely to launch authority but to the entire coercive apparatus. The leader does not need majority support. The leader needs control of the instruments that make individual non-compliance lethal for soldiers and structurally inescapable for everyone else.

17.14 The Symmetry of Violence and the Content-Independence of Structure

This analysis dissolves a distinction that conventional frameworks treat as fundamental: the difference between a “good leader” acting from genuine conviction and a “cynical leader” manipulating for personal advantage. From the architecture’s perspective, this distinction is real at the level of individual phenomenology but irrelevant to the structure of violence once reciprocal conflict is established.

The definitions of Scapegoat and Scapegoat Mechanism (Section 17.1) remain operative. Once reciprocal violence is established, each side functions as the other’s Scapegoat. Side A identifies Side B as the threat. Side B identifies Side A as the threat. Each attribution may satisfy some or all of the Scapegoat Effectiveness Battery tests: the threat may be real, the mechanism may be identifiable (they are attacking us), the authorship may be traceable (their leader ordered the strike). The good leader may have been genuinely attacked. Duty demands they mirror the aggressor’s behaviour. Truth, in the sense of accurate structural diagnosis, provides no benefit within the conflict horizon, because the conflict horizon is shorter than the time required for structural analysis to produce actionable alternatives to violence.

Both sides therefore kill symmetrically until the war concludes. Truth will not be discovered through the process at all. The war may end through exhaustion, external intervention, or one side’s destruction, and the structural causes that produced the convergence on violence may never become visible to either party. The reasons participants believe caused the war are Content. The identity of the participants is Content. The outcome of the war is Content. The reasons attributed to winning are Content. And Content, by Content-Agnosticism (Axiom 8, Bayesian Belief Dynamics; the Structure-Content Distinction, Chapter 4, Section 4.3.11), does not alter the structure of the process. Bayesian updating is Content-agnostic: it operates identically regardless of the accuracy, quality, or crisis-potential of the Beliefs being processed. The same updating machinery that locks Side A into certainty that Side B is the cause of their suffering locks Side B into identical certainty about Side A. The same Confabulation architecture that generates Side A’s sincere narrative of justified defence generates Side B’s identical narrative. The Confabulation Rationality Lemma establishes that both narratives are the unique rational output of Bayesian inference operating on restricted Hypothesis Spaces, and the Sincerity Guarantee establishes that both sets of participants genuinely believe their narrative.

The structural claim is therefore:

For any war W between sides A and B, the AIM architecture predicts:


	A identifies B as Scapegoat (the agent-based cause of A’s experienced deficit)

	B identifies A as Scapegoat (the agent-based cause of B’s experienced deficit)

	Both identifications are produced by the same architectural pathway (Agent-Based Causal Default, Confabulation, Bayesian Lock-In)

	Both identifications are sincere (Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Sincerity Guarantee)

	The duty-constituted Self-Model of each side’s leaders licenses whatever violence the role specifies (Self-Model Disruption Principle)

	The resulting violence is symmetrical in structure regardless of asymmetry in capability, moral justification, or historical context



The content variables (who started it, who is right, who wins, why they won) are all processed by the same content-agnostic Bayesian machinery (Section 17.11). They determine the narrative each side constructs. They do not determine the structure of the process that produces violence.

17.14.1 The Irrelevance of Leader Quality

The Scapegoat, in the sense that matters for this analysis, is not necessarily a Confabulated target. The Scapegoat is whoever is identified as the threat. The threat may be real. The good leader may have been genuinely attacked. The cynical leader may have manufactured the crisis. The architecture does not require the distinction to be resolvable during the conflict, and within the conflict horizon, it is not resolvable, because the behavioural demands of duty are identical in both cases.

Consider two leaders on opposing sides of a war:


	Leader A is by any conventional measure a “good leader”: sincere, anguished, consultative, genuinely convinced of defensive necessity because their nation has been attacked. Their Self-Model is “I am a responsible leader who would never initiate aggression, but who will do whatever is necessary to protect my people.” Their conviction is not Confabulated. The attack happened. The threat is real.

	Leader B is cynical, manipulative, aware that they initiated the aggression for reasons of political consolidation, and is deploying a defensive narrative they know to be false. Their Self-Model is “I am a strong leader who does what needs to be done,” and the duty-element licenses the violence without requiring sincere Belief in the defensive narrative.



The conventional framework treats these as categorically different: Leader A is justified (or at least excusable); Leader B is culpable. Just War Theory can in principle condemn Leader B while vindicating Leader A, because Leader A passes every sincerity test, every proportionality test, every last-resort test. Leader A is right. Leader B is wrong.

The architecture does not dispute this moral asymmetry. What it reveals is that the moral asymmetry has no structural consequence for the violence output. Both leaders’ duty-constituted Self-Models require them to act. Leader A’s duty requires defence against a real attack. Leader B’s duty requires the appearance of strength in a manufactured crisis. Both produce the same behavioural terminus: coordinated violence. Both leaders’ populations experience the same Phenomenological Collapse: survival-level alarm. The attacked population’s alarm is A-grounded; the attacking population’s is M-amplified through Phenomenological Collapse. The soldiers on both sides kill symmetrically, because duty demands it from both.

This is the architectural point the sincere/cynical distinction obscures. Truth provides no operational benefit within the conflict horizon (a claim formalised as the Truth-Exclusion Principle in Section 17.16). Leader A’s accurate perception of the situation produces the same military orders as Leader B’s Confabulated perception: engage the enemy, destroy their capacity, protect our people.

Duty (Section 17.13) ensures this convergence. Neither leader can opt out, because their duty-constituted Self-Models license whatever behaviour the role specifies. Both produce identical violence until the conflict terminates.

The deeper consequence: Truth may not be discoverable through the process at all. The war ends when one side’s capacity is exhausted, not when moral asymmetry is resolved. The Confabulation architecture generates closure narratives after the war just as reliably as it generates threat narratives before it.

This is why the chapter’s analysis cannot rest on the sincere/cynical axis alone. The architectural prediction, that violence will be symmetrical, that both sides will kill, that duty will lock participants into the conflict regardless of the moral facts, holds independently of where any given leader falls on that axis. The Scapegoat (the identified threat) may be genuinely threatening or may be Confabulated. Duty does not ask the question. Duty acts.

17.14.2 What This Means for Scapegoat Analysis

The canonical Scapegoat definition, with its emphasis on Dual-Role Confabulation (prey-selected, predator-framed), describes the diagnostic signature of confabulated attribution, the case where the Selection-Framing Coincidence Test fails: if they are as powerful and threatening as described, why can we target them without expecting overwhelming retaliation? This diagnostic remains valid and important. It identifies the paradigmatic case where the attribution is almost certainly confabulated.

But war between roughly matched adversaries is the case where the diagnostic is not dispositive, because each side genuinely is threatening, each side genuinely is causing harm, and each side genuinely can retaliate. The Dual-Role signature may not be present because the framing (predator-attribution) coincides with the selection criteria: they are targeted because they are genuinely dangerous. This is precisely why the duty-licensed violence pathway is so difficult to interrupt. The architecture is producing violence through a channel where the standard diagnostic tools (Selection-Framing Coincidence Test, Presumption Against Scapegoating) lose traction, because the content-level attribution may be locally accurate.

The AIM contribution is to show that even when the content-level attribution is accurate (they really are attacking us), the structural process is identical to the process that produces paradigmatic scapegoating. The same Axioms (3, 4, 8, 9) generate the convergence. The same Confabulation architecture generates the narrative. The same Bayesian Lock-In prevents structural analysis. The same duty-constituted Self-Model licenses the violence. The content accuracy of the attribution is irrelevant to the structural diagnosis, because the structural diagnosis concerns the process that generates violence, not the accuracy of the Beliefs processed.

The practical consequence: structural intervention (Subcriticality Maintenance, institutional buffering, coupling‑strength reduction) must operate before reciprocal violence establishes the symmetrical Scapegoat structure. Once both sides are simultaneously Scapegoat and Scapegoater, the content-accuracy of their attributions makes the standard diagnostic tools insufficient, and only structural measures (ceasefire, external mediation, conflict-horizon shortening) can interrupt the architectural pathway. The formal proof that Truth is not merely operationally irrelevant within the conflict horizon but architecturally excluded from the violence process follows in Section 17.16.

17.14.3 The Structural Determination Principle

The process that produces violence carries no term indexed on the Content of the Beliefs it processes, on the identity of the leader who feeds it, or on what the parties intend, and the same is true of every mechanism the architecture runs but one: the Agent-Based Causal Default constrains the form a completion takes, agentive rather than systemic, and enters only as a constraint on the classifier upstream of the fast loop (Axiom 9; Chapter 4, Sections 4.3.9 and 4.3.11). What an arrangement produces is fixed by its structure. The Content carried through an arrangement and the intentions of the Individuals who fill it bear on the output only by setting structural parameters. This is the Structural Determination Principle.

Content bears on Belief only by setting parameters. Bayesian updating carries no variable for what a Hypothesis is about or for how a prior entered, so two Hypotheses with equal priors and equal likelihoods receive equal posteriors whatever they assert (Axiom 8, Chapter 4, Section 4.3.8). At the scale of a population, the velocity of a cascade, its convergence and the stability of the state it converges to are set by how strongly private and social Evidence are weighed and by the environmental parameters, and none of these is indexed on which group fills the scapegoat slot (Chapter 13, Section 13.6.4; Appendix A, Section A.5.8.6). A crisis therefore recurs wherever the structural conditions that produced it persist, whatever Content the next episode carries, and a barrier built against one Content is routed around, because the space of scapegoat Hypotheses is unbounded and any list of protected groups is finite (Chapter 13, Sections 13.6.6 and 13.6.7). Content changes the output by changing a parameter. A Hypothesis that enters a Hypothesis Space, a vocabulary that opens an Intrinsic domain, and a rule published with its Referent each change a parameter the dynamics run on (the Content-Channel Asymmetry, Chapter 4, Section 4.3.11; Chapter 16, Section 16.11.2), which is why the Knowledge Patch, supplied as vocabulary, acts as a structural intervention. Truth reaches the output through a parameter too, the contact of a live Referent. Where that contact holds, the Evidence reaching each Individual is sampled from the world and convergence tracks Truth; the trajectory of a cascade is independent of its Content where Decoherence Time is long relative to cascade velocity, so that expressed Belief rather than a Referent is the dominant Evidence (Chapter 13, Section 13.8.6; Appendix A, Section A.5.8.4).

Intent bears on the output through the same parameters. The Decision Hub’s integration discards the record of which sources produced a valuation, and no later stage recovers it (Chapter 4, Section 4.3.3). An Individual’s account of why an act was aimed where it was is therefore a Confabulation however sincerely given, and an observer’s inference about it is a Projection, capped by the observer’s Belief about that Individual (Chapter 16, Section 16.6). What an Individual says of intent and what an observer infers of it are Content. What reaches the outcome is the conduct and the conditions that produced it. The interventions on a cascade work identically whether the leader who feeds it is sincere or cynical (Section 17.4), and the moral asymmetry between a sincere leader and a cynical one has no consequence for the violence each produces (Section 17.14.1). Malice is the uncommon case, and most harmful conflict is the collision of sincere Confabulations (the Non-Malice Corollary, Chapter 11, Section 11.21). The mental element grades culpability, and culpability does work only for punishment (Chapter 16, Section 16.8). What prevention needs to know about the Individual who acted is carried by the upstream conditions and the pattern of that Individual’s conduct, and what is called intent enters the assessment of risk only as it is inferred from the same conduct (Chapter 16, Sections 16.8 and 16.12).

Harm is fixed by what an act does to the motivational system of the Individual who receives the act (Chapter 2), and the repair of the Trauma is the same whatever the offender intended (Chapter 16, Section 16.12). What the Individual harmed takes the act to have meant is part of what that Individual receives. The reading is that Individual’s own estimate of the offender, built from the offender’s conduct and entered in that Individual’s Belief Register as Evidence like any other (Chapter 16, Sections 16.6 and 16.9), and it bears on the Trauma through the architecture of the Individual harmed. Given the conduct the Individual harmed receives and reads, the Harm is independent of the offender’s actual state of mind.

Three named results are instances of the Structural Determination Principle. The Structural Output Principle (Chapter 16, Section 16.6) is the instance for criminal proceedings. The Trigger-Indifference Corollary (Section 17.7.10) is the instance at the apex, where the event that sets off the discharge of the terminal configuration acts on the outcome only through whether the leader still holds authority. The Self-Defence Orthogonality Principle (Section 17.20.1) is the instance for aggression and violence at every scale, where the self-defence Belief held on every side cancels and every response is selected by conduct and need.

Formal treatment: Appendix A, Section A.5.8.6.

17.15 The Leadership Asymmetry – Self-Defence, Duty, and the Arithmetic of Lives

Individual bodily self-defence is architecturally permitted, and no framework should deny it. When an Individual is under genuine A-threat (physical attack), the survival system fires appropriately, and defensive violence is A-grounded in the most direct sense available. The defender’s Belief about the attacker is a Grievance Belief, and an accurate one; what the architecture denies is not its accuracy but any structural difference between an accurate Grievance Belief and an M-driven one at the point of action. The chapter’s analysis does not contest this. What the architecture reveals is that Phenomenological Collapse makes genuine A-grounded self-defence indistinguishable from M-driven violence at the point of action. Both arrive at the Decision Hub formatted as survival-level alarm. Both produce defensive phenomenology. Neither the Individual under genuine bodily threat nor the Individual whose M-amplified Status anxiety has been integrated as A-threat can tell the difference, because Source Opacity has destroyed the source-tags that would permit the distinction.

Once reciprocal violence is underway, the participant-level dynamics are as Section 17.13 established: both sides are genuinely under A-threat, neither can relent, and the architecture provides no leverage point at the participant level.

At the leadership level, however, the calculus is entirely different. The leader is not under immediate bodily threat. The leader is making a decision about whether to deploy others into violence. Engaging in war will, with certainty, result in loss of life. This is not moral philosophy. It is arithmetic. The number of deaths produced by a war is always greater than zero. The number of war deaths produced by not fighting a war is always zero. Not fighting does not make every death impossible, because an aggressor can go on killing a population that has declined to fight (Sections 17.15.5 and 17.20.6), but those deaths are conduct every observer can see, are not certain, and remain open to every intervention Section 17.20 derives. The leader who orders war “to protect lives” is therefore exchanging deaths that are contingent and open to intervention for deaths that are certain.

This feels morally reprehensible, and the feeling is itself architecturally diagnostic. The objection arises immediately: “But they are attacking us! We must defend our people!” The objection feels like A-urgency because Phenomenological Collapse has formatted it as survival-level alarm. But the leader’s decision is not about whether Individual soldiers should protect their bodies from incoming fire. It is about whether to create the conditions in which thousands of Individuals’ bodies are exposed to incoming fire. The leader is not defending their own body. The leader is deciding whether other people’s bodies will be destroyed.

The duty-constituted Self-Model (Section 17.13, Components 1-3) drives the conflation: “protector” as self-concept prevents the question from arising as a live option, and separates the self-concept (“I am a good leader”) from the Content of the behaviour (ordering thousands to their deaths).

The architecture systematically conflates two evaluation frames:


	The moral frame evaluates the leader against the duty-constituted Self-Model and its reference group’s evaluative criteria. The moral leader fights, because duty demands it, because “protecting our people” requires force, because the reference group would punish failure to act. The moral frame is M-grounded. It asks: does this leader fulfil the role? The evaluative criteria are constituted by the reference group’s expectations, which are themselves shaped by the same Confabulation Cascade that produced the conflict. Morality, in this frame, is the architecture evaluating its own outputs by its own standards.

	The ethical frame evaluates the decision against A-harm minimisation measured across all affected Individuals, not merely those within the leader’s reference group. The ethical leader does not fight, because the deaths that fighting produces are certain, and the deaths that declining risks are neither certain nor beyond the reach of intervention. The ethical leader absorbs the M-cost (their Self-Model is destroyed, they are judged a coward by their reference group, they lose Status, they may lose office) to prevent A-harm at population scale. Ethics, in this frame, is the evaluation of outcomes against the actual welfare of actual Individuals, independent of the evaluator’s Self-Model.



The two frames point in opposite directions because Phenomenological Collapse has made the M-grounded duty feel identical to A-necessity, when in fact pursuing the M-grounded duty (war) guarantees A-harm (deaths) that the alternative only risks. The moral path is the M-path. The ethical path is the A-path. The architecture ensures that leaders, populations, and post-war historians experience the moral path as the ethical one, because Confabulation generates the narrative that “we had no choice” and “more would have died if we had not fought,” a counterfactual that is by definition unverifiable and is generated by the same Confabulation system whose outputs the chapter has already established as architecturally unreliable.

The leader who chooses the ethical path (not fighting, accepting Status destruction, absorbing the M-cost) will be judged morally deficient by every conventional framework, by their reference group, and by history as written by the architecture’s Confabulation system. The leader who chooses the moral path (fighting, fulfilling duty, producing maximum death) will be judged heroic. The architecture rewards the path that maximises death and punishes the path that minimises it. This is not a paradox. It is the architecture operating exactly as derived: the M-grounded Self-Model licenses whatever behaviour the role specifies (Section 17.13, Component 3), and Confabulation fills in whatever justification the situation demands. The justification for war is always available, and where it is sincere it is experienced as ethical necessity, because the architecture cannot distinguish the M-urgency driving the decision from the A-harm it purports to prevent.

17.15.1 Why Conquest Is Recoverable and War Is Not

The objection to the ethical path arrives immediately: “If we do not fight, we are conquered. Our nation ceases to exist. This is catastrophe.” The objection contains the Phenomenological Collapse identified in other contexts, operating on the decision to decline war.

What is threatened by conquest? The nation’s sovereignty (M: Status of the nation-as-entity in the international hierarchy). The governance system (M: the institutional expression of the reference group’s evaluative criteria). The leader’s position (M: the Self-Model element whose destruction constitutes identity crisis). The cultural dominance of the population’s norms (M: the reference group’s capacity to set evaluative criteria for others). These are genuine harms. They are M-harms, experienced through Phenomenological Collapse as survival-level catastrophe. But they are not deaths.

The asymmetry is therefore:


	War certainly kills people. Every war produces deaths. The deaths are A-harm, irrecoverable. No post-war process can un-kill the dead.

	Declining to fight produces no war deaths. The harms of conquest (governance disruption, cultural subordination, Status loss) are M-harms and contingent A-I harms, and both categories are recoverable through structural intervention in a way that death is not. The deaths an aggressor can still inflict on a population that has declined to fight are contingent on the aggressor’s conduct and open to intervention (Sections 17.15.5 and 17.20.4).



The fear of conquest is the architecture processing M-catastrophe (Status Death of the nation) as A-catastrophe (actual death of people), and the processing is so effective that the claim that declining to fight is worse than war feels self-evident. It is not self-evident. It is Confabulation. The Confabulation resolves the tension between the duty-constituted Self-Model (“I must protect my people”) and the arithmetic fact that fighting will certainly kill some of them and not fighting need not, by generating the narrative that “more would die under occupation than in the war,” a counterfactual that cannot be verified at the moment it is asserted, is generated by the same Confabulation system whose outputs the chapter has already established as unreliable, and is held with a certainty that no Evidence available to the leader can supply. Where an aggressor does go on killing a population that has stopped, the killing is conduct, and Section 17.20.4 answers it with the protection of the Individuals under attack rather than with war.

Consider the conquered nation. It has not fought. Its infrastructure is intact. Its population is alive. Its social networks are functional. Its I-domains (cultural practices, communal bonds, meaningful work, creative traditions) are operational. The conqueror must now govern this population. This is not the governance problem of a devastated, traumatised post-war society. This is the governance problem of an intact society that does not subscribe to the conqueror’s cultural norms and governance systems, that has not been “defeated” in any sense that would produce compliance through exhaustion or trauma, and that retains full capacity for non-cooperation.

The conquered population, supported by third-party Cascading Support delivered through channels the conqueror does not control (A-floor maintenance, I-domain protection, Cascading Consequences applied to the occupier; Section 17.15.6), retains what war destroys: living people, intact infrastructure, functional social networks, and operational I-domains. The conqueror must govern an intact society that does not subscribe to the conqueror’s authority and is sustained by external support that the conqueror can interdict only by acts every observer can see.

This produces the question the architecture has prevented from being asked: if the conquered population has A-sufficiency and I-sufficiency, what does it matter, in A-I terms, who is nominally in charge? The architecture’s answer (“it matters because our nation, our sovereignty, our way of life”) is M-content processed through Phenomenological Collapse at collective scale. The AIM-aligned answer is different: governance authority is not the relevant variable; governance behaviour, measured in A-I terms, is. Non-cooperation, the turning of repression back on the regime that orders it, and Cascading Support delivered past the conqueror render the conqueror’s position untenable, within the limit that Forced Quiescence sets (Sections 17.15.4 to 17.15.6).

The ethical path (refusal to reciprocate violence, followed by non-violent action and structural intervention) therefore produces: zero war deaths, a population intact except for what the aggressor’s own conduct takes from it, recoverable M-harm, and a conqueror whose position becomes progressively untenable under sustained structural pressure. The moral path (war) produces: certain deaths numbering in the thousands or millions, devastated infrastructure, traumatised populations on both sides, post-war Confabulation preserving both sides’ Self-Models, and no structural diagnosis of what produced the violence. The architecture selects for the moral path and against the ethical path, because the architecture cannot distinguish M-catastrophe (Status Death) from A-catastrophe (actual death), and Confabulation generates whatever narrative is required to justify the M-preserving, A-destroying choice.

17.15.2 Content, Architecture, and the Flourishing Constraint

The Structural Determination Principle (Section 17.14.3) applies to the decision to decline war. Who the leader is, what the nation is called, which flag flies: these are Content-level variables processed by the same content-agnostic Bayesian machinery. The AIM framework’s concern is not Content but architecture: ensuring the structural conditions under which Individuals can flourish.

Content-level variables (who governs, what the nation is named, which traditions hold official status) matter only insofar as they affect A-I welfare. A governance change that maintains A-sufficiency and I-access is a Content change. A war that kills a hundred thousand people is an architectural catastrophe, because dead Individuals cannot flourish. They cannot be restored. They cannot benefit from subsequent governance improvements. They are permanently excluded from the domain of A-I welfare that the framework exists to protect.

Flourishing is only possible among living Individuals. This is not a moral claim. It is a logical constraint. The set of Individuals capable of A-sufficiency, I-engagement, and meaningful life is bounded by the set of Individuals who are alive. Every death produced by war removes one Individual permanently from the set. No Content-level outcome of the war (which side governs, which flag flies, which leader holds office) can compensate for this removal, because the removed Individual is not available to experience whatever Content-level outcome the war produces. The dead do not benefit from victory.

The architecture ensures this constraint is never applied, because Phenomenological Collapse converts Content-level M-harm (loss of sovereignty, loss of national Status, loss of cultural dominance) into felt A-catastrophe, and the duty-constituted Self-Model generates the narrative that fighting is necessary to “protect our people,” when fighting is the action whose deaths are certain. The architecture is optimised for M-preservation, not for A-I welfare. The ethical path requires overriding the architecture’s M-generated urgency in favour of the logical constraint that the architecture cannot represent: that Content is recoverable and death is not, and that the only Individuals who can flourish are the ones who are still alive.

17.15.3 Refusal Is Not Concession

Two different acts pass under the description of not fighting. Surrender concedes: the surrendering party accepts the other party’s claim, hands over its cooperation, and lets the war stand as a contest the other party won. Refusal to reciprocate violence declines the war and concedes nothing: the claim is not accepted, cooperation is not given, and the contest has no result, because one party has declined to conduct it by violence. A party that stops a war already under way makes the same choice later. The ethical path of Section 17.15 is refusal, and never surrender.

Refusal is the harder of the two. Phenomenological Collapse formats the demand for reciprocity as survival-level alarm, so declining to return violence runs against what presents as the defence of the population, of its borders and of its Beliefs. The duty-constituted Self-Model reads refusal as cowardice, and the reference group reads it the same way (Section 17.13). Surrender requires no such override, because surrender gives the architecture the reading the architecture already expects.

Refusal is read as defeat unless it is seen to be refusal. Observers of a contest of standing update on its result (Section 17.3.5), and a refusal that no one can see presents to them as the loser’s result. The refusal and its reasons are therefore made visible: to the aggressor, to the aggressor’s population, to the refusing population, and to the parties that hold Cascading Support. Low-Theatre conduct does not forbid this. Low-Theatre limits disclosure to the parties for whom disclosure is necessary, and frames what is disclosed by the function it performs rather than by the standing of the parties (Chapter 2). Here disclosure is necessary to every party whose reading decides whether the refusal works. What Low-Theatre excludes is the staging of the refusal as a victory over the aggressor. Stephan and Chenoweth (2008) record the same condition from the side of the repressing regime: repression of a non-violent campaign turns against the regime that orders it most often “when an opponent’s violence is not met with violent counterreprisals by the resistance campaign and when this is communicated to internal and external audiences”.

Four marks distinguish refusal from concession, and every observer can check each of them.


	Stated reasons. The refusing party says why it will not fight and what it does not accept. Concession says that the other party’s claim is right. Refusal says that the refusing party will not fight and does not accept the claim. The difference lies in what is said, which is why the reasons have to be visible.

	Withheld cooperation. Concession hands over compliance. Refusal withholds violence and compliance together, and continues as non-violent action (Section 17.15.4).

	Non-recognition. Other parties decline to recognise what was taken: “No territorial acquisition resulting from the threat or use of force shall be recognized as legal” (United Nations, 1970).

	Support and consequence. Under a Mutual-Support Commitment, Cascading Support reaches the refusing population and Cascading Consequences reach the aggressor (Section 17.20.5), and both show every observer how the field has read the refusal.



The architecture selects war because refusal registers as Status Death (Section 17.15.1), so the Mimetic term that drives the choice to fight reverses only where refusal carries Status. Refusal declines in one act both the framing the aggressor brings, that the encounter is a contest of standing to be settled by violence, and the aggressor’s Belief about the claim the violence is meant to win, and so leaves the aggressor no contest to conduct. This is the Refusal Without Concession Principle: declining to reciprocate violence, and declining to continue it, is the highest-Status choice open to a party, and it is never to be read as a concession of the other party’s Beliefs. Regard is owed to the Individuals and the populations who make the choice. The regard attaches to the act of refusing, and not to the refusing party’s standing over the aggressor. A refusal celebrated as a victory over the aggressor re-enters the contest the refusal declined, and the aggressor’s reference group reads the celebration as humiliation.

Refusal also lowers the aggressor’s Status, by the one route that reaches the aggressor. Mimetic violence pays because observers update on the result, and the winner’s standing rises (Section 17.3.5). Refusal denies the result where the four marks hold. Territory taken from a population that concedes is a result, and the aggressor’s reference group reads it as one. Territory that is not recognised, cannot be governed and costs more to hold than it yields is not a result, and violence that wins nothing falls into the class whose expected Status outcome is strictly negative: nothing was gained, and the violence was observed. Where the purpose of the violence is Status, refusal defeats the purpose. The route has a limit, and the limit is also a diagnosis. Where violence is predation, the target is selected for the vulnerability that refusal displays (Chapter 10, Section 10.2.3), and refusal does not by itself stop the blow. By the Eliminative Structure of Crime (Chapter 16, Section 16.13), where Cascading Support holds the A-floors and I-floors of the populations on both sides (Sections 17.15.6 and 17.20.3), a motive to prey on a party that refuses has no Appetitive or Intrinsic source left, and the predation stands exposed as Mimetic: a status rival computed as prey (Chapter 10, Section 10.3.5). The Object of Mimetic predation is a comparative position, and the predation is denied that Object wherever refusal is read as refusal and not as concession. The protection of the Individuals under attack (Section 17.20.4) answers the act itself.

Lowering imposed from outside does not reach the same place. Status is a valuation held within the aggressor’s own reference group, and denunciation from outside arrives there as the visible external hostility from which the Scapegoat Mechanism builds its agent-attribution (Section 17.19.4). Approval of a president rose around international events that involved the United States directly and were sharply focused (Mueller, 1970), and the humiliation imposed on Germany after 1918 became material for the stab-in-the-back Confabulation (Section 17.4). Lowering another is also the move that gains most standing for the effort (Appendix A, Section A.10.2), so a third party that humiliates the aggressor makes a positional gain at the aggressor’s expense, and restores the contest that the refusal removed. The aggressor’s Status falls where the aggressor’s own reference group sees three things: that nothing was won, that the cost was carried (Section 17.19), and which party went on with violence after the other had stopped (Section 17.20.4).

17.15.4 Non-Violent Action Is Not Pacifism

Refusal is not abstention. Pacifism, taken as the renunciation of violence followed by standing down, leaves the contest with a visible result, and observers read that result as the aggressor’s win, which is the reading Section 17.15.3 shows refusal must avoid. Non-violent action continues the contest over the claim by means that are not violence. A population that has declined to reciprocate violence can go on acting against the aggressor: refusing to staff the occupier’s administration, striking, boycotting, protesting, publishing, coordinating, and keeping the life of its own institutions going. A population that does all of these at once is ungovernable, and governing it is what holding territory requires.

King set out the method in terms he took from Gandhi: “nonviolent resistance is not a method for cowards; it does resist”, and it “does not seek to defeat or humiliate the opponent, but to win his friendship and understanding”, with non-cooperation and boycotts serving as “means to awaken a sense of moral shame in the opponent” (King, 1958). Sharp (1990) counts the Indian campaigns against British rule in the first half of the twentieth century among the non-violent struggles waged against foreign occupation, and builds a policy of national defence on the same method, in which massive non-cooperation and defiance aim “to deny the attackers their objectives and to make impossible the consolidation of their rule”.

The architecture gives three reasons the method works.


	The ruler depends on the ruled. An order becomes an act only through the compliance of the Individuals who carry it out (Section 17.7), and the Status of a ruler is a valuation the ruled confer. Non-cooperation withholds both the material yield the occupier came for and the recognition. The occupier holds the territory and gains no Status from it.

	Repression turns back on the regime. Violence against Individuals who do not fight produces no contest and no result, only conduct that the aggressor’s own forces and population can see. Across major campaigns between 1900 and 2006, non-violent campaigns succeeded 53 per cent of the time and violent campaigns 26 per cent; defections from the security forces made non-violent campaigns “forty-six times more likely to succeed”, and had no significant effect on violent campaigns (Stephan and Chenoweth, 2008). A defection is the aggressor’s own reference group withdrawing the compliance that converts orders into acts, which is the route by which Section 17.15.3 derives that the aggressor’s Status falls.

	Non-violent action that does not humiliate supplies no external hostility. The aggressor’s population is given nothing from which to build an agent-attribution (Section 17.19.4), and the moral shame King names is a judgment the aggressor’s own reference group reaches rather than one imposed on it from outside.



Non-violent action is visible by design, and Low-Theatre conduct governs how non-violent action is framed rather than whether it is seen: the action is framed by what it refuses and what it asks, and not by which party came off better, which is the rule King states in declining to humiliate the opponent. What remains under Section 17.19.4 is the broadcast of the action to distant populations with no stake in it, and the parties that hold Cascading Support do not amplify the broadcast.

Non-violent action is not without cost. Regimes meet it with repression (Stephan and Chenoweth, 2008), and strikes and boycotts draw on the floors of the Individuals who conduct them, so non-cooperation lasts as long as those floors hold. The first case Sharp (1990) records of non-cooperation adopted as government policy against an invasion, the German resistance to the French and Belgian occupation of the Ruhr, ran from January to September 1923 and was financed by the German government. Holding the floors of a population that declines to cooperate is the work of Cascading Support (Section 17.15.6). Two further limits follow from the architecture. Defection requires a shared reference group, and an occupier’s forces answer to their home society rather than to the population they hold, so the refusal and the occupier’s conduct have to reach the occupier’s home population (Section 17.15.3). And overt sponsorship of a non-violent campaign by a foreign state supplies the foreign hand from which an agent-attribution is built (Section 17.19.4): “Overt external state support for a campaign has no effect on the success of nonviolent campaigns”, while for violent campaigns “it nearly triples their chances of success” (Stephan and Chenoweth, 2008). Cascading Support for a population engaged in non-violent action is the provision of floors and of independent information to the population, and never the sponsorship of the campaign.

17.15.5 When Quiescence Is Forced

Refusal followed by non-violent action does not guarantee that an occupation ends. An aggressor can force quiescence on an occupied population. Section 17.6.4 identifies an occupying power as an Anchoring Object, and the order it installs as Forced Quiescence with the suppression supplied from outside; Forced Quiescence conceals the dynamics it suppresses rather than resolving them (Section 17.6.1). The architecture permits this outcome, and nothing in the derivation removes it. What the derivation fixes is that the interventions do not change when Forced Quiescence is imposed: Cascading Consequences continue on the occupier, Cascading Support continues for the occupied, and the record of the refusal is kept.

Forced Quiescence becomes harder to impose the further support reaches. Forced Quiescence is maintained through five suppressed channels (Section 17.6.2), and two of them are the channels Cascading Support supplies: provision, which a regime under Forced Quiescence routes through loyalty so that refusal costs a family its floors, and the correction of Confabulation by independent information. Support that reaches the population by routes the occupier does not control keeps both channels independent, and so works against Forced Quiescence by the definition of Forced Quiescence rather than as pressure added from outside. The cost of holding territory also grows with the territory held (Section 17.20.6).

Where Forced Quiescence is imposed regardless, the support is not wasted. The violence of the transition that ends Forced Quiescence tracks how completely the occupier captured the institutions that could have managed the transition (the Succession Decoherence Principle), and the length of the disorder tracks the Buffer Independence that survived (the Discharge Duration Principle; Section 17.6.5). Support held through Forced Quiescence shapes the end that the support could not prevent.

Nothing in the architecture requires the parties that hold Cascading Support and Cascading Consequences to stop, and nothing guarantees that they continue. Their attention is the same scarce quantity that a war captures as its oxygen (Section 17.20.2), and a distant occupation competes for that attention with every other event. A Mutual-Support Commitment makes continuation a standing obligation rather than a decision renewed each year (Section 17.20.5).

The Baltic states show both limbs. Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania were occupied in June 1940 after their governments yielded to Soviet ultimatums, so that no military conflict occurred, and were annexed in the same year (Mälksoo, 2003). On 23 July 1940 the United States declared that its people “are opposed to predatory activities no matter whether they are carried on by the use of force or by the threat of force” (Welles, 1940). A significant part of the international community refused to recognise the annexation, and the occupation never acquired legal title in the half century before independence was restored in 1991 (Mälksoo, 2003). Forced Quiescence held for half a century, and its cost was borne by Individuals throughout. Independence was restored through mass non-violent action, the Singing Revolution (Šmidchens, 2014), as the Soviet system reached its own fold. The case does not show that non-cooperation alone ends an occupation. It shows a refusal kept on the record by outside parties for fifty years, an annexation that was never made lawful in that time, and an end reached without a war.

The direction of each intervention is fixed. The time an occupation takes to end under them, and the depth of repression at which a population can no longer sustain non-cooperation, are not (Section 17.20.8). A population may have to wait fifty years or longer for freedom from its oppressor, as the Baltic populations did, and the derivation promises no shorter wait.

That conclusion does not satisfy the Individuals who bear the wait, and it is not measured against their satisfaction. Oppression, however long, falls on Individuals who are alive, and what a living population has lost remains recoverable (Section 17.15.1). As long as Individuals are alive, the species is alive, and a living species can still correct what was done to it. The alternative to waiting is to fight. Fighting raises the Network Loop Gain of the network that carries the war (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.4; Section 17.20.4), and a rising Network Loop Gain moves that network toward the terminal fold, from which recovery is a restart and not a correction (Section 17.17.5). A course that tries to shorten the wait by raising the Network Loop Gain spends what cannot be recovered to buy what can. The species is the measure against which every intervention is held.

17.15.6 Support That Does Not Run Through the Regime

Cascading Support presupposes a channel. Provision delivered through the regime that holds a population becomes provision through loyalty (Section 17.6.2): the regime takes the credit and allocates the provision by compliance, and the support strengthens the Forced Quiescence it was meant to weaken. Cascading Support therefore reaches Individuals through channels the generating regime does not control, and where no such channel exists, building one is part of the support.

The channels run from the widest to the narrowest: negotiated corridors; routes across borders and conflict lines with notification to the regime rather than its consent, the form the Security Council authorised for Syria in 2014, with a monitoring mechanism “to confirm the humanitarian nature of these relief consignments” (United Nations, 2014); transfers made directly to Individuals; broadcast for information; and, where nothing else reaches, delivery from the air. Receipt can be punished, so delivery is diffuse and hard to trace to the Individual who receives it.

A channel is never fought open. A channel that needs force to open is entry into the war (Section 17.20.4). Delivery is unarmed, declared in advance and open to inspection, so that stopping it requires an act every observer can see, which is the conduct the Self-Defence Orthogonality Principle selects interventions by (Section 17.20.1). The law of occupation already carries both the obligation and the inspection: an occupying power “shall agree to relief schemes on behalf of the said population, and shall facilitate them by all the means at its disposal”, and a power that grants passage to the consignments may search them (Geneva Convention IV, 1949, art. 59). A refusal of relief is then conduct on the record.

A party that feeds a population and asks nothing in return is hard to cast as an aggressor. The agent-attribution needs visible external hostility (Section 17.19.4), and unconditional provision is Evidence against it, so a regime that needs its population to read the provider as an enemy has to Confabulate, and every delivery tests the Confabulation against what the population eats. The provision has to ask nothing. Provision tied to compliance or allegiance is leverage, which the regime can name as bribery. Information that travels with the provision gives the providers’ reasons, and neither denounces the regime nor asks the population to rise, because a call to rise makes receipt a political act the regime can punish and supplies the foreign hand of Section 17.15.4. Provision is maintained as ordinary practice rather than announced as clemency (Section 17.19.4).

The Berlin Airlift of 1948 and 1949 met these conditions. On 24 June 1948 the Soviet authorities severed the land and water routes to the western sectors of Berlin, and the air forces of the United States and Britain supplied the population by air until the blockade was lifted in May 1949. The transports were unarmed and flew corridors fixed by a written agreement of 1945, so stopping the airlift would have required shooting the aircraft down at the risk of a shooting war, a step the Soviet authorities avoided (Miller, 2000). The airlift resolved none of the issues behind the blockade. It bought the time in which they could be negotiated without either yielding or escalating (Miller, 2000), which is the clutch held open at the scale of a city. The population it fed had been at war with the powers that fed it three years earlier, and that population’s determination to remain free of Soviet control was among the conditions of the airlift’s success (Miller, 2000). One feature of the case falls outside the design: fighter escort was briefly ordered for the unarmed transports in April 1948, after a Soviet fighter collided with a British airliner (Miller, 2000).

Where a siege leaves no channel at all, the constraint cannot be met. What remains is the refusal of relief, recorded as a breach of an obligation the besieging power already carries, and Cascading Consequences on the party that refuses it.

17.16 The Truth-Exclusion Principle

Section 17.11 established that the Confabulation Cascade is Content-agnostic. Combined with the Structural Determination Principle (Section 17.14.3), this entails a consequence: violence has never uncovered Truth. In the entire history of human conflict, not once.

The derivation is short. The architectural pathway generating violence (Section 17.1) is Content-independent: it operates identically regardless of which Beliefs are converging. Truth (the actual causal structure that produced the experienced suffering) is Content. The pathway contains no mechanism that evaluates whether Beliefs correspond to reality.

Within the conflict horizon, dynamics are identical regardless of which party holds True Beliefs. This is Truth-Value Orthogonality: an entailment of Axiom 8 (Content-agnostic Bayesian updating) applied to the conflict domain specifically. Both aggressors and defenders experience themselves as defenders (Section 17.9). Both populations undergo the same Confabulation Cascade dynamics. Both update toward increased certainty in their own position. The party whose Beliefs happen to be more accurate possesses no internal advantage in the updating process, because Bayesian updating on endogenous evidence is Content-agnostic: it operates identically on true Hypotheses and false Hypotheses when the evidence base is socially generated rather than reality-generated. The correct party’s Beliefs do not converge faster, do not produce more cohesive coordination, do not generate stronger conviction, and do not announce themselves in any form that obviously contrasts against a false Belief. The incorrect party’s Beliefs do not converge more slowly, do not produce weaker coordination, do not generate less conviction, and possess no identifiable quality that clearly marks the Belief as false. The cascade dynamics are source-blind in this precise sense: the Truth or falsity of the Hypothesis being amplified makes no difference to the amplification rate.

The outcome of violence (who prevails) is determined by capability: military resources, strategic competence, technological advantage, geographic position, alliance structures, demographic weight. None of these variables correlate with the Truth of the causal attributions that produced the conflict. The side with more accurate Beliefs about why the war started does not thereby gain a military advantage. The side with superior firepower does not thereby hold more accurate Beliefs. Capability and Truth are orthogonal variables. Victory selects for capability, not for Truth.

Post-war attribution (why the war occurred, what it meant, why the victor prevailed) is itself Content, generated by the same Confabulation architecture, subject to the same Bayesian Lock-In. The Content Mutation Imperative, which follows from the Content-Independence of Violence (Section 17.11), predicts that populations learn the Content of the previous crisis but not its structure. After WWI: “Don’t let Germany rearm.” After WWII: “Don’t let fascism rise again.” After Rwanda: “Don’t let ethnic hatred go unchecked in Central Africa.” Each lesson is Content-bound. The structure (coupled Belief dynamics converging toward certainty without tracking Truth, producing Scapegoat designation and coordinated violence) remains invisible because it has never been formally articulated in the population’s conceptual vocabulary. The wars recur with novel Content because Content must mutate while structure remains invariant. Indeed the Content of a war is structurally impossible to replicate. Hitler can never invade Poland again. Rome can never conquer Gaul again. The exact conditions that gave rise to the tragedy of Gallipoli can never occur again. The Content of each war will always be unique. When people say “history never repeats but it rhymes” no one ever stops to analyse what rhyming is. Rhyme is structure - stressed vowels, alliteration, meter, repetition. The Content of the rhyme is bound by the structure.

The implication is universal: no war in human history has produced Truth as an output of the violence itself. Violence determines which side prevails. It does not determine which side’s Beliefs correspond to reality (Truth-Value Orthogonality). Where Content-level facts were established in the aftermath of a conflict, they were established by investigative processes whose existence was causally dependent on the war having occurred but whose epistemic methods are entirely distinct from the violence process. The Nuremberg Trials are the canonical illustration, not of this obvious distinction, but of something deeper: the architectural constraint that determines what even post-war investigation is interested in, and what it is not.

What Nuremberg was interested in was Content. Which leaders decided what. Which orders were given. Which atrocities occurred. Who was responsible. Who should be punished. These are Grievance Beliefs applied post-hoc, the Scapegoat Mechanism’s logic operating through institutional rather than mob channels. Nuremberg was a juridical exercise in assigning responsibility for collectively-experienced catastrophe to identifiable individuals. It was entirely disinterested in the structural conditions that gave rise to the war, why populations locked into sincere conviction of defensive necessity on all sides simultaneously, or why this produced the violence whose human costs the tribunal was now adjudicating. The tribunal found Scapegoats for the war’s human costs. It did not, and could not, diagnose the architectural failure modes whose mismanagement produced those costs.

The depth of this constraint is revealed by what Nuremberg declined to revisit: structural questions that had not only been available in ordinary language but had actually been asked, publicly and influentially, during the interwar period. In 1919, John Maynard Keynes resigned from the British Treasury delegation at the Paris Peace Conference and published The Economic Consequences of the Peace, arguing that the punitive terms of Versailles would crush the German economy and create the conditions for future catastrophe. He predicted the next war would begin approximately twenty years later. The book became a bestseller, and his analysis became academic orthodoxy in Britain and America. Keynes asked, in plain economic language, precisely the questions that Nuremberg declined to revisit: What conditions produce war? Could different intervention (ensuring populations retain adequate access to material necessities, avoiding punitive settlement terms that generate unbearable collective suffering with no adequate causal explanation) have prevented the catastrophe? Would structural remedy have been more effective than punitive attribution?

These questions required no novel framework. They had been asked. They had been answered. The answers had been correct in their predictive content. And they were ignored, because the institutional demand after catastrophe is for responsible agents, not systemic conditions. Nuremberg operated under the same architectural constraint it was adjudicating: the Agent-Based Causal Default completed the causal chain with identifiable individuals who could be punished, because that is what the cognitive system demands, and systemic explanation does not satisfy that demand. The human costs that Nuremberg attributed to specific leaders (being only the lower level ones who survived the war) were in substantial part produced by structural conditions and the absence of any institutional mechanism for managing their consequences. No single individual created the economic devastation of Weimar Germany, no individual designed the psychological conditions under which populations converge on false causal attribution, no individual chose the mechanism by which collective suffering produces demand for identifiable enemies rather than systemic diagnosis. The individuals Nuremberg convicted operated within conditions they did not create and dynamics they did not understand.

Nuremberg’s structural silence was not mere oversight. It was the Agent-Based Causal Default operating in juridical form, the Scapegoat Mechanism channelled through institutional procedure rather than mob violence, and it demonstrates the depth of the architectural constraint: even when correct structural analysis existed, was publicly available, and had been empirically vindicated by events, the post-catastrophe institutional response defaulted to agent-based attribution and punishment. What remained genuinely beyond reach, even given Keynes’s structural analysis, was the deeper diagnosis: why agent-based attribution recurs across centuries with novel Content, why the Confabulation Cascade converges on Scapegoat designation regardless of which population is targeted, and why violence cannot resolve the deficit that produced it. Keynes could diagnose the economic conditions; he could not diagnose why the Confabulation Cascade converges, because that diagnosis is blocked by the Camouflage Architecture (Layers 4-6 blocking academic investigation of the mechanism, Layer 7 preventing formulation of the Hypothesis that would explain the structural recurrence), and the post-war process is not positioned to supply it.

This dissolves the oldest and most persistent Confabulation about violence: that it reveals something. “The crucible of war reveals the Truth.” “History is written by the victors” (implying that victory confers epistemic authority). “Might makes right” (the cynical version of the same structural confusion). “Trial by combat” (the medieval formalisation). Each of these is a Confabulated narrative generated by the same architecture that produced the violence. The architecture produces violence; the architecture produces a narrative explaining the violence; the narrative attributes truth-revealing properties to the violence; and the attribution is itself Confabulated. The Confabulation is doubly recursive: it first generates the false causal attribution that produces violence (Scapegoat designation), then generates a false meta-attribution that the violence itself validates Truth. Neither attribution tracks reality. Both are outputs of the same Content-agnostic machinery.

Formal statement. For any conflict C: (i) the violence itself produced no Truth, because the generating process is Content-agnostic and Truth is Content; (ii) any Content-level facts established in temporal proximity were established by investigative processes independent of the violence; (iii) the structural diagnosis of the architectural pathway is not among the facts the conflict established, because the Camouflage Architecture (Layers 4-7) blocks formulation of the requisite Hypothesis for any party operating inside the conflict.

The principle’s universality follows from the architecture, not from induction over particular conflicts. The premises from which it is derived (Common-Currency Integration, Source Opacity, Bayesian updating) are themselves empirically grounded in neuroscience and information theory. The historical record confirms what the architecture predicts: across radically different epochs, cultures, ideological contents, and scales of conflict, the structural pattern is invariant. This is not the empirical generalisation of the historian or the conflict scholar, who derives claims from the archive of political decisions and strategic assessments. It is confirmation of an architectural prediction against a different empirical archive: the motivational, neuroscientific, and behavioural record that documents how the Decision Hub actually processes urgency, constructs attribution, and generates the phenomenology of defensive necessity. The universality of the principle is architectural. Its credibility is empirical.

The principle’s universality is architectural, not inductive. It is not that violence has usually failed to uncover Truth and might succeed next time. The generating process is Content-agnostic and Truth is Content. They are architecturally incommensurable. No modification of circumstances, weapons technology, or strategic doctrine can bridge this gap. What people learned after wars, they learned through other means. What they learned was Content. Structural Truth is not among the things the post-war process recovers. The violence itself produced no Truth. It never has. It never will.

17.17 The Race Condition

Since 6 August 1945, humanity has been in a race condition. On that date, and again three days later, the architecture described throughout this chapter discharged its output through a weapon capable of destroying civilisation itself. The cognitive mechanisms that produced those decisions were identical to the mechanisms that produced every prior instance of collective violence: Source Opacity ensured that M-urgency presented as survival-level threat, Confabulation generated agent-based justification experienced as defensive necessity, and the Phenomenological Collapse ensured that the decision to incinerate two cities felt like the only rational course of action available to leaders who sincerely believed they were protecting their people.

Nothing about the architecture has changed since. The Transmission Window still closes at 340 milliseconds, integrating M-urgency into the Decision Hub as A-threat before conscious awareness arrives. Source Opacity still destroys source-tags irreversibly. Confabulation still generates sincere but inaccurate causal narratives. The Bayesian cascade still produces convergent false Belief through valid reasoning applied to invalid, endogenously generated evidence. The architecture that dropped those bombs continues to operate under the same conditions it always has: absent any understanding of its own motivational structure, absent any institutional design calibrated to its failure modes, absent the vocabulary that would allow the Individuals operating it to recognise what is happening inside their own Decision Hubs.

The race condition is this: without understanding the architecture described in this treatise and designing institutions and interventions to maintain humanity’s ongoing existence, the species will eventually drift toward its own destruction. The drift is not hypothetical. It is architectural. The Unidirectional PM Flow Principle (Section 17.17.2 below) establishes that A-I Buffer erodes continuously through normal social operation, which means that the damping factors preventing cascade-to-violence are being consumed at all times, whether or not anyone notices. The architecture does not require a crisis to move toward crisis. It moves toward crisis by default. Avoiding crisis requires sustained, deliberate, structurally embedded effort that the architecture itself makes difficult to recognise as necessary.

The nuclear arsenal is the self-destruct mechanism that the architecture installed. It can only be circumvented by a firmware patch: the understanding of human motivational architecture that this treatise provides, and the institutional interventions that understanding makes possible.

The conclusion that follows is deductive, not speculative. It is not a forecast, not a scenario, not a probabilistic estimate of what might occur. It is a logical consequence of premises already established, each drawn from replicated empirical scholarship or proved via mathematical entailment in preceding chapters.

The entailment chain (Derivation Preview; demonstrated in Section 17.1) is entirely deductive. Each step follows from the one before. No step depends on empirical forecasting. The historical record confirms the derivation: every case analysed in this chapter instantiates the same architectural pathway with different Content.

What has changed is not the architecture but the environment. The architecture now operates in a world containing approximately 12,200 nuclear warheads, delivery systems capable of reaching any point on the planet within 30 minutes, and launch-authority structures that concentrate terminal decisions in Individuals whose Decision Hubs are subject to the same Source Opacity, Confabulation, and Phenomenological Collapse as every other human being.

Rejecting the conclusion requires rejecting a premise or faulting a step. If no premise is false and no step fails, The appropriate response is not scepticism about the conclusion but urgency about the intervention.

17.17.1 The Nuclear Threat

Consider radiation. It is invisible to every human sense. You cannot see it, hear it, smell it, taste it, or feel it. Yet it will kill you. Humanity lived alongside radiation for millennia without knowing it existed, because nothing in the human perceptual architecture could detect it. We learned of its existence only through its effects: illness patterns that defied existing causal models, photographic plates that fogged without exposure to light, workers who sickened and died in conditions that appeared safe to every available sense. Once understood, we built instruments to detect it (Geiger counters, dosimeters), protocols to manage exposure (shielding, distance rules, time limits), and institutions to enforce those protocols. We did not eliminate radiation. We cannot. It is a feature of the physical world. We learned to see what our senses could not show us, and we managed what we could not remove.

Unmanaged Mimetic Desire is the radiation of the social world. It is phenomenologically invisible to the Individual experiencing it. Source Opacity destroys the source-tags that would identify M-driven urgency as mimetic rather than appetitive or intrinsic. Confabulation generates plausible narratives that conceal M’s operation. The Camouflage Architecture’s eight layers ensure that this invisibility persists not merely at the individual level but at the institutional and civilisational levels. No available sense, no introspective effort, no unaided act of reflection can detect it.

Yet we see its effects everywhere. Rivalry that escalates without satiation. Scapegoat designation that recurs with novel Content but invariant structure across every culture and epoch. Confabulation Cascades that produce collective certainty in false causation. Violence experienced as defensive necessity by perpetrators on all sides simultaneously. The effects have been documented exhaustively across every discipline for centuries, just as radiation’s effects were documented in illness and death long before anyone identified the cause.

And it will kill us. Not metaphorically. The architecture that renders M invisible is the architecture that has produced every instance of collective violence analysed in this chapter. Under nuclear conditions, the race described in this section is between the Knowledge Patch (the Geiger counter for mimetic dynamics) and the Terminal Phase (the unshielded exposure that civilisation cannot survive). The recursion is exact: an invisible social force, left unmanaged because it is invisible, constructed the weapons whose lethality derives from an invisible physical force, and may deploy those weapons through the same architectural pathway (Phenomenological Collapse, Confabulation, Bayesian Lock-In) that has produced every prior instance of civilisational-scale violence, except that this time the discharge is terminal.

The Geiger counter was not a cure for radiation. It was a detection instrument that made management possible. The Knowledge Patch is not a cure for Mimetic Desire. The Patch is a detection instrument that makes Subcriticality Maintenance possible. Neither eliminates the force. Both make the force visible. Both enable protocols that keep exposure within survivable limits. And both are useless if they arrive after the lethal dose has been delivered.

Sufficiently disastrous nuclear war could destroy the planet. The combined arsenals of existing nuclear powers are sufficient to produce immediate deaths in the hundreds of millions, destruction of infrastructure necessary for organised human existence, nuclear winter effects capable of collapsing global agriculture for years or decades, and radioactive contamination rendering large portions of the Earth’s surface uninhabitable. The question is not whether nuclear war would be catastrophic. It is whether anything recognisable as human civilisation, or potentially anything recognisable as a habitable biosphere, would remain afterward.

Prior to nuclear weapons, the race condition’s consequences were cyclical. Damping factors eroded, cascade dynamics intensified, violence discharged the accumulated tension, populations survived (at enormous cost), damping factors partially rebuilt, and the cycle recommenced. The Roman crisis of the third century, the Thirty Years’ War, the two World Wars of the twentieth century: each killed millions, each permitted recovery. Recovery was slow, painful, and incomplete (the cultural and human losses were irreplaceable), but the species retained the capacity to rebuild.

The cyclical pattern has the structure this chapter has described throughout, now read across generations rather than within a single crisis. The field of coupled Self-Models behaves as a fabric under tension: each node holds its configuration only under the pull of those it is coupled to, load is transmitted node to node, and the structure holds only while that transmitted load stays below the threshold at which the couplings run away: the supercritical threshold whose minimal form is derived in Appendix A, where the critical value is exactly unity. When a society crosses that threshold, the fold does not return it to where it was; the configuration that crossed does not recohere. What follows is not the same society oscillating back into shape but a different one, woven from the survivors on the same ground. The Individuals who lived through the collapse carry it forward as altered priors in their Self-Models, and the behaviour those priors generate is the perturbation they transmit to the generation they constitute. This is why the pre-nuclear cycle could recommence at all: the tear was terminal for the configuration, not for the weaving. After every prior fold, the weaving resumed.

Nuclear weapons remove the one condition on which that resumption depends. The reweaving holds only while there are survivors to update and reweave. Every collapse the historical record contains has left a next row, diminished, deformed, carrying the perturbation forward, but weaving. A discharge severe enough to leave no next row ends not a configuration but the weaving itself, and the architecture that has always rebuilt after a fold has nothing left to rebuild from. This is the precise sense in which the nuclear arsenal converts the cyclical race condition into a terminal one: it is the first form of architectural output capable of taking the loom rather than the cloth. The objective of the interventions that follow is therefore not to prevent tearing, which the architecture does not permit, but to keep every discharge below the magnitude at which it takes the loom, because there is no weaver outside the cloth, and the cloth reweaves itself, or, it destroys itself and the loom all at once.

Nuclear weapons transform the race condition from cyclical to terminal. Three parameters distinguish nuclear violence from all prior forms of architectural output:

Decision timeline compression. The interval between decision and irreversible consequence compresses from months or years (conventional war mobilisation) to minutes or hours (nuclear launch). An M-Captured leader experiencing acute mimetic shock (humiliation, Status threat, perceived existential challenge to their position) can produce planetary consequences before the shock subsides, before advisors can intervene, before the leader’s own deliberative capacities can engage. The Transmission Window (60–340 milliseconds, Axiom 7) means that Phenomenological Collapse has already occurred before conscious awareness arrives at 300–500 milliseconds (best-current empirical estimate; the architecturally load-bearing claim is that τ_M is substantially shorter than conscious-report latency, Appendix A.6.2). The nuclear launch timeline is long enough for the M-weighted valuation to translate into action but short enough to foreclose the slower corrective processes that might interrupt conventional escalation. The leader does not experience “I am responding to a Status challenge.” The leader experiences “We face an existential threat requiring immediate action.”

Consequence magnitude explosion. The maximum consequence of leadership M-Capture shifts from regional catastrophe with eventual recovery to potential planetary destruction. The race condition’s damping factors have historically limited the output of cascade-to-violence: even when the Confabulation Cascade reached the Terminal Phase, the resulting violence destroyed some fraction of the population and infrastructure while leaving enough intact for reconstruction. Nuclear exchange at sufficient scale eliminates this limitation. The violence does not destroy a fraction of civilisation. It can destroy civilisation’s capacity to exist. It can destroy the biosphere’s capacity to support complex life.

Irreversibility. Nuclear exchange cannot be undone. Conventional war permits negotiation, ceasefire, and reconstruction. The feedback loops that might arrest conventional conflict (mounting costs producing war-weariness, battlefield realities forcing reassessment, third-party mediation) operate across timescales of weeks to years. These feedback loops cannot operate before irreversible thresholds are crossed in a nuclear exchange. Once missiles launch, no subsequent M-recognition, no dawning awareness of Mimetic Capture, no application of the Two-Question Diagnostic, no Epistemic Suspension, no change of heart can recall them. The Therapeutic Window that might open after conventional M-shock does not open after nuclear exchange, because there may be no surviving population in which doubt could be elevated.

The interaction between nuclear capacity and the Leadership Compression Principle (Section 17.7) produces the existential configuration. Leadership Compression ensures that an M-Captured leader can impose crisis dynamics regardless of where the collective posterior sits. Nuclear capacity ensures that the imposed crisis can terminate not merely a civilisation but a planet, regardless of any subsequent correction. The two compressions multiply. Consider the temporal architecture concretely. The Transmission Window closes at approximately 340 milliseconds; M-urgency is already integrated as survival-level alarm. By 500 milliseconds, conscious awareness arrives, but the valuation is set and Source Opacity has destroyed the source-tag. Confabulation engages within seconds: “They have left us no choice,” “This is defensive necessity,” “Civilisation itself is at stake.” Minutes later, the launch order. Hours later, the missiles arrive. The entire sequence from preconscious M-integration to planetary consequence operates within a timeframe shorter than a single news cycle, shorter than a cabinet meeting, shorter than the deliberative processes that every governance framework since Aristotle has assumed would intervene between impulse and irreversible action.

Architectural cost and the Humanisation Null Hypothesis. The Leadership Compression Principle and Phenomenological Collapse gain an additional architectural explanation when read alongside the Humanisation Null Hypothesis (HNH, Chapter 11). Compressed decision timelines do not need to overcome a humanisation barrier in the leader’s Decision Hub, because no such barrier is architecturally present. What the compression window must do is prevent reclassification of the target population back toward Collaborator or Rival during the interval between decision and irreversible consequence. This is a structurally easier task than defeating a humanisation operation would be, and it explains why nuclear and similar high-compression decision architectures produce their characteristic failure modes so reliably. The target of institutional design is therefore not the protection of a humanisation layer (which does not exist) but the extension of decision timelines and the preservation of conditions under which Collaborator or Rival classifications can be maintained against propaganda-driven reclassification toward Predator or Prey, because the cooperation-reciprocity and contest-reciprocity moral profiles carry stronger protections against the specific kinds of violence high-compression decision architectures are most likely to produce than the threat-response and extraction-ethics profiles do.

17.17.2 The Parameters of the Race Condition

The race condition’s parameters determine how quickly the system approaches criticality. The apex half of the condition, the conjunction of leadership Belief above its action threshold with authority above the gate, is stated formally as the Dual-Locus Ignition Theorem at Appendix A, A.5.8.7, is derived at Section 17.7.8, and pairs with the floor condition that is the subject of Section 17.5.

Damping factors have historically prevented continuous cascade-to-violence:


	A-Floor security. When basic needs are met, M-urgency is less likely to reach the threshold where Phenomenological Collapse produces survival-level alarm.

	I-domain refuge. Engagement with Intrinsic Motivation provides alternative value-sources that reduce M-Salience. Populations with robust I-infrastructure (meaningful work, creative engagement, genuine community) are less susceptible to cascade dynamics.

	Institutional friction. Effective institutions create delays between Belief-convergence and coordinated violence. Democratic process, legal constraint, separation of powers: these do not prevent cascade but slow its translation into action, creating windows for correction.

	External target availability. Chapter 10 established that external threats redirect mimetic targeting outward, producing solidarity rather than internal violence.

	Information diversity. When populations access diverse information sources, cascade-synchronisation is impeded. Disagreement about who is responsible prevents convergence on any single scapegoat.



These damping factors act as independent multiplicative friction on cascade dynamics: the Multiplicative Friction Model, the Belief Heterogeneity Buffer, and the Friction Compounding Effect are defined in Chapter 2 and carried formally at Appendix A.5.7.

Damping factor erosion is continuous, not episodic. The Unidirectional PM Flow Principle identifies the micro-mechanism. Every dyadic interaction between unequal-Status parties constitutes a Micro-Extraction Event in which net Mimetic Premium flows from the lower-Status to the higher-Status party through four transfer channels: attention transfer, deference concession, narrative authority yield, and positional concession. Each event is individually trivial. But the events are ubiquitous (occurring in every unequal-Status interaction), unidirectional (always flowing upward), cumulative (each compounding into the next), invisible (neither party tracking the running total), and Buffer-Converting (each extraction converting A-I relational investment into PM, reducing total buffering capacity).

Over time, this cumulative extraction converts the A-I Buffer that constitutes genuine institutional resilience into concentrated PM at the apex of the Status hierarchy. The conversion is the Buffer-Converting Property: PM extraction does not merely sit alongside A-I Buffer but actively depletes it, because the attention, deference, and positional concessions flowing upward are resources that would otherwise sustain horizontal cooperation, mutual aid, and shared I-engagement. That deference is a directional concession means PM is the differential between mutual deferences; symmetrising that differential is the Mutual-Regard Equilibrium, which is therefore reachable by universal mutual deference as well as by universal withholding of downward attribution.

This yields the Buffer-Depletion Acceleration Principle: Decoherence Time (time-to-crisis) is proportional to A-I Buffer depth at the point where M-dynamics commence intensification. Societies with deep A-I Buffer can absorb PM extraction for longer before cascade dynamics become self-reinforcing. Societies with shallow A-I Buffer reach criticality faster.

The race condition stated: the contest is between (a) the rate of PM extraction, which depletes A-I Buffer continuously through normal social operation, and (b) the rate of A-I Buffer replenishment, which depends on deliberate institutional design. Extraction is an architectural constant, operating through every unequal-Status interaction. It cannot be stopped. It can be slowed by AIM-aligned institutional design, but it cannot be reduced to zero while M operates. Buffer replenishment is never automatic. It requires conscious, sustained, structurally embedded effort. If extraction outpaces replenishment, Buffer depth decreases monotonically and criticality approaches as a mathematical certainty, not as a contingent historical accident.

Historical validation. The Treaty of Versailles (1919) imposed conditions that simultaneously depleted Germany’s A-Floor (reparations producing economic precarity), destroyed I-infrastructure (institutional humiliation, loss of cultural confidence), and concentrated PM through the grievance dynamics that followed. A-I Buffer depth at the point of M-intensification was minimal. Time-to-crisis: fourteen years (1919 to 1933).

The Marshall Plan (1947) pursued the inverse strategy: rebuilding A-Floor (economic reconstruction), restoring I-infrastructure (institutional rehabilitation, cultural re-engagement), and distributing resources horizontally rather than extracting them vertically. A-I Buffer depth was actively increased. Time-to-crisis: in the defeated states among the recipients, West Germany, Italy and Austria, the cascade has not reached criticality since, the longest such period in the modern history of each, and the recipients have not gone to war with one another. The aid was allocated among recipients by political and budgetary considerations rather than on the parameters of A-Floor, I-infrastructure and M-bounding, so the recipients that later passed through coups, dictatorship or colonial war do not test the principle as the architecture would parameterise it.

The contrast is not coincidental. It is the Buffer-Depletion Acceleration Principle operating in opposite directions. Versailles depleted Buffer and compressed Decoherence Time. The Marshall Plan replenished Buffer and extended Decoherence Time. The architecture did not change between 1919 and 1947. The intervention strategy did.

At the Belief level, the Buffer-Depletion Acceleration Principle maps onto the mechanism of Referent Abandonment (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.1). When a polity maintains Beliefs against available decohered Referents, Beliefs whose truth-channel has been closed by the world’s verdict but whose maintenance serves the position of those who hold them, the gap between the Belief and the world is the accumulated debt that the A-I Buffer defers. Buffer depth determines how long the deferral can continue before Decoherence Time expires and the Belief collides with reality at crisis scale. Versailles created the conditions in which the gap could not be sustained: the Referents were forced into contact with the German population’s A-state too rapidly, too visibly, and with no compensating I-infrastructure to absorb the collision. The Marshall Plan did the reverse: it widened the A-I Buffer so that the gap between post-war nationalist Beliefs and their decohered Referents could resolve gradually rather than catastrophically. Buffer maintenance is, at the Belief level, Decoherence Time management: the structural provision of the absorptive capacity that allows Beliefs to update against their Referents rather than to collide with them.

17.17.3 Individual Violence as Expected Output

Due to the constraints of the human cognitive architecture, complete elimination of violence at the Individual level is an unrealistic goal. Violence is a regular and expected output of the architecture. Source Opacity ensures that M-urgency will continue to present as A-threat in Individual Decision Hubs. Confabulation will continue to generate agent-based attributions for diffuse suffering. The Phenomenological Collapse will continue to produce survival-level alarm from Status-derived anxiety. These are architectural constants, not correctable defects.

This does not excuse the occurrence of violence. But it should shape how we think about it and treat the upstream causes that lead to it. The appropriate response to an architecture that produces violence is not moral exhortation to stop being violent (which the architecture will process through Confabulation and disregard) but structural intervention on the parameters that determine how frequently, how intensely, and at what scale the architecture discharges its violent output.

At the Individual level, this means accepting that some frequency of interpersonal violence is an irreducible feature of human social existence, while working to minimise its occurrence through A-Floor provision, I-domain availability, and Knowledge Patch dissemination. At the population level, however, Subcriticality is in principle achievable via AIM-aligned interventions, even and especially when an M-Captured society and its leadership are approaching the Subcriticality Threshold (Pc, formalised in rate form at Appendix A, Section A.5.8.4, whose multi-layer correspondent is the Total Stability Condition G_crit^total of Section A.5.7.4; the threshold above which population-level cascade dynamics become self-reinforcing). The goal is not the elimination of violence but the indefinite deferral of population-scale cascade-to-violence, keeping the system below Pc through sustained architectural maintenance. This chapter’s subcriticality framing is complemented by the Knowledge Patch’s Operation 7, the Normality Fiction Breaker, which dismantles the “normal person” Template as a mimetic artefact: a key mechanism through which M re-enters self-evaluation and peer evaluation even after Operations 1–6 have been internalised.

The architectural target of Subcriticality Maintenance is the internal cycle’s amplification per loop, not exposure alone. Reducing exposure to Models lowers the operating point of the system, which has a second-order effect on stability, but it does not on its own collapse a closed cycle that is already running supercritical. Collapsing the cycle requires reducing the Decision Hub’s weighting on M (the Knowledge Patch), reducing the Observability feedback gain (Observability Governance), or reducing the salience-to-mimetic-drive coupling (Salience engineering). The architectural reason these three are the load-bearing levers is that they are the parameters that close the internal cycle. Exposure-based interventions are necessary, because some level of exposure is the precondition for any activation at all, but they are not sufficient. The combination of exposure-based and cycle-based interventions, applied in concert, is what keeps the cycle below threshold across the populations and institutions in which M-dynamics operate. The formal characterisation of the two intervention classes is given in Appendix A.5.1.

17.17.4 AIM-Aligned Intervention and the Current Configuration

What intervention can achieve upstream differs from what it can achieve once a potentially terminal configuration is already in place.

Most AIM interventions are upstream prophylactics. They operate by maintaining A-I Buffer depth (A-Floor provision, I-domain protection), reducing cascade velocity (information diversity, institutional friction, Low-Theatre governance), distributing authority to prevent Leadership Compression (separation of powers, mandatory delays, distributed cancellation authority), and disseminating the Knowledge Patch to expand the population’s Hypothesis Space beyond Confabulated agent-based attribution. The Institutional Brake is that friction, imposing independent delay on Bayesian cascade velocity through the implementation chain from a leadership Decision Hub to collective action. These interventions work by keeping the system below Pc, preventing the configuration from arising in which an M-Captured leader with executive military authority over nuclear weapons could translate mimetic shock into planetary consequence.

Once that configuration is in place, the scope for practical intervention shrinks dramatically. An M-Captured leader with command authority, information control, A-leverage over subordinates, and appointment power has already bypassed the institutional friction that upstream interventions were designed to maintain. Advisory diversity has been replaced by loyalty-filtered selection. Institutional checks have been eroded or captured. The information environment that would sustain Belief heterogeneity has been narrowed to reinforce the leader’s Confabulated threat assessment. The configuration is self-reinforcing: M-Capture produces institutional capture, which deepens M-Capture, which accelerates institutional capture. Neither waiting the configuration out nor removing the leader averts its discharge, and what remains open is the structure the discharge will meet (the Trigger-Indifference Corollary, Section 17.7.10).

Avoiding this configuration altogether, through AIM-aligned upstream intervention, is how Subcriticality can theoretically be maintained indefinitely. The Time-Buying Principle (Corollary to the Leadership Compression Principle, Section 17.7) establishes that any reform adding friction between leadership M-shock and crisis imposition serves civilisational survival proportionate to the friction added, even if the reform falls short of optimal architecture. Under nuclear conditions, this corollary is not policy recommendation. It is survival arithmetic.

As at the time of writing, the precise terminal configuration described above is already in place, and behaving exactly as the AIM architecture predicts. Multiple nuclear-armed states exist with authority configurations that approach or exceed the Leadership Compression Principle’s critical threshold. The race condition’s damping factors are weakening across multiple dimensions concurrently: economic precarity is rising (A-Floor erosion), institutional trust is declining (friction reduction), authority is concentrating (Leadership Compression amplification), and information infrastructure is optimised for engagement, which is to say optimised for M-activation and cascade synchronisation (κ amplification across the Observability Gradient).

Yet as humanity drifts toward the Terminal Phase, hope remains. The Symmetry of Crisis and Prevention established in Chapter 13 (that the same Bayesian machinery enabling crisis also enables correction) means that intervention remains structurally possible at every point short of irreversible action. The only moment when hope is no longer warranted is when the missiles are in the air. Until then, AIM-aligned interventions remain possible.

These interventions take an unconventional form. They apply proactively, before or during crisis, principles that have historically been applied only after war. The Marshall Plan rebuilt A-Floor and I-infrastructure in defeated nations after catastrophic violence had already occurred. Its logic was sound: secure the A and I sufficiency of a population so that its cognitive architecture is not dominated by the survival-level alarm that M-amplified precarity produces, and the population retains the deliberative capacity to address its genuine problems pragmatically rather than through Confabulated scapegoating. The error was timing. The Marshall Plan was reactive (applied after tens of millions had died) rather than proactive (applied before the cascade reached violence).

AIM-aligned intervention applies Marshall Plan logic pre-war, or during war, by securing the A and I sufficiency of the M-Captured nation and any other stakeholders, so that the populace has the cognitive capacity to address its situation pragmatically, not from a state of duress and anxiety that drives M-urgency above Pc. When A-floors are secure, the bandwidth effect (Mullainathan and Shafir, 2013) reverses: cognitive resources become available for deliberative processing rather than being consumed by survival computation. When I-domains are accessible, Individuals have alternative value-sources that reduce M-Salience. When both conditions hold, the population’s collective posterior can be shifted away from convergent scapegoating because the felt urgency driving the convergence has been architecturally reduced at its source.

This is not charity. It is not appeasement. It is not rewarding aggression. It is structural intervention on the parameters that determine whether a nuclear-armed population’s Confabulation Cascade reaches the Terminal Phase or is arrested before irreversible discharge. The Marshall Plan was not generosity toward Germany. It was the most effective anti-crisis intervention in modern history, precisely because it addressed the architectural parameters (A-Floor, I-infrastructure, horizontal resource distribution) rather than the Content of German political Belief. The same logic, applied proactively rather than after catastrophic violence, is what AIM-aligned intervention looks like in a nuclear world. The race is real. The clock is running. But the race is not yet lost.

The proactive application of Marshall Plan logic is not merely intuitively appealing. It follows as an architectural entailment from what this chapter names the M-Capture Incapacity Principle: an Individual or population operating at wM > 0.5 is architecturally incapable of self-correcting toward lower wM without external Hypothesis-space expansion. The incapacity is overdetermined by four independent constraints operating simultaneously. Source Opacity (Axiom 3) prevents recognition of M-contamination. Confabulation (Axiom 4) actively generates false attributions that explain the experienced distress without implicating M. Bayesian Lock-In (Axiom 8) entrenches those false attributions through the endogenous evidence loop established in Chapter 13. And the Vocabulary Gap (Layer 7 of the Camouflage Architecture) ensures that the correct attribution concept does not exist in the entity’s cognitive repertoire. Material resources, intelligence, education, and institutional sophistication do not address any of these four constraints. A wealthy, institutionally sophisticated nation in advanced mimetic crisis cannot diagnose its own condition for the same reason an Individual under Source Opacity cannot introspect their way to M-recognition: the decomposition was destroyed at integration, and the concept that would let the entity infer the leading source from the course of its own conduct has never existed in any framework the entity has access to.

The M-Capture Incapacity Principle transforms the Marshall Plan observation from historical pattern into architectural entailment. The historical observation is that proactive A-Floor and I-infrastructure provision works better than reactive post-catastrophe reconstruction (the Versailles/Marshall Plan contrast validates this empirically, as shown above). The architectural entailment is that waiting for self-correction is incoherent, because self-correction requires precisely the cognitive resources that M-Capture has foreclosed. The M-Captured entity is not failing through negligence or wilful blindness. The Camouflage Architecture is performing its function, concealing M from detection at every level (individual, institutional, civilisational) through eight independently operating and mutually reinforcing layers. The “they should help themselves” objection is itself a Confabulation, an agent-based attribution (“they are failing”) for a structural condition (the architecture prevents detection), and is precisely the kind of attribution the Presumption Against Scapegoating is designed to catch.

This grounds the proactive obligation directly. Under the Cascading Structure of Rights and Duties, those who possess the Knowledge Patch and withhold it from M-Captured entities bear the burden of justifying inaction (the Burden-Reversal Principle), because the M-Captured entity cannot acquire the Knowledge Patch through its own cognitive resources (architectural incapacity), and the cost of withholding it (crisis trajectory acceleration toward the Terminal Phase) exceeds the cost of providing it (vocabulary dissemination, A-stabilisation, I-enablement). Proactive Cascading Support (A-restoration, I-enablement, M-containment, Knowledge Patch dissemination applied before or during crisis rather than after catastrophic violence) is therefore not charity, not appeasement, and not optional. It is the architecturally required response to the formal demonstration that the alternative (waiting) is structurally guaranteed to produce the outcome (crisis) that intervention is designed to prevent.

Critically, Proactive Cascading Support operates entirely through legitimate channels, whether at the international level (development aid, A-floor investment, I-infrastructure provision, Cascading Consequences for aggressors) or the interpersonal level (stabilising material security, providing the Knowledge Patch, making I-activities available, dampening visibility pathways). The intervention addresses architectural parameters (A-sufficiency, I-access, M-bounding, Hypothesis-space expansion), not Content (what to believe, how to govern, which policies to adopt). Sovereignty is preserved. The Knowledge Patch is developed in Chapter 18; the remaining mechanics are not derived here.



17.17.5 Why Recovery Is Restart, Not Self-Correction

The loom passage in 17.17.1 stated that a society which crosses the threshold does not recohere into its prior form, and that the pre-nuclear cycle could recommence only because survivors reweave a new configuration on the same ground. That claim is a precise architectural result proved in Appendix A.5.3 and, at the network scale, A.5.7.6, and the result is sharper than the metaphor alone conveys.

There are, in principle, two ways a compounding system can stop compounding. It can oscillate: overshoot, correct, overshoot again, wobbling around a stable point without ever flying apart. Or it can fold: run away until it collides with its own limit and collapses discontinuously to a distant baseline, with no path back to where it started. The first is a self-correcting system; the second is not. The whole question of whether a society “recovers” from a mimetic crisis is the question of which of these two behaviours the architecture produces.

The architecture produces the fold, and it produces only the fold. This is the Saddle-Node Default: the bifurcation at the critical loop gain is necessarily non-oscillatory, and under the architecture’s stated conditions a saddle-node collapse, in which the inflated valuation and a neighbouring unstable equilibrium collide and annihilate, leaving the system to jump discontinuously to the A-I baseline.

The fold has a second face, and it is the one that decides whether prevention and recovery cost the same. A folding system does not only fall; it also catches. Approached from below, the same collision happens to the lower of the two resting states, and the system snaps upward into the inflated one, which is what a society crossing into crisis is doing. Approached from above, it is the inflated state that vanishes and the system drops. Both are the same geometry and neither is gradual, but they do not happen at the same conditions, and the gap between them is the whole practical difference between the two tasks.

It is the behaviour of a microphone held too near its speaker. The howl begins at one setting of the volume knob and stops only at a lower one, so turning the knob back to where the howl started leaves the room still howling. A society that has ignited is accordingly not somewhere that can be walked back from by reversing the conditions that took it there. Those conditions have to be brought further down than they ever were on the way up, and how much further grows with how far the system has travelled. This gap between the conditions that ignite a loop and the conditions that release it is the Ignition-Release Asymmetry, and it is architectural rather than political: it is a property of the geometry and not of anybody’s willingness to act.

What is inflated, in this chapter’s case, is a conviction. The population believes something about a group of people, and the Confabulation Cascade has made that belief feel like a finding rather than a transmission. The reason the belief holds at its inflated level is not that the evidence for it is strong. It is that each person’s conviction is functioning as evidence for the next person’s, so the belief is being supplied from inside the population rather than from anything outside it. That circulation is the feedback, and it is what makes the level self-sustaining: nobody has to set out to maintain it, because the circulation itself supplies the maintenance, and no one inside can see it happening, because what reaches each person is other people’s sincere agreement and not the route by which they arrived at it.

This changes what a corrective effort has to achieve. There is a threshold of collective conviction below which the population’s own doubt outpaces its own reinforcement, and beneath that threshold the rest of the descent happens without further help; the belief comes apart on its own. Above it nothing holds: conviction reduced but left above the threshold returns as soon as the pressure comes off, because the circulation is still supplying more belief than doubt is removing. This is why partial measures characteristically appear to work and then do not, and why the requirement is not that correction should exceed circulation at some moment but that it should exceed it continuously across the whole range of conviction the population might occupy.

A single well-received rebuttal, or a single season of calm, does not meet that requirement. What meets it is a corrective supply sustained until collective conviction has been brought down through the threshold, and it is the crossing and not the effort that is decisive: below the threshold the population’s own doubt completes the remaining descent, so the supply no longer has to be maintained against a circulation that replaces what it removes. Above the threshold that same supply is expended against replacement and buys only the appearance of progress. The population remains capable of re-ignition once it is down, which is why Subcriticality Maintenance is maintenance and not a cure.

And what lowers collective conviction is not, in the first instance, argument about the group. The architecture does not care which group is named, so contesting the content leaves the mechanism running and simply invites a substitution. What lowers it is the supply of what the population does not have: the hypothesis that the conviction is transmitted rather than reasoned, which is the Knowledge Patch’s enlargement of the Hypothesis Space; the practice of holding a question open rather than closing it, which is Epistemic Suspension, and which reduces how forcefully each person’s conclusion is emitted as evidence to everyone else; a reduction in the weight a neighbour’s conviction carries simply by being a neighbour’s, which is the Coupling Strength; and a shortening of the interval before contradiction from outside actually arrives, which is the Decoherence Time. Every one of those is supplied from outside the loop. None of them is generated by the loop. That is the architectural content of the claim that recovery is restart rather than self-correction: not that nothing can be done, but that the doing has to come from somewhere the cascade does not reach, and it has to carry the population down through the threshold rather than merely toward it.

The oscillating, self-correcting alternative (the Hopf Sub-Case, in which the system loses stability into a sustained limit cycle rather than a collapse) is not merely rare; it is architecturally inaccessible in the unaugmented three-node skeleton. Appendix A.5.3 gives the derivation: the Hopf regime requires an internal loop gain no greater than minus eight, while the three-channel architecture (the mimetic channel’s weight in the integrated valuation, the valuation’s feedback into environmental salience and Status, and salience’s coupling back into mimetic drive) runs at positive gain for every setting of its parameters, so the oscillatory locus is unreachable by construction.

The reason is structural and was stated already in 17.3.3 and 17.3.6: the M-channel has no off-switch. A system can only wobble-and-correct if something inside it pushes back after each deviation: a restoring force, a negative-feedback term. A has one (correction of the Body Manager’s deficit). I has one (correction of the deficit the Thinker signals for the Object its process requires). M has none. And Source Opacity removes the error signal that a self-correcting cycle would need in order to execute its corrective half-stroke, because the system cannot read its own valuations back to source. With no restoring force and no readable error signal, the only behaviour available is run-away-then-collapse. The exclusion is at the same time the localisation of the alternative: because no tuning of the existing couplings can produce the corrective half-cycle, sustained self-correction exists exactly where a restoring structure is added to the architecture, a fourth state variable carrying intrinsic negative feedback, which is the formal signature of Institutional Buffering (Appendix A.5.3). The fold is the necessary geometry of the unbuffered loop, not of every possible society built on it.

The exclusion runs deeper than the three-channel loop, into the one layer where self-correction would most plausibly have lived. Belief revision looks like a restoring force: Evidence arrives, conviction updates, and error is worn away by the correction. The Monotone Belief-Race Lemma (Appendix A, Section A.5.6) establishes that the Bayesian layer supplies no such force. Hypotheses compete for the Belief Register as runners in a race whose referee is blind: under content-agnostic updating the support the Evidence gives a Hypothesis does not depend on that Hypothesis’s current popularity, each competes only against the field average, and the race sorts monotonically to a winner without ever circling. Belief cycling would require Evidence that responds to prevalence around a closed ring, which is a violation of the updating architecture rather than a regime of it. The slow layer therefore adds gain to the loop and never a swing, and the result carries the fold across scales: with no node able to rotate and the couplings between Individuals one-signed, the network-scale collapse is a derived result at the decohered operating points where crises live (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.6), not an extrapolation from the individual case.

The converse supplies a diagnostic against which the historical record can be read. Observed oscillation is never the bare architecture correcting itself; it is the signature of an installed restoring structure doing work. In the terms of the race, a restoring structure is a handicapper, a rigging that favours the trailing runner, and it is the only rigging under which the field can circulate; the bare architecture contains no handicapper, only the tilt toward the leader. The tilt is a rate and not a verdict: while the race runs, a better-supported entrant still gains, and Epistemic Suspension throttles the leader’s self-reinforcement at the emission point; what the architecture withholds is self-correction, not correctability. Where a polity cycles rather than collapses, a buffer is present, whether or not anyone built it on purpose. Where the buffers erode, the folds return.

This is why survivor-succession must not be misread as evidence that the system heals itself. When a society folds and survivors build a new civilisation on the ruins, the architecture has not oscillated back toward its prior configuration. It has collapsed to baseline and been restarted from new initial conditions by Individuals carrying forward the altered priors the catastrophe left in them. Each historical “cycle” of collapse and recovery is therefore more consistent with a sequence of independent folds than with a single self-correcting oscillation, each fold followed by a fresh ignition from a perturbed starting point. The loom was never springing back into shape. It was being restrung, by hand, each time, by whoever was left.

A self-correcting system carries its own guarantee of recovery: the restoring force is built in, so the system cannot help but return. A fold-then-restart system carries no such guarantee. Its recovery depends entirely on an external condition the architecture does not supply: the survival of enough Individuals to perform the restart. The pre-nuclear loom “always” rewove not because anything in human motivation ensured it would, but because the folds had so far been survivable. Remove the survivors and you do not get a slower recovery or a worse one. You get no recovery, because the only mechanism that has ever produced recovery, surviving weavers re-igniting from baseline, has been eliminated. This is the precise architectural content of the claim in 17.17.1 that the nuclear arsenal can take the loom rather than the cloth.

The single route to a genuinely self-correcting society, one that wobbles and recovers without folding at all, is to install the restoring force the architecture lacks, which is to say: to bring the inaccessible Hopf Sub-Case into reach by engineering it from outside. Formally, this means adding a fourth element to the system whose entire function is to push back against M-amplification: a new variable carrying intrinsic negative feedback. In the language of this treatise, that fourth element is an Institutional Buffer: an institution engineered specifically to supply the damping that individual human architecture cannot. This is not a refinement of existing arrangements. It is the addition of a structure that is not currently present anywhere.

The architecture leaves only one location available for this restoring force. It cannot be installed at the level of the Individual. This is not a practical limitation but the same architectural fact the whole treatise turns on: at the individual scale the Mimetic Premium cannot be identified, because Source Opacity strips the source-tags at integration and the Decision Hub returns only an integrated Scalar. The Individual cannot read how much of their own valuation is M-driven, and so cannot apply a correction calibrated to it; there is no internal reading from which the quantity needing damping can be measured. A restoring force requires a controller that can measure the variable it is meant to regulate, and at the individual level that variable is structurally unmeasurable from within.

At the institutional level the situation inverts, and it inverts for a specific reason. Aggregation across a population acts as a low-pass filter: the idiosyncratic, high-frequency noise of any single Individual’s Confabulation averages out across many Individuals, and what survives the averaging is the slow, population-scale signal: the actual movement of valuations, prices, status distributions, and grievance across the whole field. The institution therefore has access to a quantity no Decision Hub possesses: a resolved measurement of what is in fact happening across the population, precisely the Mimetic Premium signal that Source Opacity hides at the individual scale.

The Easterlin Paradox is the clearest worked instance. Measured wellbeing rises with income across Individuals at a point in time, and within a country at a point in time, yet fails to rise as a whole country grows richer over the long run: a contradiction that has resisted resolution for half a century because it is examined as a fact about money and happiness. Disaggregated through this architecture it ceases to be a paradox at all. The cross-sectional gradient is the M-signal: relative position, being richer than one’s Reference Set, raises reported wellbeing. The flat long-run trend is what remains once a whole population rises together; the A-component, having already been satisfied, yields no further wellbeing, while the relative component nets to zero across the population because not everyone can rise in relative standing at once.

What the paradox is measuring, once disaggregated, is a society expending real and rising resources on acquisition that produces no aggregate wellbeing gain: growth being absorbed by M rather than by A or I. That is a macro-level readout of the Mimetic Premium running away, exactly the kind of indicator no Individual can perceive, because each Individual sees only their own scalar valuation and cannot observe that the gain nets out across everyone, but which resolves cleanly at the scale where the low-pass filter exposes the aggregate.

Because the institution can see the variable, it can act on it. It can pull levers (on observability, on coupling strength, on the A-floor, on the evidential environment) that are calibrated to the population-level dynamics rather than to any Individual’s introspective report. This is what makes the Institutional Buffer the only viable site for the restoring force: the control surface must be installed where the system is observable, and the system becomes observable only at the scale at which the low-pass filter resolves the signal. Damping at the institutional level is possible for exactly the reason damping at the individual level is impossible.

The institutions required to maintain Subcriticality do not exist. The buffering that current institutions provide (democratic process, legal constraint, separation of powers, the international order assembled after the last catastrophe) is real, and it is well-intentioned, and it has bought time. But it is insufficient and ill-equipped, for one decisive reason: it was not designed against this architecture, because this architecture had not been identified. These institutions sit at the right scale (they have, in principle, the resolution to see the population-level signal), but they lack the map that would tell them which lever the signal calls for, and so they apply generalised friction where calibrated damping is required. Institutions built without a model of the system they are meant to stabilise cannot supply targeted negative feedback to it; friction slows the approach to the fold without preventing it. Friction buys time. It does not install the restoring force. As 17.17.2 established, the damping factors on which present arrangements rely are themselves eroding continuously through normal social operation, and nothing in the current institutional inventory replenishes them by design rather than by accident. The existing buffers are the right instinct, at the right scale, applied without the right map, and this is the reader-surface statement of what Appendix A.5.3 names the Incidental Buffer Principle.

Three things follow, and together they are the Incidental Buffer Principle. Because the architecture supplies no restoring force of its own, every buffer that has ever damped a mimetic cascade has been external to the loop. Because the loop had not been identified, no such buffer was engineered against it; each was built to a culture’s Confabulated account of its own disorder and damps the Mimetic Premium only as a side-effect. And because a buffer’s strength is sustained by that Confabulated rationale rather than by recognition of what it damps, buffers of one form or another have always existed but have always varied in depth, drifting with the rationale that holds them up rather than with the architectural quantity at stake.

The same holds for damping applied from within the Individual rather than from outside. The Knowledge Patch adjusts the Individual’s priors and interposes the I-Override gate, lowering the effective loop gain, but the Patch acts inside the loop rather than as the added restoring node, so it merely adds internal damping and, depending on sustained and partial uptake, is unreliable as a means of completely avoiding the Fold. It too was unavailable throughout history, because the architecture it adjusts had not been identified. Internal damping by the Patch and external buffering by institutions are complementary, and neither is sufficient alone. The formal statement is the corollary at Appendix A.5.3.

Supplying that map, and specifying the conditions the institutions it makes possible must meet, is the work of Chapter 20, which sets out what Subcriticality-maintaining institutions must satisfy to function as genuine Institutional Buffers (to supply the intrinsic negative feedback that converts the architecture’s fold into a survivable oscillation) and what may be established about them from outside. How to transition from the current institutional form to the required form without precipitating the very collapse the reconfiguration exists to prevent is not derived here. That second problem is not secondary. An institutional order is itself a high-coupling system, and dismantling existing buffers faster than replacements can bear load is a recognised route to the fold. The design of the transition is therefore part of the design of the destination, and the framework does not settle it.

17.17.6 The Boundary-Independent-Output Exception and the Gating Domain

Sections 17.17.1 and 17.17.5 established, in the loom vocabulary, why the nuclear arsenal is the first form of architectural output capable of taking the loom rather than the cloth. That claim can now be stated in the Belief-space vocabulary developed in Chapter 14, Section 14.8.4, which gives it a precise structural form and locates exactly where the containment the rest of this treatise relies on fails.

Chapter 14 established that a mature civilisation’s Belief-space is not a single undifferentiated medium but a foam of many weakly-coupled Belief-domains, each bounded by maintained boundary-Beliefs. Because those boundaries are themselves maintained Beliefs, collapses are ordinarily domain-local: a price bubble can fold while legitimacy holds, and legitimacy can fold while prices keep clearing, because the low cross-domain coupling at each membrane contains each correction within its own bubble. This is the migration-firebreak result. A fold does not multiply bubbles or destroy the Beliefs inside the collapsing one; because those Beliefs are about something, and the demand they answered does not vanish with the collapse, they must relocate into adjacent bubbles as new evidential load. Multiplicity matters because that migrating load crosses each membrane at low cross-domain coupling and, in a finely divided foam, arrives attenuated enough to dissipate below the re-ignition threshold in the neighbour rather than driving it supercritical. Terminal collapse therefore requires either a shock large enough to clear that threshold across a connected chain of bubbles or the sequential decoherence of the separating boundary-Beliefs. It is subcriticality maintenance implemented structurally, and it is a qualitative resistance property of the foam, not a quantitative claim; the formal migration-and-containment condition is the network critical coupling of Appendix A.5.7.5.

This firebreak holds only under one condition: that every bubble’s output on the world is itself Belief-mediated. A fold in one bubble relocates its Beliefs into a neighbour only across their shared membrane, and where that coupling is low, the migrating load arrives attenuated and dissipates before it reaches the re-ignition threshold in the neighbour. The condition fails for a Belief-domain whose effect on the world is physical and total rather than Belief-mediated. Such a domain is not contained by any Belief-membrane, because its destructive channel is exogenous to the Beliefs that constitute the boundaries of the foam. A fold that captures such a domain does not relocate its load through the foam and does not stop at a membrane: its destructive channel bypasses the membranes across which migration would otherwise dissipate, so it destroys the foam rather than being contained by it.

Nuclear command is the canonical instance. The output of a nuclear-command domain is not a price, a legitimacy, or an orthodoxy that neighbouring domains may or may not update against; it is physical destruction delivered on a timescale (Section 17.17, decision-timeline compression) shorter than any Belief-membrane’s correction time and at a magnitude (consequence-magnitude explosion) that the firebreak structure was never able to bound. This is the Belief-space statement of the loom-taking claim: a fold captured in a boundary-independent-output domain takes the loom rather than the cloth precisely because its output does not pass through the weave at all.

The gating-domain condition. It follows that a Belief-domain with boundary-independent catastrophic output is a single point of failure for the entire structure, and cannot be governed by the multiplicity-as-firebreak logic that governs every Belief-mediated domain. Such a domain, a gating domain, must be held at the lowest attainable Coupling Strength and the shortest attainable Decoherence Time by dedicated structural means, because the ordinary containment on which the rest of the foam relies does not reach it.

Here “low Coupling Strength” must be read with care, because it names the opposite structural condition from the one that makes the general foam safe. In the foam at large, the protective quantity is low cross-domain coupling: a fold in one bubble dissipates because its migrating load crosses a low-coupling membrane into a neighbour. For a gating domain the load-bearing quantity is instead the self-coupling of the executive act: the degree to which the decision to discharge the boundary-independent output takes a single Individual’s own Beliefs as its sole evidence base. Concentrating command in one person, or in a small number of people, is the maximally self-coupled and therefore the most dangerous configuration: such an Individual is coupled almost entirely to their own Beliefs, so a confabulated Belief on which the discharge decision is taken is subject to no external discipline and can move directly to physical output. Source Opacity guarantees that the Individual cannot introspect the confabulation, and maximal self-coupling guarantees that no one else can arrest the decision it produces.

Holding a gating domain at low Coupling Strength therefore means the reverse of isolating it: the executive action must be coupled to, and disciplined by, many independent bubbles (distributed authorisation, independent evidence-bases, and required concurrence across Belief-domains that do not share the deciding Individual’s priors), so that no single self-coupled Belief can carry the decision across the gate to physical output. Low self-coupling of the decision and mandatory cross-domain discipline of the executive act are the same requirement stated at the mechanism and at the institution.

The normative structure falls out of the premises rather than being imposed on them. If self-coupling is real, and if a single Individual holds executive power to discharge a boundary-independent catastrophic output, then a decision taken on a confabulated Belief in that Individual’s mind is an unarrested planetary hazard; this is not a value judgement added to the analysis but a direct entailment of the architecture the treatise has already established.

What the same architecture additionally explains is why command has drifted toward concentration in the first place. The movement of nuclear authority toward a single person is not a neutral administrative fact; it is the predicted output of the dynamics developed throughout this treatise. M ascribes Salience, Salience aggregates into Status (the Salience-Status Identity), and the apex of a Status hierarchy attracts the concentration of authority (the Leadership Compression Principle, Section 17.7). The chain of reasoning that concludes “one trusted Individual should hold the decision, to protect the populace” is then supplied after the fact by Confabulation, which presents a Status-driven concentration as a considered safeguard. This is precisely the Confabulation signature the architecture predicts: the felt rightness of single-person command is the phenomenological residue of M operating on the authority hierarchy, not the conclusion of an argument that survives the premises. The parsimony runs the other way, from the axioms, through M’s salience-to-Status operation and the compression of authority, to concentrated command as an architecturally expected, and architecturally dangerous, outcome.

17.18 The Precautionary Asymmetry as a Derived Methodological Commitment

The preceding section has established, in two vocabularies, that the terminal event is a fold and that the nuclear arsenal is the first architectural output able to take the loom rather than the cloth. One methodological consequence of these results is a commitment derived from the architecture, not a cautionary posture adopted in place of one. It is the reason the civilisational-scale claim cannot be held to the same falsification schedule as the survivable-scale claims, and it is the reason that exemption is not an evasion of Popperian discipline but a direct consequence of it.

The architecture distinguishes two error modes. At the survivable scales (consumer valuation cascades, positional-good bubbles, polarisation within bounded communities, status-driven organisational pathology) a supercritical fold is a recoverable event. It destroys value, and it can destroy lives, but it leaves behind a population and an adjudicating community that can update its posteriors on what occurred. The fold at those scales is therefore admissible as an ordinary object of empirical work, and the framework’s predictions there stand or fall in the standard Popperian sense: if calibration places realistic operating points below the loop-gain threshold, the predictions are not instantiated in the populations measured, and the claim is falsified by that evidence. This is the schedule the survivable scales are held to, and the leading-indicator clause of Section 17.5 is one instance of it.

The terminal manifestations identified in this chapter are error modes of the second kind. A thermonuclear exchange between mimetically entangled nuclear powers, a civilisational-scale cascade failure, a terminal reconfiguration: these are observer-extinguishing outcomes. No posterior is updated after the event, because no adjudicating community remains to update it. The distinction between the two error modes is not one of magnitude but of recoverability, and it is the same distinction the chapter has already drawn between M-harm and A-harm at Section 17.15.1: Content is recoverable, and death is not. The recoverable fold and the non-recoverable fold differ in exactly the way conquest differs from war, and for exactly the same architectural reason.

The methodological consequence follows without a further premise. The Popperian schedule presupposes a surviving adjudication community, because falsification is a procedure carried out on posteriors after the predicted event either occurs or fails to occur. Where the predicted event is one that eliminates the community that would perform the adjudication, the schedule cannot be run, not because the claim is unfalsifiable in principle but because the procedure that would falsify it is destroyed by the event it is meant to assess. To insist that the civilisational-scale claim be held in abeyance until it has been tested in the ordinary way is therefore not a demand for rigour. It is a demand that the one error mode the architecture identifies as non-recoverable be treated as though it were recoverable, which is precisely the conflation the framework exists to name.

This is the Precautionary Asymmetry. The asymmetry is not a preference for caution over evidence. It is the recognition that the two error modes carry asymmetric costs of being wrong, and that the asymmetry is itself an architectural entailment. If the framework predicts a civilisational-scale fold and the prediction is mistaken, the cost of having acted on it is the cost of maintenance measures that turned out to be unnecessary: real, but recoverable. If the framework predicts a civilisational-scale fold and the prediction is correct, the cost of having declined to act on it is terminal and irrecoverable. Under that structure, withholding action pending survivable confirmation is not the neutral, rigorous default it presents itself as. It is a bet that stakes the non-recoverable outcome against the recoverable one, and it is exactly the bet a system that cannot distinguish M-catastrophe from A-catastrophe (Section 17.15) will be architecturally disposed to make.

Two results of the preceding chapter bear directly on the asymmetry, and together they explain the shape the objection to precaution reliably takes. The Averted-Cost Opacity Principle establishes that an intervention preventing a Conflict destroys the event that would have priced it, so the party urging precaution can never exhibit the cost avoided, while the party urging delay is always in possession of the visible and immediate cost of acting. The dispute between them is asymmetrically evidenced by construction rather than by the merits, and the appearance that precaution is the weakly supported position is an artefact of which costs crystallise. At the terminal scale the opacity closes from both directions at once. The averted cost cannot be exhibited because the event was prevented, and the incurred cost cannot be exhibited either, because the event that would exhibit it eliminates the community that would do the exhibiting. Precaution at that scale is the one position that can never assemble the evidence its opponents demand of it, and the demand is not a standard of rigour but a requirement that the non-recoverable error mode be treated as recoverable.

The Failure-Cost Identity supplies the figure the first result says cannot be had on the prevention side. Global military expenditure, and the reconstruction that follows its use, is the Identity evaluated at the scale on which this chapter’s terminal claim operates. That expenditure is not the price of security. It is the audited annual cost of the failure to hold the interfaces between populations sub-critical, published in national accounts, reconciled by treasuries, and reported without anyone reading it as a failure measure. A civilisation confronting a non-recoverable error mode in the form of nuclear war is therefore not short of evidence about the cost of the mode it is in. It is publishing that evidence continuously, under a heading that describes the expenditure as prudence, and the heading is the institutional form of the same Confabulation this chapter attributes to the Individual who experiences a Mimetically acquired desire as authentic preference.

The civilisational-scale fold is not offered as a cautionary hypothesis that further evidence might one day support. It is an entailment of the architecture. Where the loop-gain condition is met at civilisational scale, the fold is what the mathematics says will follow, and the fold’s necessity (the absence of any restoring force on the M-channel, Source Opacity blocking the error signal, and Concealment Infrastructure rising monotonically until it fails) is the same necessity proved for the survivable scales and formalised at Appendix A.5.3 and A.6.3. The claim is cautionary and entailed at once, and the two are not in tension. The framework says: if you do not attend to what the construction of the system mathematically entails, this outcome, total annihilation, will follow. Proceed accordingly. The caution is the appropriate response to the entailment, not a substitute for one.

17.19 The Field-Correction Obligation at Collective Scale

Chapter 16 established that a Harm does not transfer a quantity to a creditor. It deforms Self-Models across a whole field, and under the Relational Subcriticality Principle the field’s own persistence requires that every deformed Self-Model be re-fitted, no node excluded. That requirement is the Field-Correction Obligation, and the Field-Correction Obligation has two limbs running at the same time. Cascading Support is the obligation applied to the field deformed around the victim. Cascading Consequences is the obligation applied to the generating field: the party who acted, and every party who loaded the loop that produced the act. Chapter 16 derived both for Conflict between Individuals and established that the collective case follows by the same derivation. This section takes up the collective case.

The scaling changes nothing structural. When a state violates the rights of a population the generating field is larger and its nodes are institutional rather than personal, the leadership that authorised, the apparatus that executed, the interests that resourced it, the outlets that framed it, the outside suppliers whose materials made it possible, but each is a node carrying the load it added and the forward risk it presents. The culpability gradient tracks the load, not the office. The obligation attaches to the deformation rather than to anyone’s intent, because the deformation is the same whatever produced it.

17.19.1 The Generating Field Cannot Be Permitted to Export

Section 17.12 established what holds a decohered Belief in place. The maintenance Cost is placed on the people the Belief excludes, and by the Boundary-Hardening Principle the act of placing it there is the act of hardening the boundary. A correction that leaves that arrangement intact corrects nothing. The Cost has to return to the field that generated it.

At collective scale that has a definite institutional form. Those who decide on violence must be unable to place themselves, or what they hold, outside the field of consequence their decision creates. Where they can, the export channel stays open and the Belief stays cheap to hold. Closing it means the field of consequence is coextensive with the field that generated the act, for as long as the act continues, and that the closure is indifferent to rank. A party who can purchase an exit has not been included in the field, whatever their formal position within it.

This is not deprivation and it is not scaled to the gravity of the offence. It removes one structural possibility: holding a Belief whose Cost is paid by someone else.

17.19.2 The Floors Are Non-Derogable Throughout

Section 17.12.5 derived that the cost of abandoning a false Belief is what holds it in place, and that securing Appetitive and Intrinsic provision unconditionally drives that cost down to Status alone. The same derivation fixes what a consequence may not do. A measure that removes Appetitive provision or forecloses Intrinsic access from the generating field raises the abandonment cost, which is the quantity the correction exists to lower. It makes the Belief harder to put down.

Chapter 16 gives the mechanism rather than leaving this as a paradox. Withdrawing A-essentials or I-space from a node does not attenuate the loop, it loads it further, because under the Non-Malice Corollary the suffering registers as evidence of external hostility and hardens the very priors that produced the act. Deprivation is not a stronger correction. It runs the correction backwards.

The floors therefore hold throughout, and they hold for every node inside the generating field, including those who decided. Those floors are the Non-Derogable Essentials: A-related and I-related goods that institutions may not withdraw even when imposing sanctions. That is not leniency toward the powerful and it is not a balance struck between justice and mercy. It is the condition under which the correction works at all. The requirement is over-determined, because the ignition condition formalised at Appendix A, Section A.5.8.7 is referenced to the worst-off Individual rather than to the mean: a floor that holds on average while failing at the minimum leaves the ignition condition live.

What may be constrained follows from the same place: the levers, materials and channels that convert into the capacity for violence, and not the provisions that answer the body’s demands or sustain absorbing work. What is constrained is the capacity to produce the output. What is preserved is the provision the correction runs on. The distinction is one of position in the chain rather than of severity: constraining the levers removes the ability to act, before the act, while a penalty answers the exercise of an ability left intact. The first is a smaller intervention than the second and reaches further, because it does not have to be repeated for each occasion the ability would otherwise be used.

17.19.3 The Consequence Ends When the Conduct Ends

Section 17.12.5 derived that a boundary is permeable when crossing it is free, and that a permeable boundary decoheres continuously where a hardened one stores load for a single violent release. A field of consequence that persists after the conduct has stopped is a boundary charging for having been on the wrong side of it, which is the operation the correction is meant to reverse.

The consequence therefore lifts on cessation, and lifts automatically rather than on a further judgement. A penalty phase extending past the conduct is not a stronger correction. It manufactures a fresh grievance and loads the loop the correction has just unloaded, re-creating on the far side of the settlement the stored pressure that produced the original crossing.

17.19.4 The Correction Is Conducted Without Theatre

A person watching a distant war has no Appetitive exposure to it. Nothing about their food, shelter or safety turns on the outcome. They are alarmed nonetheless, and the alarm is not a mistake they could correct by looking more carefully. Mimetic transmission runs preconsciously, inside the Transmission Window, so the observed alarm of others arrives before any judgement about relevance can form. Common-Currency Integration collapses it into a single Scalar and Source Opacity strips the tag that would mark it as M rather than A. By Phenomenological Collapse what remains presents as a threat to the body. The Individual cannot tell from the inside that they have no stake, because the architecture has destroyed the information that would tell them.

That has a consequence for how a correction is conducted, independent of what the correction does. Staging it for an audience recruits A-urgency across populations with no exposure to the conflict and no reality-contact able to correct it, which raises Coupling Strength in precisely the domains least equipped to bring it down. Inside the field being corrected, the same broadcast supplies what the Scapegoat Mechanism requires: visible external hostility, which is the material an agent-attribution is built from.

Low-Theatre conduct follows. Measures are framed by reference to the capacity being constrained rather than to what the party subject to them deserves. Provision is maintained as ordinary practice rather than announced as clemency. The correction is made boring deliberately, because every increment of spectacle is an increment of coupling in populations with no way to discharge it.

17.19.5 The Apparatus That Exists, Measured Against the Four

The current architecture prices the conduct. It attaches a sanction to the act, applies it late and improbably, and does not touch the arrangements by which the Cost of the licensing Belief is placed on the people the Belief excludes. Against the four requirements it does not close the field, so the export continues; it derogates from the floors, which raises the abandonment cost and hardens the Belief; it extends past cessation, which manufactures the next grievance; and it is conducted as spectacle, which raises coupling in the perpetrating population and the watching one alike.

These are not four faults. They are one fault seen four times. The apparatus is built at the point where the violation appears rather than at the points that produce it, and each of the four requirements is a requirement about an earlier term in the sequence. Closing the field acts on where the Cost lands. Holding the floors acts on what abandonment costs. Ending on cessation acts on whether the boundary stays permeable. Conducting without theatre acts on coupling. An apparatus that reaches none of them can suppress instances of the output at whatever rate its reach allows, and will leave the rate at which the output is generated where it found it.

Suppression is not neutral in the meantime. By Section 17.12.4, holding the conduct down while the conditions stand does not hold the load at zero. It stores it.

The apparatus that exists treats the symptom. Each instrument is laid over the last at the same level, a further prohibition, a further tribunal, a further penalty, and each meets the disorder where it presents rather than where it is generated. A dressing over a dressing is still a dressing, and no number of them reaches the term that sets the rate.

What has been derived here is aimed at the cause. Not a cure in the sense of ending the condition, because the architecture that generates it is the architecture that generates human culture and is not removable. A cure in the sense available for anything chronic: treat what produces the episodes and they become rarer and milder, in place of dressing each one after it arrives.

17.20 Containing a War That Has Begun

A war is a local fold: a population, or two populations coupled to one another, carried across a threshold that the dynamics which carried them across cannot carry them back over (Section 17.17.5). The fold changes the state of the system and leaves its architecture as it was, so the quantities that govern a war are the quantities that governed its approach: the coupling between the parties and between the war and every population around it, the provision that holds Individuals above their Appetitive and Intrinsic floors, the authority that converts a leader’s Belief into an order, and the materials that convert an order into violence. None of these quantities is a Belief about which party is right. A war is therefore managed through the terms that govern the system, not by deciding between the Beliefs that run on it.

Appendix A fixes the direction in which each intervention moves the system and the kind of threshold toward or away from which it moves. Appendix A does not fix the size of any quantity in a real population of states, the rate at which an intervention acts, or the time a war takes to end. No result about a war that has begun is given a size by the formalism: each is a statement of direction, and the quantities that would size it are named in Section 17.20.8.

17.20.1 The Belief That Starts a War Cannot Decide Its Treatment

Every party to a war holds the Belief that it is defending itself. Section 17.9 derives that Belief from Phenomenological Collapse, which delivers Mimetic urgency to the Decision Hub as survival-level alarm, and from Dual-Role Confabulation, which supplies the other party as the source of the alarm. The derivation runs on both sides at once and runs whether or not the facts support the Belief. Chapter 16, Section 16.3 establishes that a defender’s Grievance Belief is of the same type as an attacker’s, the type being fixed by structure rather than by accuracy. The self-defence Belief starts a war, because the self-defence Belief licenses the first act, and the self-defence Belief sustains a war, because each act of the other party enters the Belief Register as Evidence that the threat was real.

A Belief held on every side whatever the facts carries no Evidence about the facts. The probability of finding the self-defence Belief in a party is the same whether that party attacked first or was attacked, so the likelihood ratio the observation supplies is one, and observing the self-defence Belief leaves every estimate of which party attacked exactly where it stood. Each party’s Belief names the other party as the aggressor with the same force, so the two Beliefs cancel, as two signals of equal strength and opposite phase cancel. Where the conduct of the parties is also symmetrical, as Section 17.14 shows it is once violence is reciprocal, a judgment that prefers one party can rest only on a preference the judge supplies, which is neither a principled nor a reliable basis for the judgment. An intervention keyed to a party’s claim of self-defence is keyed to a quantity that cannot discriminate between the cases the intervention exists to separate. The claim of self-defence is therefore orthogonal to the treatment of a war. No intervention is selected by the claim, and every intervention is selected by quantities that do differ between cases: conduct, meaning which party is fighting, which party is supplying the fighting, and which party continues after another has stopped; and need, meaning which Individuals are below their floors. Selection of that kind is the form the Belief Multipolarity Principle requires of any intervention in the Subcriticality Maintenance set, specifiable on a rate, a threshold, or a structural property of the arrangement, and never on the content of a Belief (Chapter 13, Section 13.8.6; Chapter 11, Section 11.18).

Self-Defence Orthogonality Principle. In aggression or violence between parties at any scale, the Belief that a party acts in self-defence is held by every party whatever the facts, each party’s Belief names the other as the aggressor with equal force, and the Beliefs cancel, leaving no Evidence about which party is the aggressor. Where the conduct of the parties is also symmetrical, a judgment that prefers one party rests only on a preference the judge supplies. No response to aggression or violence is selected by a claim of self-defence, and every response is selected by conduct and need.

Orthogonality asks no Belief to change, and asks no Individual under attack to stop defending themselves. Bodily self-defence under attack is the survival response of every living organism, and Section 17.15 establishes that the architecture permits it in full. Once a war is under way the Beliefs on both sides are beyond the reach of any intervention inside the war’s horizon (Section 17.14.2). Every intervention on a war that has begun is therefore an intervention by those outside the war, and none asks anything of the Individuals inside it. The question of which party started the war is not abandoned. It is answered after the war, by a procedure built to answer it, whose finding is recorded rather than amplified (Chapter 16, Sections 16.11.7 and 16.18), and the answer decides repair rather than which party may fight.

17.20.2 What Sustains a War

A fire burns while four conditions hold together: fuel, oxygen, heat, and the chain reaction by which burning produces the heat that keeps it burning. Removing any one puts the fire out, and a firebreak stops it spreading. A war has a counterpart to each, and each counterpart is a quantity the architecture already names.


	Fuel is the material of war: weapons, ammunition, supply lines, the technology of fighting, and the revenues that buy them. These are “the levers, materials and channels that convert into the capacity for violence” (Section 17.19.2), and Cascading Consequences act on them (Chapter 16, Section 16.16).

	Oxygen is attention: the war broadcast as spectacle, and propaganda that carries the war’s narrative to Individuals with no exposure to the war itself. Observed alarm reaches those Individuals inside the Transmission Window and arrives as a threat to the body (Section 17.19.4), and the share of a population’s attention that a war captures is one of the two couplings through which the network approaches its critical threshold (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.5). Low-Theatre conduct denies the war its oxygen (Section 17.19.4).

	Heat is deprivation: Appetitive deficit processed as survival threat. Sustained deficit at the worst-off segment of a population raises the force of every Grievance Belief and erodes the Belief Heterogeneity Buffer that would otherwise damp the cascade (the Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary, Appendix A, Section A.5.8.7). Cascading Support lowers the heat (Chapter 16, Section 16.15), and securing Appetitive and Intrinsic provision drives the cost of putting a Belief down toward Status alone (Section 17.12.5).

	The chain reaction is the loop between the parties. Each party’s act is the other party’s Evidence that the threat was real, and escalation confirms the threat (Section 17.9). The clutch interrupts the loop from one side, without the other party’s agreement and without a finding of fault (Chapter 16, Section 16.17).

	The firebreak is the low coupling between a war and the populations around it, on which the containment of every Belief-mediated collapse depends (Section 17.17.6; Section 17.20.4).



Cascading Support and Cascading Consequences are therefore neither neutral nor partisan interventions. The empirical literature on the duration of civil wars classifies an intervention by the party it favours, and finds that third-party interventions have tended to lengthen civil wars rather than shorten them, and that interventions biased toward one party have shortened wars more than neutral interventions have (Regan, 2002). Cascading Support and Cascading Consequences are classified by what they act on. Each is a rule fixed before any war, on quantities that differ between cases, and the incidence of each follows the facts. Cascading Support secures the deepest deficits first (Chapter 16, Section 16.16), and the deficit that matters for ignition is the worst-off Individual’s, on whichever side of a war that Individual stands (Appendix A, Section A.5.8.7). Cascading Consequences track the load each node added and not the office it holds (Section 17.19), close the levers of the war to every party still fighting it, and lift when the conduct stops (Section 17.19.3). Closing the levers of a war does not reach the bodily self-defence of Individuals under attack, which uses what they already have; it reaches what would otherwise be added. The incidence of a targeted intervention can be heavily asymmetric, and the asymmetry moves when the conduct moves: a party that stops is out from under Cascading Consequences at once, and a party that carries the war on after the other has stopped, a party that was attacked first included, remains under them for as long as it does. A partisan intervention is fixed to a side, and a targeted intervention to a condition.

The classification the duration literature uses has no place for the targeted class, so its findings neither support nor refute it. Where the facts are lopsided, a targeted intervention would be coded there as biased, because its Cascading Consequences would fall on one party. The comparison between targeted, neutral and partisan interventions remains to be made (Criterion 18).

17.20.3 The Floors Hold Whatever They Do to the Length of a War

Holding the floors of the Individuals inside a war can lengthen the war. A population that is fed, housed and supplied can sustain a war longer than a population that is starving, and a war that would have ended in the exhaustion of a population runs on. The length of the war is not the quantity the floors answer to. Flourishing is possible only among living Individuals (Section 17.15.2), and the measure of an intervention on a war is the harm to Individuals that the intervention averts. A judgement of the war taken as a whole is the aggregate that Section 17.10 sets aside in favour of questions with determinable answers: what harm is occurring, and what would restore the Individuals whose Appetitive and Intrinsic access the war has disrupted.

Measured that way, the floors address the larger share of a war’s mortality. In the conflicts since the early 1990s for which good data exist, deaths from hunger, disease and displacement ran between three and fifteen times the deaths from violence, and four indirect deaths to each direct death is a conservative average (Geneva Declaration Secretariat, 2008). The estimates are contested and vary widely between conflicts. A longer war in which the floors are held can nonetheless cost fewer lives than a shorter war in which they are not.

The floors are also Non-Derogable Essentials (Section 17.19.2). The floors hold for every node, the Individuals of the attacking population and those who decided on the war included, because withdrawing provision from a node loads the loop rather than attenuating it. A floor that lapsed whenever it lengthened a war would be a conditional floor, which Section 17.19.2 does not permit. The law of armed conflict reaches the same place from the other side: “Starvation of civilians as a method of warfare is prohibited” (Protocol I, 1977, art. 54(1)). Ending a war by pushing a population below its floors is the method that rule prohibits, and the Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary gives the architectural reason the rule is sound: sustained deficit at the worst-off segment is one of the two conditions that ignite the collective transition (Appendix A, Section A.5.8.7).

Over a sequence of wars, the floors may shorten what they lengthen within one. Holding the deficit of the worst-off below its critical depth disarms the floor locus of the Dual-Locus Ignition Theorem, and it lowers the selection pressure through which a population in deficit draws its leaders from a field that is itself cascading (Appendix A, Section A.5.8.7). The floors can lengthen a war while lowering the rate at which wars recur (Criterion 20).

What the floors exclude is provision that converts into the capacity to fight. Provision that an armed party can capture, tax or divert is not a floor. It is fuel, and it costs lives through the fighting it supplies, which fails the very test the floors exist to meet. The record shows the conversion: increases in United States food aid raised the incidence and the duration of civil conflict in recipient countries, without a robust effect on its onset, and most markedly where civil conflict was recent (Nunn and Qian, 2014). Floors therefore attach to Individuals and not to formations. Rations delivered to a unit in the field are the logistics of the fighting, and the same soldier who stops fighting is owed the floor, which is the clutch at the scale of one Individual. Provision delivered directly to households carries a second route to conversion, because a party relieved of feeding its population can spend on the war what it would have spent on its population. That route closes only where Cascading Consequences close the levers the released resources would buy. Cascading Support and Cascading Consequences therefore run together by construction: floors without Cascading Consequences release resources for fuel, and floors with Cascading Consequences release resources that have nothing left to buy.

The floors do not exist to end a war. They protect the lives within it, and they hold whether or not they lengthen it.

17.20.4 Joining Spreads the Fold

Joining a war raises the coupling of the network that carries the war. Appendix A, Section A.5.7.5 establishes that a network moves toward its Critical Coupling Strength as its graph of Evidence couplings grows denser and, where the attention of Individuals is the binding limit, as a larger share of that attention is captured by the Evidence and Observability channels. A population whose state enters a war does both. The deaths of its soldiers and the threats made against it become Evidence its Individuals take in as their own, and the war becomes what that population watches. Each entry therefore moves the network toward the threshold, and each exit moves the network away from it. The direction is fixed by the formalism. How far a given entry moves a given network is a question of calibration (Section 17.20.8).

Section 17.17.6 establishes why the threshold matters beyond the war itself. In a finely divided civilisation a Belief-mediated collapse is ordinarily contained where it occurs, because the boundaries between domains are weakly coupled, and terminal collapse requires one of three things: a shock that clears the threshold across a connected chain of domains, the sequential decoherence of the boundary-Beliefs that separate them, or the capture of a gating domain whose output no boundary contains. An alliance system whose members are committed to enter one another’s wars is a connected chain built in advance. Where the chain reaches a power that holds nuclear command, the chain couples the war to a gating domain.

Because every party holds the self-defence Belief (the Self-Defence Orthogonality Principle, Section 17.20.1), a rule that entitles one party’s allies to enter a war entitles the other party’s allies on the same ground. A joining rule followed by every party is a cascade by construction, each entry supplying the next party with its reason to enter and with the escalation that confirms the threat (Section 17.9). An extraction rule followed by every party removes a party at each step. Only a rule that does not depend on which party is right can be followed by both sides of a war at once.

The record of how wars spread runs the same way. Between 1816 and 1965, wars spread along alliance ties as well as along borders (Siverson and Starr, 1991). Between 1816 and 2007, alliances were a virtual necessary condition of wars with more than two parties, and more nearly so the larger the war (Vasquez and Rundlett, 2016). Outside intervention has tended to lengthen civil wars rather than shorten them (Regan, 2002), and the weapons and resources supplied from outside are among the conditions that have sustained them (Hironaka, 2005).

The obligation of a party’s allies follows, and it is the obligation of a party’s friends in a bar fight, carried to the scale of states by the scale invariance of Section 17.8: to help the party out of the fight, not to join it, whichever party is at fault. Supplying a party with the means to fight is joining at one remove, because Section 17.19 counts the outside suppliers whose materials made an act possible among the nodes of the field that generated the act. A declaration of solidarity staged for an audience is a smaller form of the same act, because the declaration raises the share of attention the war captures.

What an ally owes in place of entry is a usable clutch. Chapter 16, Section 16.17 derives the clutch as the survivable unilateral exit from a Conflict: engaged from one side, without the other party’s agreement and without a finding of fault, and available only where leaving does not cost the party that leaves more than staying does. “A clutch that is ruinous to engage is not a clutch but a locked transmission.” A party to a war can stop fighting only where stopping does not cost its population its floors, its Individuals’ lives, or more in Status than fighting on would cost. An ally makes the exit survivable by holding the floors of the party’s population, by protecting its Individuals if the other party pursues them, and by carrying the Status cost of stopping, as a boxer’s corner throws in the towel so that the boxer does not have to quit. Entry does the reverse. A party whose allies are in the war cannot stop alone, because stopping now requires every ally’s agreement, and every death already suffered raises the cost of stopping. An ally that joins a war locks the transmission.

Once one party has stopped, what the other party does next is conduct, which every observer can see. A party that stops has declined to reciprocate violence and has conceded nothing (Section 17.15.3). If the other party stops too, or occupies and governs, the war was the loop between the parties, and the arithmetic of Section 17.15.1 and the correction of Section 17.19 govern the aftermath. If the other party goes on killing Individuals who have stopped, the conduct is an assault in progress rather than a Conflict, and protecting the Individuals under attack is repair of an open gate (Chapter 16, Section 16.9), which ends when the attack ends and is not entry into the war. The distinction is drawn from conduct, and it requires neither party’s Belief to prevail.

17.20.5 Reversing the Polarity of Collective Defence

A mutual-defence commitment couples its members before any war begins. The North Atlantic Treaty provides that “an armed attack against one or more of them in Europe or North America shall be considered an attack against them all”, and that each member, “in exercise of the right of individual or collective self-defence recognised by Article 51 of the Charter of the United Nations”, will assist the member attacked by “such action as it deems necessary, including the use of armed force” (North Atlantic Treaty, 1949, art. 5). The trigger is the claim of self-defence, which the Self-Defence Orthogonality Principle shows every party to a war holds (Section 17.20.1). The response is decided by each member at the moment the alarm is greatest, which is the moment at which Phenomenological Collapse is strongest.

A commitment of that kind deters. Commitments that would bring allies to the defence of a target have lowered the probability that a dispute is initiated against it, and commitments promising that outside powers will stay out have raised it (Leeds, 2003). On Leeds’s account the mechanism is information: an alliance tells a potential challenger how likely others are to respond, which is information about the certainty of a response. The same commitment wires in coupling that switches on at the trigger, so that the trigger and the crossing of the threshold become one event, with no point between them at which any member can engage the clutch. In 1914 Austria-Hungary declared war on Serbia on 28 July, and by 4 August Germany, Russia, France and Britain were at war. The formalism does not establish that any given trigger produces general war, and the chapter claims no inevitability in any specific instance (Section 17.21). What Appendix A establishes is the direction in which committed entry moves the network (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.5), and that the crossing, when it comes, is a fold and not an oscillation (the Saddle-Node Default, Appendix A, Sections A.5.3 and A.5.7.6).

The polarity of the commitment can be reversed without giving up the commitment. Under the reversed polarity, an attack on any member triggers Cascading Support and Cascading Consequences as the architecture derives them:


	The Appetitive and Intrinsic floors of every population the war reaches are held, the attacking population’s included (Section 17.19.2), in forms that an armed party cannot capture (Section 17.20.3).

	The levers, materials and channels of the war are closed to every party still fighting it (Section 17.19.2), and those who decided on the war cannot place themselves or their holdings outside the field of consequence their decision created (Section 17.19.1).

	Every consequence lifts automatically when the conduct stops (Section 17.19.3).

	The response is conducted without theatre (Section 17.19.4).



Mutual-Support Commitment. A commitment under which an attack on any member triggers Cascading Support and Cascading Consequences as the architecture derives them, in place of entry into the war, and which excludes entry into combat, the supply of the means of fighting, any penalty that continues after the fighting stops, and the deprivation of the attacking population.

Under a Mutual-Support Commitment the claim of self-defence switches on nothing that can be used to fight. A staged or mistaken trigger buys support for a population and the closing of the means of war until the fighting stops, and a true trigger buys the same. The response is identical whichever party’s Belief is accurate, which is what the Self-Defence Orthogonality Principle requires: not a test of the claim, but a commitment that needs none.

A Mutual-Support Commitment is not a promise to stay out, which Leeds (2003) finds invites attack. It is a commitment to a response as certain as a pledge to fight, delivered through the terms that keep a war local. Whether a certain response of that kind deters as well as a pledge to fight is a question the formalism does not settle (Criterion 19). A Mutual-Support Commitment carries two costs. A Mutual-Support Commitment does not prevent a determined attacker from taking territory; it makes the holding of territory untenable, by the route Sections 17.15.1 and 17.15.4 to 17.15.6 derive (Criteria 8 and 22). And a Mutual-Support Commitment decouples nuclear command from every member’s border: a guarantee by which a nuclear power extends its arsenal over its allies couples a gating domain to each of their conflicts, which is the reverse of what Section 17.17.6 requires of a gating domain.

17.20.6 The Aggressor That Does Not Stop

An aggressor that takes one state and moves on to the next is the case the architecture predicts, not an exception to it. An acquisition raises the wanting for the Objects that come into range because the acquisition closed the distance to them (Reference-Set Reset, Appendix A, Section A.9.6), so a conquered state brings its neighbour into range. The Trajectory Futility Theorem establishes that no point on the trajectory exists at which the aggregate Mimetic drive comes to rest (Appendix A, Section A.9.10). At the apex of a hierarchy the one remaining route by which an apex holder’s standing can rise is the lowering of the standing of others (Appendix A, Section A.9.9), and the subjugation of populations is that route at the scale of states.

Where the population shares the leader’s Belief, and the Belief is a kind-claim that ranks human variation into natural kinds, the Belief has abandoned an available Referent, because human variation admits no such kinds (Section 17.11; the Diversity Referent, Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.1.2). A Referent-abandoned Belief draws no maintenance Cost from reality, and the Cost is exported onto the Individuals the boundary excludes (Section 17.12). Every population an expanding regime takes adds to the Individuals the Belief excludes, and so adds to the Cost that must be exported to keep the Belief in place. Cascading Consequences close the export (Sections 17.19 and 17.19.1), returning the Cost to the field that generated it, and Cascading Support keeps each held population intact, provisioned and able to decline cooperation (Sections 17.15.1 and 17.15.4). The Cost of holding territory then grows with the territory held. Appendix A, Section A.9.9 finds the same direction in the apex strategy itself: stripping the populations below the apex of position compresses the Decoherence Time of the joint system and accelerates the joint system toward the Saddle-Node Default. The expansion moves the expanding regime toward its own fold. The rate at which the expansion does so is an open quantity (Appendix A, Section A.9.11).

The leader of such a regime cannot be reached by an intervention on the drive. Under Apex M-Capture the leader’s Authenticity Belief drifts toward certainty, so that nothing inside the leader contests the act (Appendix A, Section A.5.8.5). The apex drive has no closure condition at any level of provision, so the apex locus cannot be disarmed by provision and can only be gated (the Dual-Locus Ignition Theorem, Appendix A, Section A.5.8.7). Within the leader’s own architecture, the only component that could correct the drift is the component that drifted (Appendix A, Section A.5.9). Imposition requires two conditions together: the leader’s Grievance Belief above its action threshold, and the leader’s authority above the level at which the leader can act whatever the population believes (Appendix A, Section A.5.8.5). Only the second condition is open to intervention, and the second condition is held by others: the officers, officials and operators whose compliance converts the leader’s order into an act (Section 17.7).

Two levers reach those Individuals. The first is their Beliefs. The Knowledge Patch reaches the Individuals around a captured leader, whose Hypothesis Spaces remain open to Evidence that the leader’s does not admit (Chapter 18). The second is their exit. Under Forced Quiescence a regime routes Appetitive provision through loyalty, so that refusal costs an official’s family its floors and the Opt-Out Paradox becomes acute (Section 17.6.2). Cascading Support that holds the floors of officials, soldiers and their families independently of the regime makes refusal survivable, which is the clutch made available to the apparatus. Section 17.7.6 finds that the refusals of subordinate operators have served as an ad hoc backstop, and that a backstop of that kind is not an architecture; Cascading Support held for the apparatus is what makes the backstop one. Taken with Cascading Consequences, Cascading Support presents every node of the generating field with the same gradient: continuing costs, and stopping is survivable.

A regime that burns out ends in a succession, and the Succession Decoherence Principle governs how violently: the violence of the transition tracks how completely the regime captured the institutions that could have managed it (Section 17.6.5). Section 17.6.5 reads the succession after Stalin as a case of near-total capture, resolved over years by the successive elimination of contenders. Cascading Support supplies the one buffer that capture cannot reach, because the provision Cascading Support supplies does not run through the regime: “independent provision can hold the A-Floor while authority is unsettled” (Section 17.6.5). Section 17.6.4 reads the Marshall Plan as the right intervention applied after the catastrophe it would have prevented. Cascading Support held through a war is the same intervention applied before the succession on which it bears. Holding the floors also lowers the selection pressure that arms the next captured apex (Appendix A, Section A.5.8.7).

The posture has a precedent. Kennan’s argument for the containment of Soviet expansion called for “a long-term, patient but firm and vigilant containment of Russian expansive tendencies”, which “has nothing to do with outward histrionics”, with demands put “in such a manner as to leave the way open for a compliance not too detrimental to Russian prestige”, and judged that Soviet power bore “within it the seeds of its own decay” (X, 1947). Kennan’s containment applied “unalterable counter-force”. Containment by Cascading Support and Cascading Consequences puts the two in the place of counter-force, and keeps the patience, the absence of theatre, and the open exit.

The long view is unsatisfying, and the architecture predicts that it will be. The demand that the leader be defeated and punished is the retributive surplus at the scale of states (Chapter 16, Section 16.9). Lowering another is the move that gains most standing for the effort (Appendix A, Section A.10.2), and declining the move is felt as failure; Section 17.15 derives the same verdict for the leader who declines to fight. The cost is real, and it is borne by Individuals. While the regime runs its course, the Individuals in the territory it holds bear its rule, and Cascading Support and the protection of Individuals under attack continue throughout without removing that cost. The comparison that supports the long view is with the alternative: total war against an apex whose authority gate admits an output whose consequence is irreversible, which Appendix A, Section A.5.8.7 identifies as the configuration in which the apex locus is most dangerous.

17.20.7 Why a War Ends Slowly

Wars in progress have grown longer. Between 1945 and 1999 civil wars began at a rate of about 2.3 a year with no trend up or down, and ended at only about 1.85 a year, so unresolved wars accumulated almost linearly, and the average duration of the civil wars in progress rose from about two years in 1947 to about fifteen years in 1999 (Fearon and Laitin, 2003). Over the same period the average length of civil wars roughly tripled (Hironaka, 2005). The lengthening is a property of civil and internationalised wars. Interstate wars between 1945 and 1999 had a median duration of under three months, while civil wars, which killed roughly five times as many, had a median duration of about six years (Fearon and Laitin, 2003).

The architecture gives the reason a war outlasts its causes. The collective Belief dynamics are bistable: below an interior threshold a perturbation corrects itself, and above it the population runs to the Collective Fixed Point (Appendix A, Section A.5.8.3). A bistable system held in place by positive feedback crosses back at a different point from the one at which it crossed over (Angeli et al., 2004), and Criterion 14 states the consequence for intervention: a trajectory that has accumulated coupling and concealment “must be brought below the conditions it crossed rather than back to them”. A war produces the conditions that sustain it, because each act is Evidence for the next, and a war continues in conditions that could not have started it. A war ends when its sustaining conditions have been taken below that lower threshold: the fuel exhausted or closed off, the heat lowered, the coupling reduced. Recovery is restart rather than self-correction (Section 17.17.5).

The same structure explains why no single intervention suffices. A fire starved of oxygen while its heat and fuel remain accumulates both, and erupts when air returns. Suppressing the conduct of a war, or the speech of a population, while deprivation and the means of fighting remain is the same operation. Suppression of that kind stores the load rather than discharging it (Section 17.12.4), which is Forced Quiescence (Section 17.6.1), and the stored load arrives at once when the suppression lifts (Section 17.6.3). Fuel, oxygen and heat are worked on together, or the work on one stores what the others supply.

A society in crisis under Referent-abandoned Beliefs has the same structure without the violence. The Beliefs are held in place by the Cost they export and by the coupling of the population that holds them, and they decohere only as those conditions are removed, over a Decoherence Time that intervention can shorten and cannot abolish (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.1).

17.20.8 The Design Goal, Its Constraints, and What Calibration Must Supply

The goal is the indefinite deferral of terminal Mimetic crisis together with vast improvement over the status quo (Chapter 14, Section 14.11.3; Chapter 16, Section 16.12), and the two are pursued by the same interventions. A war is a local fold, and local folds that cannot be prevented are tolerated, provided none of them is allowed to become the terminal fold. Section 17.17.6 names three routes from a local fold to the terminal fold, and the Dual-Locus Ignition Theorem names the two places at which ignition originates (Appendix A, Section A.5.8.7). Each gives one constraint, and the delivery of Cascading Support gives a sixth.


	No connected chain. The coupling of a war to the populations around it is kept low: no entry by allies, no supply of the means of fighting, no commitment that enters members into one another’s wars, and no theatre (Sections 17.20.4 and 17.20.5).

	Boundaries maintained for as long as the war runs. The second route is the sequential decoherence of the boundaries that separate a war from its neighbours, and a long war gives that route time. A long war is tolerable only while the boundaries around it are actively maintained, and this is the one way in which the duration of a war bears on the terminal fold.

	Nuclear command never coupled to a war. A gating domain is held at the lowest attainable Coupling Strength and the shortest attainable Decoherence Time (Section 17.17.6), which excludes commitments that extend nuclear command over the borders of allies (Section 17.20.5).

	Floors held for every Individual. The floor locus is disarmed by holding the deficit of the worst-off below its critical depth, inside the war and in the attacking population alike, in forms that cannot be converted into fighting (Section 17.20.3).

	Authority gated. The apex locus cannot be disarmed and can only be gated, and from outside a regime the gate is reached through the Beliefs and the survivable exit of the Individuals whose compliance converts orders into acts (Section 17.20.6).

	Support delivered past the regime. Cascading Support reaches Individuals through channels the generating regime does not control, and is delivered unarmed, declared in advance and open to inspection, so that stopping it requires an act every observer can see (Section 17.15.6).



Under these constraints it is the coupling of a war, and not its duration, that threatens the terminal fold. A long war that meets the constraints remains a local fold, and a short war that breaches the third can end everything.

No intervention meets its constraint alone, and none meets it exactly. The clutch is “an ideal to be approximated rather than a binary” (Chapter 16, Section 16.17); restrictions on the means of war leak; floors are approached and never perfectly held. The design rests on several imperfect barriers held together, which is the logic Section 17.17.6 applies to the gating domain, disciplining its executive act “through many independent Belief-domains rather than concentrating it in one”. Prevention remains the first course and the cheaper one, because the threshold a war must be brought back below is lower than the threshold it crossed (Section 17.20.7; Criterion 14).

What the formalism establishes and what it leaves to measurement divide cleanly. Appendix A establishes, qualitatively, that the thresholds exist and that crossing them is a fold rather than an oscillation (Appendix A, Sections A.5.3 and A.5.7.6); that the collective dynamics are bistable (Appendix A, Section A.5.8.3); the direction in which each intervention moves the system relative to the network threshold (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.5) and relative to the floor and apex conditions (Appendix A, Section A.5.8.7); and that the apex drive has no point of rest (Appendix A, Section A.9.10). Appendix A does not establish the size of any of these quantities in a real population of states. The critical coupling of a real network waits on the spectral estimation of its Evidence couplings and its Observability, and on the identification of populations at or near the threshold (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.8). The critical depth of the floor deficit waits on the calibration Appendix A, Section A.5.8.7 assigns to specialist work. The rate at which an expanding regime compresses its own Decoherence Time is open (Appendix A, Section A.9.11). Nothing in the formalism gives the time a war takes to burn out under these interventions, the size of the deterrent effect of a Mutual-Support Commitment, the rate at which restrictions on the means of war leak, or the time an occupation takes to end under non-cooperation and Cascading Support (Section 17.15.5). Every claim about a war that has begun therefore holds as a claim of direction, and every application of the design is also a measurement whose results calibrate the next application. Criteria 18 to 22 state the regime claims on which the design is exposed.

The derivation tells a designer which way to push. Only measurement tells the designer how hard, and for how long.

17.21 What This Chapter Does Not Claim

It does not claim all violence is mimetically driven. Genuine A-defence (protecting bodily integrity against immediate attack) exists and is architecturally distinct. The chapter concerns violence that emerges from the Scapegoat Mechanism (which accounts for most collective violence historically), not all violence categorically.

It does not claim perpetrators are not responsible. Architectural explanation is not excuse. This is the Non-Malice Corollary (Chapter 11): the Scapegoat Mechanism operates through normal cognitive architecture rather than individual malice, but architectural derivation explains mechanism without eliminating responsibility. The mechanisms operate through Individual Decision Hubs, and I-Override capacity (Chapter 9) remains available. That violence is architecturally predictable does not mean it is architecturally compelled. Responsibility, consequence, and prevention remain coherent concepts.

I-Override and Self-Application. I-Override, operating on an expanded Hypothesis Space provided by the Knowledge Patch (Chapter 18), is the Individual’s primary defence against the Confabulation Cascade. The Presumption Against Scapegoating (Chapter 11) operationalises this defence: where Scapegoat attribution is proposed, the attribution is presumed Confabulated until demonstrated otherwise through the Scapegoat Effectiveness Battery.

It does not claim that Scapegoat targeting is always based on Confabulated attribution. Section 17.14 establishes that in reciprocal conflict between roughly matched adversaries, both sides may hold locally accurate attributions while the structural process producing violence remains identical. The canonical diagnostic tools remain valid for paradigmatic scapegoating but lose traction in the matched-adversary case (Section 17.14.2).

It does not claim that self-defence is impermissible. Section 17.15 establishes that Individual bodily self-defence under genuine A-threat is architecturally permitted. The chapter’s claim about the leadership decision (the deaths of a war are certain, and those that declining risks are neither certain nor beyond intervention) applies at the leadership level, not to the Individual soldier under fire.

It does not claim that a war can be ended quickly, or by any single intervention. Section 17.20 derives the direction in which each intervention moves a war and the constraints under which a war stays local. It derives neither the time a war takes to end nor the size of any intervention’s effect, and each of those waits on calibration (Section 17.20.8).

It does not claim that Individuals under attack should not defend themselves. The interventions of Section 17.20 are interventions by those outside a war. None asks anything of the Individuals inside it.

It does not claim that a Mutual-Support Commitment prevents the taking of territory. Section 17.20.5 derives that a Mutual-Support Commitment makes the holding of territory untenable and keeps a war local. Whether it deters initiation as well as a pledge to fight is open (Criterion 19).

It does not claim violence is inevitable in any specific instance. The architecture produces violence probabilistically when parameters align. Specific wars, pogroms, and genocides could have been prevented through parameter-shifts that maintained Subcriticality. The chapter establishes mechanism, not fatalism.

It does not claim the current trajectory is irreversible. The Symmetry of Crisis and Prevention established in Chapter 13 (that the same Bayesian machinery enabling crisis also enables prevention) applies here. The Knowledge Patch can shift parameters. Structural intervention can restore damping factors. Subcriticality Maintenance remains achievable.

It does not claim that no True Beliefs are formed during or after conflict. The Truth-Exclusion Principle (Section 17.16) is specific: the violence itself contributed nothing to whatever Content-level facts were established, and the distinction between Content-level findings (achievable by post-war investigation) and structural findings (which required penetrating the Camouflage Architecture) is architecturally precise.

It does not claim that every human-rights violation is licensed by a Referent-abandoned Belief. Section 17.12 establishes the negative result only: because the instruments record the Referent, no licensing Belief can occupy the Referent-free condition. Which licensing Beliefs fall in the Referent-abandoned cell is settled case by case, and the eliminative proof fires only where the Appetitive-Deficiency Test and the Reversal Counterfactual close the A-channel. A prediction about a method’s efficacy that has not yet decohered, and a claim that concedes the facts and asserts only a normative exclusion, are both outside the result.

It does not claim that the human-rights instruments should be weakened, narrowed, or abandoned. The opposite follows. The instruments are the record that makes the licensing Belief abandoned rather than Referent-free, and the corrective available in that cell exists only because the Referent has been recorded and made available. What Section 17.12 identifies as failing is the theory of constraint built on the record, not the record.

It does not claim that punishment accomplishes nothing. Sanction re-internalises a fraction of the exported maintenance Cost onto the holder, and holder-borne Cost is the quantity that forces correction. The claim is quantitative: the fraction is small, episodic, delayed, and improbable, set against a continuous and total export.

It does not claim a violation rate, or that any given violation was compelled. Section 17.12 derives a structural predisposition and the quantities that govern it. It predicts neither the magnitude of the breach rate nor the occurrence of any particular breach, consistently with the probabilistic character of every other prediction in this chapter.

It does not claim that domain-local containment protects against every collapse. The migration-firebreak result (Section 17.17.6) is explicitly qualified: it is a qualitative resistance property that holds only where every Belief-domain’s output is Belief-mediated, so that a fold’s relocated load must cross a low-coupling membrane at which it can dissipate. It offers no protection where a domain’s output is physical and total rather than Belief-mediated: the boundary-independent-output exception. The claim is that the foam contains Belief-mediated collapses domain-locally, not that it contains catastrophic physical output. Nor does the containment result claim that isolating a gating domain protects it: for a boundary-independent output the protective condition is not low cross-domain coupling but low self-coupling of the executive act, achieved by disciplining that act through many independent Belief-domains rather than concentrating it in one (Section 17.17.6).

17.22 Transition to Structural Intervention

The architecture produces violence. This is derivation, not speculation. The next chapter addresses the first intervention: the Knowledge Patch.

Chapter 13 established that prevention is mathematically possible (the same Bayesian machinery that enables Cascade dynamics enables correction). Chapter 18 specifies what this initial intervention is and how it operates.

The Knowledge Patch is not a cure, nor is it sufficient alone for indefinite Subcriticality Maintenance. M-dynamics cannot be eliminated; they are constitutive of human cultural capacity (the Mimetic Trade-Off Principle). Violence cannot be permanently prevented; the architecture persists. What the Knowledge Patch provides is novel disruption capacity: a means of interrupting the Scapegoat Mechanism’s pathway that was previously unavailable because the Vocabulary Gap (Layer 7 of the Camouflage Architecture) ensured that the conceptual vocabulary required for recognition did not exist.

But recognition alone, even at population scale, cannot maintain Subcriticality indefinitely. The structural conditions that amplify M-dynamics (financial architecture, visibility infrastructure, institutional design, positional-good markets) continue generating pressure that can overwhelm individual recognition capacity. Indefinite Subcriticality Maintenance requires:


	The Knowledge Patch (Chapter 18): Introducing the vocabulary and diagnostic tools that enable I-Override deployment against M-capture, including the Two-Question Diagnostic, the Selection-Framing Coincidence Test, and the Presumption Against Scapegoating

	Structural M-Management: Institutional architecture that reduces baseline M-intensity, developed across the book’s mechanisms and derived in institutional form in Chapter 20

	A-Sufficiency Universalisation: Guaranteed provision that prevents A-desperation from amplifying M-susceptibility, ensuring that Individuals can meet Appetitive needs without M-participation

	I-Infrastructure Protection: Institutional support for Intrinsic Motivation domains that provide alternative value-sources and reduce M-Salience across the population

	Observability Suppression: Constraints on visibility infrastructure that limit Confabulation Cascade synchronisation, treating observability as a design variable calibrated to reduce gratuitous Mimetic activation rather than maximise engagement

	Opt-Out Preservation: Ensuring that Individuals can refuse M-participation without forfeiting A-Sufficiency or I-access, maintaining structural alternatives to M-intensive pathways at every level where M-escalation might otherwise lock Individuals into participation, and the capacity to leave a Reference Set’s observation for a provisioned interval long enough for the Reference Set’s priors to release (Chapter 20, Section 20.8)

	Authority Distribution: Distributing command authority, information control, appointment power and Appetitive leverage so that no single node can compress the decision interval below what correction requires (Section 17.7.6)



Four of these seven are the Four Dimensions of M-Management (A-Sufficiency Universalisation, I-Infrastructure Protection, Observability Suppression, Opt-Out Preservation), the institutional design levers through which a society damps destructive Mimetic escalation without attempting to eliminate M; the Knowledge Patch is their prerequisite, and structural M-Management is the institutional implementation of all four working in concert.

The remaining chapters develop these structural requirements, and Chapter 20 derives the institutional form sustained Subcriticality requires.

The Knowledge Patch comes first not because it is sufficient but because it is prerequisite. Without the vocabulary that enables M-recognition, structural interventions face systematic resistance from Individuals who cannot recognise their own M-capture, including the leaders and populations whose support structural reform requires. This is the Dissemination Precedence Principle: institutional reform toward AIM-aligned flourishing requires prior or concurrent population-level acquisition of AIM conceptual vocabulary. Reform proposals that outpace conceptual dissemination will be experienced as elite imposition and will trigger mimetic resistance.

The Knowledge Patch is the wedge that creates the space.

Chapter 19 (The Dissolution of Individualism and the Derivation of Relationalism) then draws the philosophical consequences, establishing that the five canonical premises of Individualism are each falsified by the architecture this chapter has applied, and that Relationalism follows as entailed consequence rather than alternative philosophical commitment. ***

Establishment Summary

This chapter has established that violence, from interpersonal aggression through organised warfare to genocidal extermination, is the predictable behavioural output of the AIM architecture rather than a pathological deviation from it. It stated the Unifying Crisis Principle, from which the chapter’s three domain cases follow: that the Terminal Phase of the Crisis State Architecture is the configuration toward which an uncorrected population moves under its own dynamics, presenting as market collapse where the inflated Objects are priced, as institutional failure where they are administered, and as open violence where they are attributed to an agent. The Confabulation Cascade that converges a population on false Grievance Beliefs does not terminate in Belief; it terminates in action, and when that action targets the human beings Confabulation has identified as the cause of suffering, violence is the architectural terminus of the Scapegoat Mechanism.

It derived the apex route by which a single Individual holding four institutional capacities can impose crisis whatever the collective posterior, and paired that route with the floor route as the Dual-Locus Ignition Theorem, under which the capacity to ignite is concentrated at the two extremes of the distribution of provision and authority and vanishes between them, so that a society can provision its way out of one locus and can only govern its way out of the other. It derived the Trigger-Indifference Corollary: once an M-Captured Individual holds authority above the threshold over a polity in Forced Quiescence, neither waiting nor removing the leader averts the discharge, the event that sets the discharge off decides only whether the discharge takes the form of imposed crisis or of the succession case, and how violent and how long the discharge is are set by the structure the discharge meets. The chapter showed this output to be scale-invariant, experienced as defensive, content-independent, and insulated by duty, stated the Structural Determination Principle, that what an arrangement produces is fixed by its structure and that Content and intent bear on the output only by setting structural parameters, and it established the Leadership Asymmetry that governs the arithmetic of lives once a population approaches the Subcriticality Threshold. It distinguished the refusal to reciprocate violence from concession: refusal concedes nothing, continues as non-violent action, and is made survivable by Cascading Support delivered through channels the aggressor does not control, while Forced Quiescence remains within what an aggressor can impose.

It further established that declaring a right does not govern the Belief that licenses its violation: the instruments record the Referent, which forecloses the Referent-free condition and makes the licensing Belief correctable, but a recorded Referent that does not govern leaves the Belief in the cell whose hardness is supplied by the Cost exported onto the excluded, so that routine breach is the predicted behaviour of a regime constituted around prohibition and sanction. The rate is reducible by intervention on Coupling Strength, on who bears that Cost, and on what it costs a holder to put the Belief down, and the chapter closes by taking up the Field-Correction Obligation at collective scale, deriving from it that a correction must close the generating field against export, hold Appetitive and Intrinsic floors non-derogably throughout, lift on cessation, and be conducted without theatre.

It then took up a war that has begun. By the Self-Defence Orthogonality Principle, the Belief that starts and sustains a war is held on every side whatever the facts, carries no Evidence about which party attacked, and selects no intervention; every intervention is selected by conduct and need instead. A war is sustained by its fuel, its oxygen, its heat and the loop between the parties, and Cascading Consequences, Low-Theatre conduct, Cascading Support and the clutch act on each in turn, as targeted rather than neutral or partisan interventions. Joining a war moves the network that carries the war toward its threshold, so the obligation of allies is to keep the clutch usable rather than to enter, and a Mutual-Support Commitment answers an attack with Cascading Support and Cascading Consequences rather than with entry. The design goal is the indefinite deferral of the terminal fold; its constraints follow from the three routes to that fold and the two loci of ignition, and the derivation fixes their direction while their magnitudes wait on calibration.

17.23 Axiomatic Recap

This chapter’s derivation invoked the following axioms:


	Axiom 2 (Common-Currency Integration): Delivers a single signed Scalar with the source labels destroyed, so the Decision Hub cannot read Mimetic inflation as Mimetic and integrates it exactly as it would integrate what it resembles (Section 17.2).

	Axiom 3 (Source Opacity): Prevents recognition of M-contamination in threat assessment, ensuring violence is experienced as defence.

	Axiom 4 (Confabulation): Generates agent-based causal narratives that feel accurate and provide cognitive closure.

	Axiom 5 (M as Amplifier) with Axiom 6 (Differential Satiation Dynamics): Object Parasitism gives the Mimetic channel no Object of its own and Differential Satiation Dynamics gives it no closure condition, which is why the inflation the Unifying Crisis Principle turns on has no ceiling (Section 17.2), why an apex drive has no level of provision at which it closes (Section 17.7.8), and why satisfaction is closed as a route around the discharge of the terminal configuration (Section 17.7.10).

	The Flourishing Constraint (derived from Axiom 5, M as Amplifier): Establishes that flourishing is possible only among living Individuals, grounding the Leadership Asymmetry (Section 17.15).

	The Transmission Window (from Axiom 7, Preconscious Transmission): The 60-340ms integration window forecloses conscious correction before M-urgency becomes survival-level alarm, critical to the nuclear decision timeline (Section 17.17.1).

	Axiom 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics): Content-agnostic updating produces convergent false Belief regardless of what Beliefs are converging, grounding Content-independence (Section 17.11), the Structural Determination Principle (Section 17.14.3), the Truth-Exclusion Principle (Section 17.16), and the Self-Defence Orthogonality Principle (Section 17.20.1).

	Axiom 9 (Agent-Based Causal Default): Completes causal chains with agent-based attribution when true causes exceed computational tractability, producing Scapegoat candidates (Section 17.1, Step 2).



17.24 What Would Falsify This?

The claims in this chapter would require significant revision if:

Criterion 1: Sincere defensive phenomenology failure. If systematic investigation revealed that perpetrators of collective violence do not experience themselves as defenders, that aggressors reliably recognise their aggression as such during the act (not merely in retrospect, after the Confabulation Cascade has been disrupted by external intervention), the Phenomenological Collapse mechanism would be disconfirmed. The prediction is specific: private testimony (diaries, private correspondence, documented internal deliberations) from leaders and participants in collective violence should show sincere conviction of defensive necessity, not cynical awareness of aggression. If the historical record consistently showed that perpetrators privately acknowledged aggressive intent while publicly claiming defence, the architectural account would require revision toward a manipulation model rather than a Confabulation model.

Criterion 2: Content-dependent violence. If collective violence were shown to be systematically predicted by the identity of the target group rather than by the structural parameters (κ-coupling, A-precarity, I-domain collapse, authority concentration, observability infrastructure), the Content-independence claim would be falsified. The prediction is that structural parameters should predict crisis occurrence better than Content variables (which specific group is targeted, which specific ideology is deployed). If a model using only Content variables (ethnic composition, religious demography, ideological movements) outperformed a model using only structural parameters in predicting collective violence onset, the architectural account would require revision.

Criterion 3: Proportionality constraint effectiveness. If proportionality assessment were shown to reliably constrain violence independently of the assessor’s motivational state, if wars whose initiators conducted proportionality analysis showed systematically lower harm than wars whose initiators did not, the incoherence claim would be falsified. The prediction is that proportionality assessment should show no constraining effect after controlling for the assessor’s pre-existing motivational configuration, because the assessment is performed by the same system whose M-capture determines its output.

Criterion 4: Buffer-independent violence prevention. If populations with depleted A-I Buffers (high A-precarity, collapsed I-domains, concentrated authority, homogeneous information environments) were shown to resist cascade-to-violence as effectively as populations with deep A-I Buffers, the race condition framework would be falsified. The prediction is that A-I Buffer depth should predict time-to-crisis: deeper buffers, longer resistance; shallower buffers, faster progression to violence. If buffer depth showed no predictive relationship to crisis velocity, the damping-factor analysis would require revision.

Criterion 5: Violence-Truth correlation. If the outcomes of collective violence were shown to systematically correlate with the accuracy of the causal attributions that produced the conflict (the side with more accurate Beliefs about why the conflict arose reliably prevails, controlling for capability asymmetries), the Truth-Exclusion Principle would be falsified. The prediction is that military outcome should correlate with capability variables (resources, technology, strategy, geography, demographics) and show no residual correlation with attribution accuracy after capability variables are controlled. If attribution accuracy independently predicts military outcome, the orthogonality claim requires revision.

Similarly, if post-conflict populations were shown to acquire structural understanding of crisis dynamics (not merely Content-lessons about specific enemies or specific weapons, but structural understanding of the Confabulation Cascade mechanism, Source Opacity, or the Agent-Based Causal Default) through the experience of violence itself (not through independent scholarly investigation conducted after the violence, and not through provision of the AIM conceptual vocabulary from an external source), the claim that violence is architecturally inert with respect to Truth would require revision. The prediction is specific: post-conflict “lessons learned” should be overwhelmingly Content-bound (targeting specific enemies, specific weapons, specific ideologies) rather than structure-bound (targeting the Confabulation Cascade mechanism, Source Opacity, or the Agent-Based Causal Default). If systematic post-conflict structural learning were documented at population scale without independent provision of structural vocabulary, both the Content Mutation Imperative and the Truth-Exclusion Principle would require revision, and the Camouflage Architecture’s claim to have blocked structural diagnosis would be falsified.

Criterion 6: Duty-dependence on attribution accuracy. If duty-constituted Self-Model elements were shown to produce structurally different violence depending on the accuracy of the underlying Beliefs (i.e., “good leaders” who are genuinely attacked produce measurably different conflict dynamics than “cynical leaders” who manufactured the crisis, after controlling for capability differences), the structural-irrelevance-of-leader-quality claim would require revision. The prediction is that conflict dynamics (escalation rate, population-level Bayesian Lock-In velocity, duration, violence intensity) should show no residual correlation with the accuracy of the initial attribution after controlling for capability and structural parameters (Coupling Strength, A‑precarity, I‑domain availability, authority concentration). If genuine-defence conflicts show systematically different structural dynamics from manufactured-pretext conflicts (not merely different narratives or different moral assessments, but different structural parameters governing cascade velocity, Lock-In depth, or violence output intensity), the content-independence of the violence pathway would be weakened and the duty-as-insulation mechanism would require reformulation.

Criterion 7: Coerced compliance threshold. If population-level violence were shown to require majority conviction (rather than merely sufficient conviction among those controlling the coercive apparatus), the sub-majority capture claim would be falsified. The prediction is that historical cases of population-level violence should include instances where the initiating faction held well below 50% popular support at the point of conflict initiation, and that the critical variable predicting whether a faction can impose violence on the entire population should be control of coercive instruments (military command, police, judiciary) rather than breadth of popular conviction. If systematic analysis showed that collective violence occurs only when a genuine majority of the population holds sincere Confabulated Beliefs about the Scapegoat (rather than a sub-majority that controls the state apparatus imposing participation on the rest), the coerced compliance mechanism would require reformulation and the critical threshold for cascade-to-violence would need upward revision.

Criterion 8: Irrecoverability of conquest. If populations that declined to fight were shown to experience systematically worse A-I outcomes (higher mortality, lower A-sufficiency, lower I-access) than populations that fought wars of equivalent intensity, after controlling for third-party structural intervention, the recoverability-of-conquest claim would require revision. The prediction is that populations that declined to fight and received sustained external Cascading Support (A-floor maintenance, I-domain protection, Cascading Consequences applied to the occupier) should show better A-I outcomes than populations that fought, because the war itself produces A-harm (deaths, infrastructure destruction, trauma) that declining to fight avoids. Deaths the aggressor inflicts on a population after it has declined to fight are counted against that population’s outcomes, not excluded from them. If conquest with structural support produces worse A-I outcomes than war, the Leadership Asymmetry analysis would be weakened and the claim that the ethical path minimises harm would require reformulation. The comparison must control for third-party intervention: the claim is not that unassisted refusal produces better outcomes than war, but that refusal combined with AIM-aligned structural intervention does.

Criterion 9: Sanction-responsiveness of violation rates. If the rate of human-rights violation across jurisdictions were shown to respond principally to the severity or availability of sanction, rather than to the permeability of the excluded category and the distribution of the licensing Belief’s maintenance Cost, the analysis of Section 17.12 would be falsified. The prediction is that after controlling for state capacity and conflict exposure, violation rates should track boundary-permeability measures (rates of movement across the excluded category, the material Cost imposed on non-fit) and A-sufficiency provision to the excluded group, and should show little residual response to sanction severity, while retaining some response to sanction certainty consistent with partial re-internalisation of exported Cost. If severity of sanction independently predicted violation rates once permeability and Cost-distribution were controlled, the claim that prohibition-plus-punishment is not the corrective for this cell would require revision.

Criterion 10: Export-independence of boundary hardness. If the hardness of a Boundary-Belief were shown to be independent of the maintenance Cost borne by the excluded party, the application of the Boundary-Hardening Principle to this case would be falsified. The prediction is that provision to an excluded group of the material and developmental goods the boundary denies them should be followed by measurable softening of the boundary, observable as increased rates of reclassification across it and reduced Coupling Strength within the enclosing population, in advance of any change in the licensing Belief’s content. If the Cost borne by the excluded group could be relieved without any accompanying change in boundary permeability or coupling, the identification of Cost-export with boundary-hardening would not hold at this scale and the intervention analysis of Section 17.12.5 would require reformulation.

Criterion 11: Continuous discharge under suppression. If populations in which a discriminatory licensing Belief was suppressed in conduct but left uncorrected in content were shown to discharge that Belief gradually rather than discontinuously, the stored-load claim would be falsified. The prediction is that suppression without correction should produce the accumulation signature: low observed violation during the suppression interval, followed by a discontinuous release whose magnitude increases with the duration of suppression. If long suppression intervals were systematically followed by progressive moderation rather than by discontinuous release, the application of the Saddle-Node Default to this case would require revision.

Criterion 12: Phase-sequence correlation. If historical crises were shown to reach catastrophic reconfiguration without passing through the phase sequence the Crisis State Architecture specifies, the Unifying Crisis Principle stated at Section 17.2 would be falsified. The prediction is that a crisis trajectory should be reconstructible as an ordered sequence: an identifiable exogenous trigger opening the drift, convergence on a Scapegoat at the drift-to-calcified boundary, institutional capture and legal restriction through the calcified phase, and escalation to violence at the terminal phase. If catastrophic outcomes were shown to arrive without the antecedent sequence, or if the sequence ran in a different order across cases, the attractor account would require revision toward a model in which crisis is triggered rather than approached.

Criterion 13: The shape of collective convergence. If collective Belief in a Scapegoat explanation were shown to rise in proportion to exposure rather than accelerating as adoption accumulates, the compounding mechanism on which the Unifying Crisis Principle rests would be falsified. The prediction is specific to the shape of the curve rather than to its endpoint: where the prevalence of a Scapegoat Belief can be measured over time through media coding, survey series or archived correspondence, it should show slow initial growth followed by rapid convergence, because each adopter becomes Evidence for the next. A rise proportional to exposure, or one tracking only the intensity of the originating shock, would place the convergence outside the Bayesian account and require the Unifying Crisis Principle’s population claim to be reformulated.

Criterion 14: Phase-independence of intervention. If interventions applied late in a crisis trajectory were shown to be as effective as the same interventions applied early, the attractor claim would be falsified. The prediction is that intervention effectiveness should decline with phase: measures applied while the population is still grounded or drifting should outperform identical measures applied once institutional capture is in place, because a trajectory that has accumulated coupling and concealment must be brought below the conditions it crossed rather than back to them. If effectiveness showed no phase-dependence, the account of crisis as an approach toward an attractor would require revision, and the case for early structural maintenance over late correction would lose its architectural basis.

Criterion 15: Population-level sufficiency under concentrated authority. If populations governed under the four capacities named at Section 17.7.2 were shown to be reliably protected against imposed crisis by population-level intervention alone, the Leadership Compression Principle would be falsified. The prediction is that imposition should track the concentration of the four capacities and show little residual response, once that concentration is controlled, to the depth of Knowledge Patch penetration, the adequacy of Appetitive floors, or the presence of visibility governance. If a measure of population-level intervention independently predicted the absence of imposed crisis at high capacity concentration, the Leadership Compression Principle would require revision toward a model in which population-scale correction can reach an apex decision after all.

Criterion 16: Mid-distribution ignition. If ignition of the collective transition were shown to originate reliably from the middle of the distribution of provision and authority, at Individuals neither in sustained Appetitive deficit nor holding authority above the threshold, the two-loci concentration of Section 17.7.8 would be falsified. The prediction is that traced back to its origin, an ignition should resolve either to a worst-off segment at critical depth or to an apex holder above the authority gate, and not to a provisioned Individual without institutional capacity. If a substantial class of ignitions resolved to the middle, the claim that ignition capacity vanishes between the extremes would require revision, and with it the case for locating intervention at provision and at the authority gate rather than across the population.

Criterion 17: Provision reaching the apex drive. If improved provision to an apex holder were shown to reduce the probability of imposition, the non-satiability of the apex drive would be falsified. The prediction follows from Differential Satiation Dynamics and is uncomfortable for the framework precisely because it is testable: no level of Appetitive or Intrinsic provision supplied to an Individual above the authority gate should reduce imposition, because there is no deficit beneath the drive for provision to close. If it did reduce imposition, the apex condition would have a second controllable term besides authority, the claim that the apex can only be gated and never zeroed would not hold, and the architectural requirements of Section 17.7.7 would no longer be the only operations available on that route.

Criterion 18: Targeted against neutral and partisan intervention (Tier 3). The claim at risk is that interventions selected by conduct and need, closing the means of war to every party still fighting and holding floors in forms armed parties cannot capture, shorten wars in progress and lower their recurrence relative to both neutral and partisan interventions (Section 17.20.2). The disconfirming observation is that wars receiving interventions of the targeted class, coded by what the intervention acts on rather than by the party it favours, last as long as or longer than comparable wars receiving neutral or partisan interventions, or recur as often. The observation counts if it comes from a hazard analysis across many conflicts that controls for state capacity, conflict intensity, terrain, and the selection of conflicts into intervention, and if it survives alternative codings of the targeted class. If met, the claim that targeting by condition outperforms targeting by side fails, and the design would rest on the floors’ protection of life alone. The Self-Defence Orthogonality Principle (Section 17.20.1) and the architecture beneath it are untouched.

Criterion 19: Deterrence by a Mutual-Support Commitment (Tier 3). The claim at risk is that a Mutual-Support Commitment (Section 17.20.5), a commitment to a certain non-combat response, deters the initiation of disputes against its members comparably to a pledge to fight. The disconfirming observation is that members of such commitments are targeted at rates comparable to states covered only by promises of non-intervention, and markedly above states covered by defensive pledges. The observation counts if it comes from a dyadic analysis of dispute initiation that controls for capability, contiguity, prior rivalry and regime type, with commitments coded by the response they specify, and if the number of covered dyads is large enough to separate the three classes. If met, the deterrent limb of Section 17.20.5 fails and a Mutual-Support Commitment would buy containment at the price of more initiations. The result that committed entry moves the network toward its threshold (Section 17.20.4) is untouched.

Criterion 20: Floors, mortality and recurrence (Tier 3). The claim at risk is that holding floors inside a war, in forms armed parties cannot capture, lowers total mortality and the rate of recurrence even where it lengthens the war (Section 17.20.3). The disconfirming observation is that conflicts in which provision reached Individuals directly show total mortality, direct and indirect together, or recurrence rates at or above those of comparable conflicts in which provision did not. The observation counts if mortality is measured as excess over a stated baseline, if capturable and direct provision are separated by design rather than by assumption, and if the comparison controls for intensity and duration. If met, the claim that floors lower the sequence of wars fails, and the instantiation of floor provision in wartime would need revision. The floor locus of the Dual-Locus Ignition Theorem, a formal result, is untouched.

Criterion 21: Gating authority by survivable refusal (Tier 3). The claim at risk is that holding the floors of officials, soldiers and their families independently of a regime raises the rate of refusal and lowers the regime’s capacity to impose (Section 17.20.6). The disconfirming observation is that, among regimes of comparable capture, those whose apparatus had credible access to provision independent of the regime show no higher rates of refusal, desertion or defection, and no lower capacity to carry out orders, than those whose apparatus did not. The observation counts if it comes from comparative cases coded before outcomes are known, controlling for the severity of repression and the state of the war. If met, the route by which authority is gated from outside a regime fails, and Section 17.20.6 would rest on the Knowledge Patch alone. The Dual-Locus Ignition Theorem’s finding that the apex locus can only be gated is untouched.

Criterion 22: Refusal, non-cooperation and independent channels (Tier 3). The claim at risk is that a population that declines to fight and sustains non-cooperation, with Cascading Support reaching it through channels the occupier does not control, raises the cost of holding it and shortens the occupation (Sections 17.15.4 to 17.15.6). The disconfirming observation is that, among occupations of comparable capacity and repression, those in which the occupied population sustained non-cooperation and received provision through channels the occupier did not control show no higher cost of holding, measured by the forces and administration the occupier must commit per head of the occupied population and by the rate of defection from its apparatus, and no shorter duration, than those in which it did not. The observation counts if the cases are coded before their outcomes are known, and if the comparison controls for the occupier’s capacity, the severity of its repression, the regime type of its home society, and its standing among other states. If met, the claim that refusal followed by non-violent action makes the holding of territory untenable fails, and Section 17.15.1 would rest on the arithmetic of war deaths alone. The arithmetic itself, that the deaths of a war are certain, is untouched.

These criteria are not already established by the phenomena this chapter explains. They remain open empirical questions that systematic historical coding, private-testimony analysis, and comparative crisis research could address.

The independence of Harm from the offender’s state of mind, given the conduct the Individual harmed receives and reads (Section 17.14.3), is Tier 1 and is stated with the third commitment at Appendix B, Section B.2.

References

Allison, G., Coté, O. R., Falkenrath, R. A., & Miller, S. E. (1996). Avoiding Nuclear Anarchy: Containing the Threat of Loose Russian Nuclear Weapons and Fissile Material. MIT Press.

Angeli, D., Ferrell, J. E., Jr., & Sontag, E. D. (2004). Detection of multistability, bifurcations, and hysteresis in a large class of biological positive-feedback systems. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 101(7), 1822–1827. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0308265100

Bury, T. M., Bauch, C. T., & Anand, M. (2020). Detecting and distinguishing tipping points using spectral early warning signals. Journal of the Royal Society Interface, 17(170), 20200482.

Evans, R. J. (2003). The Coming of the Third Reich. Allen Lane.

Fearon, J. D., & Laitin, D. D. (2003). Ethnicity, insurgency, and civil war. American Political Science Review, 97(1), 75–90. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055403000534

Geneva Convention (IV) relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, 12 August 1949, 75 UNTS 287, art. 59.

Geneva Declaration Secretariat. (2008). Global burden of armed violence. Geneva Declaration Secretariat.

Hafner-Burton, E. M., & Tsutsui, K. (2005). Human rights in a globalizing world: The paradox of empty promises. American Journal of Sociology, 110(5), 1373–1411.

Harff, B. (2003). No lessons learned from the Holocaust? Assessing risks of genocide and political mass murder since 1955. American Political Science Review, 97(1), 57–73.

Hathaway, O. A. (2002). Do human rights treaties make a difference? Yale Law Journal, 111(8), 1935–2042.

Hironaka, A. (2005). Neverending wars: The international community, weak states, and the perpetuation of civil war. Harvard University Press.

King, M. L., Jr. (1958). Stride toward freedom: The Montgomery story. Harper & Brothers.

Leeds, B. A. (2003). Do alliances deter aggression? The influence of military alliances on the initiation of militarized interstate disputes. American Journal of Political Science, 47(3), 427–439. https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-5907.00031

Lefebvre, G. (1971). The Coming of the French Revolution (R. R. Palmer, Trans.). Princeton University Press. (Original work published 1939)

Mälksoo, L. (2003). Illegal annexation and state continuity: The case of the incorporation of the Baltic States by the USSR. Martinus Nijhoff. https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004478473

McEwen, B. S. (1998). Protective and damaging effects of stress mediators. New England Journal of Medicine, 338(3), 171–179.

Mian, A., & Sufi, A. (2014). House of Debt: How They (and You) Caused the Great Recession, and How We Can Prevent It from Happening Again. University of Chicago Press.

Miller, R. G. (2000). To save a city: The Berlin Airlift, 1948–1949. Texas A&M University Press.

Morgan, E. S., & Morgan, H. M. (1953). The Stamp Act Crisis: Prologue to Revolution. University of North Carolina Press.

Mueller, J. E. (1970). Presidential popularity from Truman to Johnson. American Political Science Review, 64(1), 18–34. https://doi.org/10.2307/1955610

Mullainathan, S., & Shafir, E. (2013). Scarcity: Why Having Too Little Means So Much. Times Books.

North Atlantic Treaty, 4 April 1949, 34 UNTS 243, art. 5.

Nunn, N., & Qian, N. (2014). US food aid and civil conflict. American Economic Review, 104(6), 1630–1666. https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.104.6.1630

Protocol Additional to the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949, and Relating to the Protection of Victims of International Armed Conflicts (Protocol I), 8 June 1977, 1125 UNTS 3, art. 54.

Regan, P. M. (2002). Third-party interventions and the duration of intrastate conflicts. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 46(1), 55–73. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002702046001004

Scheffer, M., Bascompte, J., Brock, W. A., Brovkin, V., Carpenter, S. R., Dakos, V., Held, H., van Nes, E. H., Rietkerk, M., & Sugihara, G. (2009). Early-warning signals for critical transitions. Nature, 461(7260), 53–59.

Sharp, G. (1990). Civilian-based defense: A post-military weapons system. Princeton University Press.

Siverson, R. M., & Starr, H. (1991). The diffusion of war: A study of opportunity and willingness. University of Michigan Press.

Šmidchens, G. (2014). The power of song: Nonviolent national culture in the Baltic Singing Revolution. University of Washington Press.

Statman, D., Sulitzeanu-Kenan, R., Mandel, M., Skerker, M., & De Wijze, S. (2020). Unreliable protection: An experimental study of experts’ in bello proportionality decisions. European Journal of International Law, 31(2), 429–453.

Stephan, M. J., & Chenoweth, E. (2008). Why civil resistance works: The strategic logic of nonviolent conflict. International Security, 33(1), 7–44. https://doi.org/10.1162/isec.2008.33.1.7

Sterling, P., & Eyer, J. (1988). Allostasis: A new paradigm to explain arousal pathology. In S. Fisher & J. Reason (Eds.), Handbook of Life Stress, Cognition and Health (pp. 629–649). Wiley.

United Nations. (1948). Universal Declaration of Human Rights. General Assembly resolution 217 A. United Nations.

United Nations. (1970). Declaration on Principles of International Law concerning Friendly Relations and Co-operation among States in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations. General Assembly resolution 2625 (XXV). United Nations.

United Nations. (2014). Security Council resolution 2165 (2014). S/RES/2165 (2014). United Nations.

Uzonyi, G., & Asal, V. (2020). Discrimination, genocide, and politicide. Political Research Quarterly, 73(2), 352–365.

Vasquez, J. A., & Rundlett, A. (2016). Alliances as a necessary condition of multiparty wars. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 60(8), 1395–1418. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002715569770

Welles, S. (1940). Statement by the Acting Secretary of State, 23 July 1940 [Press release]. United States Department of State. Reprinted in Foreign Relations of the United States, 1940, Vol. 1, p. 401.

X [Kennan, G. F.]. (1947). The sources of Soviet conduct. Foreign Affairs, 25(4), 566–582.



Chapter 18: The Knowledge Patch

Position Statement

The preceding chapters described the architecture: how the three sources integrate, why Source Opacity and Confabulation arise, and how the dynamics of valuation and Belief govern the system’s behaviour. This chapter is engineering rather than description. It asks what can be built for the architecture human beings actually have, rather than the architecture they believe they have. The shift is deliberate, and it marks the point at which the treatise becomes prescriptive: every intervention that follows is derived from the architecture established earlier, not imported from outside it.

This chapter operationalises the intervention architecture that emerges from the Bayesian symmetry established in Chapter 13. The mathematics that permits crisis also permits prevention, the same content-agnostic updating machinery that compounds Confabulation toward collective fixed points can propagate accurate Source-recognition vocabulary that maintains subcriticality. The Knowledge Patch (the Patch) is AIM’s answer to the question: Given that the crisis trajectory arises from architectural features that cannot be eliminated, what intervention is possible?

The answer has seven functionally distinct operations, unified by the primary mechanism of Doubt Generation. They are not interventions of the same kind, nor are they equally indispensable: they fall into three tiers (Section 18.2), ordered by dependency, so that the higher tiers cannot operate until the indispensable Tier 1 core is in place. All seven are required for a complete intervention, but they are acquired and deployed in that order: AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, Epistemic Suspension, the Two-Question Diagnostic, Behavioural Signatures as Inferential Evidence, the Presumption Against Scapegoating (with the Grievance Gateway and Three-Test Battery), the Push-Pull Obligation Principle, and the Normality Fiction Breaker. Each operation is defined, and its necessity established, in Section 18.3.

Without all seven operations, the intervention is incomplete. Category errors arise when steps are skipped: subspace expansion without doubt is inert, the Mimetic Hypothesis enters the Hypothesis Space but the dominant prior means no mass flows toward the Mimetic Hypothesis (missing Doubt Generation); doubt without subspace expansion is misdirected, mass flows away from the dominant prior but toward the next-least-wrong A or I alternative (missing AIM Vocabulary Acquisition); doubt with subspace expansion but without Epistemic Suspension is transient, the narrative-closure drive rapidly recollapses the Belief state; an Individual who recognises personal M-contamination but lacks the collective presumption will still participate in scapegoating others (missing Presumption Against Scapegoating); an Individual who applies the diagnostic in-the-moment but has no longitudinal tracking capacity will lack the sustained observational evidence needed to consolidate recognition over time (missing Behavioural Signatures); an Individual who resolves personal desires and collective scapegoating but treats felt interpersonal entitlements as self-justifying will reinstall M-infrastructure in every relationship (missing Push-Pull Obligation Principle); and an Individual or institution that succeeds at Operations 1–6 but still treats “normality” as a real baseline will continue to install M-infused shame, superiority, and exclusion into every comparison, because the normal/abnormal frame itself is a confabulated Template rather than a fact (missing Normality Fiction Breaker).

The chapter establishes that the Knowledge Patch operates as a compensatory pathway: it does not restore the source-tags that integration destroyed, but creates a downstream cognitive procedure that infers the leading source through deliberative means. This compensatory mechanism exploits the same Bayesian machinery that produces crisis: by disseminating accurate vocabulary through prestige-biased transmission and social proof, the Knowledge Patch shifts collective priors toward Source-recognition, maintaining the population’s Authenticity Belief below the Subcriticality Threshold (the formal condition is the Total Stability Condition, Appendix A, Section A.5.7.4). Because that shift concerns the accuracy of Belief on which all action-selection depends, and because the same content-agnostic machinery makes Belief accuracy load-bearing wherever it applies and not only for motivational source, the Patch is not a value-neutral cognitive upgrade but an ethical and civic good in its own right, the Epistemic-Ethical Fusion Principle, generalised in Section 18.15.1.



Dependency Statement

Chapter 18 assumes and builds upon:

From Chapter 4 (The Axiomatic and Architectural Foundation of AIM): The component-function localisations of Section 4.4.12

From Chapter 2 (Definitions): Individual, Object, Decision Hub, Common-Currency Integration, Source Opacity, Confabulation, the Three-Source Taxonomy, I-Override, the Presumption Against Scapegoating, the Grievance Gateway (the Gateway), the Three-Test Battery, the Two-Question Diagnostic, Epistemic Suspension

From Chapter 8 (Mimetic Desire): The Salience-Status Identity (Status is Salience aggregated across observers and averaged over time, derived at Chapter 8, Section 8.1.4)

From Chapter 11 (Confabulation Architecture): Why Confabulation occurs (Information Gap + Source Opacity + Vocabulary Deficiency), how it propagates (prestige-bias, social proof), the pathway to scapegoating (agent-based completion of collective Information Gaps)

From Chapter 13 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics): Why intervention is mathematically possible (content-agnosticism of updating machinery), why the same mathematics permits prevention (accurate vocabulary propagates through identical channels), the subcriticality concept (maintaining the Authenticity Belief below the Subcriticality Threshold rather than eliminating M), the formal derivation of how Beliefs compound, the crisis threshold, and the symmetry principle

From Chapter 14 (Quantum Epistemology): Imports the H2-to-H3 Hypothesis Space Expansion as established in Chapter 14 (Quantum Epistemology), Section 14.3, as the architectural prerequisite for AIM Vocabulary Acquisition.



Derivation Preview

The intervention built here is derived from the architecture established earlier, not imported from outside it. It draws on Source Opacity (Axiom 3) and Confabulation (Axiom 4) as the constraints any intervention must route around; on the content-agnostic Bayesian updating of Chapters 11 and 13 (the symmetry by which the machinery that compounds Confabulation can equally propagate accurate Source-recognition vocabulary); on the Hypothesis-Space apparatus and Confabulation Rationality Lemma of Chapter 14 and Appendix A (Section A.5.6), from which the Reduced Confabulation Error Corollary (Section 18.4.3) follows; and on the Interference Term of Chapter 14 together with the Ignition-Release Asymmetry of Appendix A (Section A.5.3), which supply respectively the collapse of revisability at the Belief layer and the two thresholds at the valuation layer, from which the timing asymmetry of Section 18.2.1 follows in both its forms. The chapter derives, for import by later work, the three-tier structure of intervention, the seven Operations of the Knowledge Patch, the Two-Question Diagnostic, the Presumption Against Scapegoating, the Push-Pull Obligation Principle, the Normality Fiction Breaker, and the M-Capture Incapacity and Burden-Reversal Principles.

Chapter Preview

The chapter proceeds through eighteen sections:


	The Patch as Delivery-Pathway Intervention (18.1): Why the Patch is the precondition that makes the rest of the intervention architecture conceivable, willable, and deliverable

	The Three Tiers of Intervention (18.2): How the seven operations are ordered by indispensability into a within-Individual core, an interpersonal layer, and an institutional layer, and how they map onto the five channels

	The Seven Operations (18.3): What the Knowledge Patch contains and why each operation is necessary

	AIM Vocabulary Acquisition (18.4): The architecturally prior operation that makes the Mimetic Hypothesis formulable

	Epistemic Suspension (18.5): The doubt that creates cognitive space for diagnostic deployment

	The Two-Question Diagnostic (18.6): Operationalising Source-discrimination for individual desires, applied to self and to others

	Behavioural Signatures as Inferential Evidence (18.7): What observation reveals when introspection fails

	The Reciprocal Care Principle (18.8): Why a capable other is differently placed to infer genuine Appetitive needs and Intrinsic conditions, and the three misreadings this does not license

	The Presumption Against Scapegoating (18.9): Interrupting the collective pathway from Confabulation to targeting, including the Grievance Gateway and the Three-Test Battery

	The Push-Pull Obligation Principle and the Constitution-Direction Principle (18.10): Why interpersonal obligation beyond the Appetitive floor is stable only on the push polarity, and the general principle, entailed rather than asserted, of which the polarity switch and the Chapter 12 constitution-of-Money result are the two instances

	The Knowledge Patch at Every Rung of the Aggregation Gradient (18.11): How the Patch’s rung-specific instruments share one eliminative inferential structure from the single moment to the macro-historical scale

	The Normality Fiction Breaker (18.12): Dismantling the “normal person” Template as a mimetic artefact and replacing normality questions with source questions

	What the Patch Does Not Do (18.13): The limits of the Patch, and the Class 1 and Class 2 interventions it cannot substitute for

	The Five-Channel Footprint of the Knowledge Patch (18.14): The five architectural channels through which the Patch reduces M-dynamics across the fast, slow, and network layers

	Population-Scale Dissemination (18.15): Why Belief accuracy in general is a load-bearing civic value in which epistemology and ethics fuse, why individual patches are insufficient, and how collective adoption works

	Systematic Resistance (18.16): Why M-beneficiaries oppose Knowledge Patch dissemination

	The Affective Latency of the Knowledge Patch (18.17): Why the Patch cannot relieve the initial affective sting, which is emitted upstream of the Thinker, and can only process it after the fact and prospectively attenuate the magnitude and shorten the abatement of subsequent affect through the Confabulation Race

	Decision Hub Colonisation and the Duties of a Speaker (18.18): Why information put into the field of an Individual who did not solicit it is integrated before it can be assessed, and the four duties of restraint, legibility, coupling awareness and proportion that follow for the speaker



This chapter also derives the Constitution-Direction Principle, the general result of which the Push-Pull Obligation Principle and the Chapter 12 constitution-of-Money result are the two instances (Section 18.10).



18.1 The Patch as Delivery-Pathway Intervention

The Knowledge Patch is presented first in the framework’s intervention architecture not because it is the only intervention the framework proposes, and not because it is sufficient on its own to achieve Subcriticality Maintenance, but because it installs the diagnostic competence that makes the rest of the intervention architecture administrable. Without the Patch installed (at whatever level of interception a given population can sustain), the threshold questions that the rest of the framework’s interventions are designed to answer remain unformulable: a population subject to Source Opacity and Confabulation cannot ask whether the Internal Loop Gain is above or below its critical threshold in a given domain, cannot ask whether the Ignition Input is inflated in a given Object category, cannot ask whether the Status-feedback gain is too strong in a given institutional structure, and cannot ask whether the salience-to-mimetic coupling is elevated by a given attention environment (these quantities are defined formally in Appendix A, Sections A.4 and A.5.1). Without these questions being askable, Class 1 Interventions on the Ignition Input and Class 2 Interventions on the Status-feedback gain and the salience-to-mimetic coupling appear as arbitrary restrictions rather than as responses to identifiable architectural conditions, and populations reject them accordingly.

The Patch’s architectural role is that of the intravenous line. An IV line cures nothing on its own, but nothing else is deliverable without it. That role is the Access Pathway Function of the Knowledge Patch. The Patch does not reduce any channel parameter by itself; it opens the pathway through which the other Individual-scale channel reductions become operative. The Patch cures nothing on its own (Source Opacity is unrepaired, mimetic activation is unprevented, the Internal Loop is unchanged), but the rest of the framework’s intervention architecture cannot be delivered to a population without it.

The dependence runs deeper than delivery. Visibility suppression, Observability-feedback governance, and Salience engineering are not even conceivable to a population that lacks the Patch, because a population subject to Source Opacity and Confabulation cannot recognise the architectural conditions those interventions answer to. Absent that recognition the interventions cannot be formulated, command no political will, and where imposed are experienced as arbitrary restrictions and rejected. There is therefore no population that holds the substantive interventions while lacking the Patch: without the Patch the medicine is not merely undeliverable but unimaginable. A Patch-only population has the line in but no medicine yet flowing; a population without the Patch has neither the line nor any recognition that medicine is needed. Subcriticality Maintenance therefore requires both, the Patch as the preconditional Delivery-Pathway Intervention that alone makes the other interventions thinkable and gives them political will, and the Class 1 and remaining Class 2 interventions as the substantive measures delivered through it.

The Patch’s formal placement in the two-class intervention typology (developed in Appendix A.5.1 and summarised below) is as a Class 2 Intervention operating through three architecturally distinct channels: at the fast layer, installing an I-Override gate that reduces the effective weight the Decision Hub places on the Mimetic channel; at the slow Bayesian layer, enlarging the Hypothesis Space to include the Mimetic Hypothesis through AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, which reduces the concentration of Belief onto a wrong attribution; and also at the slow layer, sustaining doubt through Epistemic Suspension, which keeps the Belief state from collapsing prematurely onto a single attribution. The formal parameters for all three channels are given in Appendix A.6.4, with the underlying derivation in A.5.6. The Patch does not and cannot starve the channel; identification is continuous work the architecture requires. What it does is re-weight the channel’s contribution to the integrated valuation at the point of action, which is why its formal locus is the Decision Hub weight on the Mimetic channel rather than the M signal itself (Appendix A.6.4). The formal role is mathematically subordinate to the architectural role: it specifies how the Patch interacts with both the fast valuation dynamics and the slow Bayesian dynamics once it is installed, but it does not exhaust what the Patch is for.

The chapter proceeds by developing the Patch’s mechanism (Epistemic Suspension, the Two-Question Diagnostic, and the Presumption Against Scapegoating), its limits (what it does not do and cannot substitute for), and its calibration (how the interception probability p varies across contexts and institutional supports). The formal placement is available as a reference throughout; the architectural primacy is the framing.

18.2 The Three Tiers of Intervention

The seven operations are not all interventions of the same kind, and they are not all equally indispensable. They fall into three tiers, ordered by how much the rest depends on them. The ordering is not a matter of emphasis but of architectural necessity: nothing in the higher tiers can operate until the Individual possesses the lower one and assigns it high subjective probability.

Tier 1 is the indispensable within-Individual core. It consists of the three-source taxonomy (the recognition that motivation has Appetitive, Intrinsic, and Mimetic sources, the boat with three motors), the Two-Question Diagnostic, Epistemic Suspension, and Behavioural Signatures. These are the concepts and capacities that can be wholly absent from an Individual’s repertoire, and where they are absent there is nothing to work on. The taxonomy makes the Mimetic Hypothesis formulable at all; the Two-Question Diagnostic detects it by elimination; Epistemic Suspension supplies the doubt without which no Belief can be revised, since a mind already certain of everything can learn nothing; and Behavioural Signatures supply the evidence the diagnostic actually runs on, for both self-examination and the reading of others.

Tier 2 is the interpersonal and collective extension of the same diagnostics: the Presumption Against Scapegoating (with the Grievance Gateway and Three-Test Battery), the Third-Person Status Diagnostic, the Push-Pull Obligation Principle, the Normality Fiction Breaker, and the Reciprocal Care Principle. Each is something an Individual deploys, but applied to others, to groups, and to the relationships and comparisons through which the Mimetic channel reinstalls itself.

Tier 3 is the institutional and network layer, which requires designers rather than individuals: attenuating the weight Individuals place on one another’s expressed Beliefs, and Observability Governance over the structures that determine whose valuations propagate to whose attention. These are collective-action levers, effective only at population scale.

The tiers map onto the architecture set out in the Five-Channel Footprint (Section 18.14): Tier 1 acts on the within-Individual channels, Tier 3 on the network channels, and Tier 2 is the interpersonal application of the Tier 1 diagnostics. The table below states the correspondence; the channel detail is developed in Section 18.14 and formalised in Appendix A, Sections A.6.4 and A.5.7.7.









	Tier
	Operations
	Acts on (Appendix A locus)





	1, within-Individual core
	AIM Vocabulary (three-source taxonomy); Two-Question Diagnostic; Epistemic Suspension; Behavioural Signatures
	the Hypothesis Space, the I-Override gate, and the maintenance of doubt at the within-Individual layer (Channels 1 to 3)



	2, interpersonal / collective
	Presumption Against Scapegoating; Third-Person Status Diagnostic; Push-Pull Obligation; Normality Fiction Breaker; Reciprocal Care
	the interpersonal application of the Tier 1 diagnostics



	3, institutional / network
	evidence-coupling attenuation at scale; Observability Governance
	the network coupling and Observability structures (Channels 4 and 5)





18.2.1 The Timing Asymmetry

The three tiers say what to install. They do not say when, and the architecture is not neutral about when. The asymmetry appears at both layers the intervention architecture acts on, and the two forms are distinct.

At the Belief layer, which is where the Patch itself operates, the relevant quantity is the Interference Term. A Belief-state remains revisable in proportion to the residual coherence between competing Hypotheses, and that coherence falls as probability mass gathers on one of them, so a state that has concentrated has reduced its own capacity to be moved. Epistemic Suspension is the deliberate maintenance of a non-zero Interference Term against that pressure. The asymmetry follows directly: maintaining coherence that has not yet collapsed is a continuous and modest operation, whereas restoring it after collapse is not merely dearer but a different kind of task, because the channel through which correction would arrive is the one that has closed. This is the sense in which the lock-in is architecturally non-corrigible, and it is why AIM Vocabulary Acquisition and Epistemic Suspension are worth installing before they are needed rather than when their absence has become evident.

At the valuation layer, which is where Class 1 Interventions and the I-Override gate act, the same shape appears in the dynamics, and what occupies the two states is concrete. The valuation in question is of Objects, and the Objects need not be anything an Individual could come to possess. A rival’s standing, a nation’s position, the life of a public figure, the outcome of a contest: none of these is acquirable, and each can be intensely Salient. What the field carries is not what a population could have but what it marks as valued, and an Object that cannot be possessed is inflated by the same mechanism as one that can.

An inflated state is therefore one in which the valuation of particular Objects sits far above what their Appetitive and Intrinsic contribution supports. Because Source Opacity conceals that the valuation is a reading of what others value, the Individual holds it instead as a Belief about the Object itself, that the thing is worth what it appears to be worth, and that Belief is confabulated as to source. Each Individual’s realised valuation feeds the Salience field, and the field feeds each Individual’s mimetic drive in turn, so the state is sustained by the population’s own account of what matters rather than by any Individual’s judgement of it. This is why the object of intervention is the Salience field rather than the valuations one at a time: what a population finds salient is what has to be worked on, and Class 1 Interventions on Observability and Class 2 Interventions on the salience-to-mimetic coupling are both ways of working on it.

The dynamics then carry two thresholds rather than one. A population carried into an inflated state releases only at a lower level of forcing than the one that ignited it, and within the interval between the two it stays where its history put it. Releasing therefore requires a larger reduction than would have prevented ignition, by the width of that interval, and the width grows with the capacity of the internal loop, so the environments in which intervention is most needed are those in which lateness is dearest. The formal treatment is the Ignition-Release Asymmetry corollary at Appendix A, Section A.5.3.

Neither form turns on political will or public appetite. Both would hold in a population that welcomed the intervention exactly as they hold in one that resisted it. Three consequences follow for the intervention architecture as a whole. Prevention and cure are not one operation performed at two times; they are operations of different cost, and the ratio between them is architectural rather than circumstantial. Subcriticality Maintenance is accordingly a standing commitment rather than a response, because the moment at which a response becomes obviously warranted is already the moment at which it has become dearer. And an intervention that appears to have failed may instead have been applied on the far side of the asymmetry, which is a different diagnosis carrying a different remedy: not a stronger dose of the same measure, but the recognition that a state must now be reopened which need never have closed.

18.2.2 The Release Clocks

An inflated state is held in place by more than one quantity, and each lets go on its own terms. The fast loop of Mimetic Desire, integrated valuation and Salience relaxes once its forcing falls below the release point, but part of that forcing is supplied from the Belief Register through the templates the Thinker writes, and the inflated state is sustained by that channel rather than by continuing input (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.13.2; Appendix A, Section A.5.3). The fast loop therefore releases no sooner than the slowest quantity still supplying its forcing. Five quantities can hold an inflated state: the fast loop itself, the Belief Register, the Decision Hub’s cached-value store, the Boundary-Beliefs between Belief-domains, and the coupled population. Only the first and the fourth weaken with time alone.

The Belief Register does not decay. It is the persistent store of the Thinker’s posteriors (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.8), and a Belief held there moves only when the Thinker is recruited onto it and the Evidence the Thinker then receives supports a competing Hypothesis better than the incumbent. Where the Object is out of the field and not recalled, nothing recruits the Thinker and nothing is written. Where the Evidence fits the incumbent and its rival equally, recruitment writes nothing new. Recall acts against the move: the Belief Register’s prior state returns as Evidence on every recall, and the stronger and the later that return, the slower the release, which recall slows and never reverses. The rate at which a Belief releases therefore rises with how often the Thinker is recruited onto it and with how far the Evidence favours the successor, and falls with the strength and lag of recall (Appendix A, Section A.5.6). Time does not appear among those terms. A Belief left alone is a Belief kept.

Repetition sets how deep a Belief sits. The Thinker holds no channel by which a restatement of one attribution can be told from independent corroboration of it, so each arrival is credited as it comes, and the mass gathered on a Hypothesis tracks how often the Hypothesis has been restated rather than the weight that stands behind it (Appendix A, Sections A.5.6 and A.5.7.2). Depth governs how a release begins. Movement away from a Belief held near certainty starts from the small share of mass the incumbent has not already taken, so the deeper the Belief, the longer the stretch over which release is under way and nothing visible has changed (Appendix A, Section A.5.8.2). The early part of a release is its slowest part, and an intervention judged by whether the Belief has moved will be abandoned in the phase in which it is working. Progress through a release is read from its rate, not from its level.

Where a release lands is settled before it begins. Where the Hypothesis Space lacks the Mimetic Hypothesis, the successor the Belief Register moves to is another account in Appetitive or Intrinsic terms, and the templates written under the successor carry Salience to new Objects, so that the release becomes re-targeting (Chapter 7, Section 7.4.2.4; Appendix A, Section A.5.6). Under pressure for Cognitive Closure the successor is adopted at near-certainty; under Epistemic Suspension it is held provisionally, with its rivals open. AIM Vocabulary Acquisition (Section 18.4) therefore belongs before the release, and Epistemic Suspension (Section 18.5) during it. An I-domain must also be available to take up the weight the Decision Hub withdraws from Mimetic Desire, since in an I-Vacant Individual that weight falls to the Appetites, which satiate once their floors are met and carry nothing further (Chapter 7, Section 7.4.2.4).

The Decision Hub’s cached-value store does not decay either. The cached-value store holds a value conditioned by repetition and no record of what produced the value, is not read against the Thinker’s current posteriors, and is reconditioned only as repeated cycles of fresh integration in a stable context lay down a new value (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.8). Insight does not reach it. Context matters in two directions. A habit firing in a context it was not conditioned for recruits the Thinker onto it, so a change of setting exposes habits to revision (Appendix A, Section A.5.6). A stable setting is what allows a replacement to be conditioned, and a return to the old setting re-cues the old value. A change of setting opens the window, and structure is what closes it on the new value.

Boundary-Beliefs are the one class of Belief that weakens without anyone acting on it. A Boundary-Belief carries no Referent of its own and persists only while maintained, and its strength sets the Coupling Strength across the membrane it forms between two Belief-domains (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.6). Where a Boundary-Belief holds, a collapse in one domain is contained; where it lapses, the domain’s Content-Beliefs relocate into the neighbour. By the PM Fungibility Principle such boundaries are maintained against the architecture rather than supplied by the architecture, so containment depends on maintenance continuing after the danger has receded from view.

The coupled population releases on the terms the Hardness–Referent Matrix sets (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.4). A Hard Truth needs no release, because a live Referent re-imposes it continuously. A Hard Falsehood is hard because coupling holds it up, its decoherence suppressed rather than paid, and it releases only when Coupling Strength falls or decoherence is forced. A falsehood for which no Referent was ever identified has no verdict to obey, and the corrective is to construct the Induced-Decoherence Test. High Coupling Strength acts on the release of a Belief in two ways at once: it supplies restatement, which deepens the Belief, and it displaces the Evidence a Referent would supply, which is the Evidence that discriminates.

Three consequences follow for the intervention architecture. First, a reduction in forcing releases an inflated state only if it is held for as long as the slowest of these quantities takes to move. A reduction withdrawn earlier leaves the templates intact, and when the input returns, the forcing those templates supply carries the loop back past the point at which it ignited. The sustained interval exists for the revision of the Belief Register and the reconditioning of the cached-value store, and a quiet fast loop is no evidence that either has happened. Second, absence does not revise. Withdrawing input stops the fast loop and freezes the Belief Register, and the recall that continues through the interval falls on the unresolved question and returns the incumbent each time. Revision requires events that depart from what the incumbent predicts, contact with the Referents its Beliefs concern, and a Hypothesis Space that contains the successor. Third, the order of intervention is fixed by these quantities rather than chosen. What decides where a release lands is installed before it, the reduction in forcing is sustained through it, Epistemic Suspension holds the successor open during it, and counter-repetition in a stable setting follows it.

The Reference Set is held in the Belief Register like any other prior, and an Individual inside a standing Reference Set has its values about what is worth pursuing confirmed at every turn. Sustained separation from the Reference Set is what allows those priors to be revised, and long travel is the familiar case. The traveller is surrounded by people, and those people are among the most absorbing parts of the experience, but in a transient social situation the people met do not settle into a standing Reference Set, because the Models change before any one Model installs a particular group’s values of what should be pursued. The loop is held low for as long as the transience lasts, while the novelty of the field, in its places and its people alike, supplies the departures from prediction that recruit the Thinker. That same unbroken novelty is what makes travel exhausting, and it is why structure and familiarity come to be craved: in a familiar field stages resolve as predicted and action proceeds on cached value, which leaves the Thinker room to direct questions the Thinker sets itself (Chapter 4, Section 4.2). Provisioning pulls the same way. Everybody needs to be Salient to someone for provisioning to follow (Chapter 8, Section 8.12.7), and the people through whom an Individual is provisioned are mostly the home Reference Set, so a long absence runs on money earned at home and runs out while the earning waits there. Most travel therefore ends before the reset is complete, fully nomadic lives are rare, and the return re-installs the Reference Set’s values unless the interval has revised the priors that held them. The separation that revises a Reference Set’s priors is rare for a reason that reaches beyond travel: the Reference Set that holds a Belief in place is usually also the arrangement through which the Individual is provisioned and kept company, so leaving the Reference Set for long enough costs the Individual provisioning and company at once. Declining the contest while remaining among the Models does not substitute, because the Models are still observed, and Opt-Out Preservation therefore extends to a provisioned interval away from the Reference Set (Chapter 20, Section 20.8). Distance no longer reliably supplies the separation. The home Reference Set travels on the traveller’s phone, its priors confirmed whenever the screen is consulted, and where templates have been homogenised across borders, the people met abroad carry the same templates as the people left behind.

At population scale the condition is the reverse: too many Individuals coupled to the same Beliefs at once. The remedy is not a smaller Reference Set as such. Once the attention an Individual can spend on others is spent, observing fewer Individuals redistributes that attention rather than reducing it, and the gain of the Observability channel is set by how much attention goes to observing others and not by who is observed (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.4). Mass coupling does four other things, and each is open to intervention. It correlates what each Individual receives, so that arrivals are restatements of a few origins, each credited as corroboration (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.2). It removes the spread of Belief across a population from which the Belief Heterogeneity Buffer draws its damping, merging separately coupled populations toward one fixed point (Appendix A, Section A.5.8.7; Chapter 14, Section 14.8.10). It weakens the Boundary-Beliefs that would contain a collapse within one domain. And it carries Beliefs past the Individuals in traceable contact with what those Beliefs concern, to Individuals who update by Contactless Updating, which lengthens the Decoherence Time (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.2; Chapter 20, Section 20.4.4). Convergence is produced by coupling that is live, by expression forced and observed as it happens, and not by membership of a population (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.10). What a mass platform supplies is not a large Reference Set but a live one, everywhere at once.

Restructuring answers each of these effects, and carries a cost that fixes the form restructuring must take. Bringing Models closer makes them contestable, since the coupling between Individuals rises as the distance between them falls, so a small Reference Set organised around comparative position is the most rivalrous arrangement available (Appendix A, Section A.9.8). The restructuring the architecture supports is therefore many Reference Sets: distinct in their sources, separated by maintained Boundary-Beliefs, in contact with the Referents their Beliefs concern, organised around subjects and I-domains rather than around persons and standing, and low in the live display of comparison. Several of the responses Section 20.4.5 sets out for Computational Curation act on the same quantities from the side of the arrangement that decides what each Individual sees.

The same terms fix what a single exchange can do. A conversation, however well argued, is at most a few occasions on which the Thinker is recruited onto a Belief with Evidence in hand, and a Belief held near certainty begins to move at its slowest. Nor does the movement one exchange produces stay where it was left. Recall returns the earlier state of the Belief Register as Evidence across the recall lag, so after a single update with nothing to renew it, part of the shift is given back and part is kept, the share kept falling as recall strengthens and lengthens (Appendix A, Section A.5.6). What one exchange leaves is a residue, and residues accumulate only across repetition. Corrections delivered once reduce a mistaken belief without removing it, and around half of their effect is gone within a few weeks unless renewed (Walter and Tukachinsky, 2020; Coppock et al., 2023). To expect a deeply held Belief to be replaced in one exchange misreads how the Belief Register moves, and to judge an exchange by whether the other party concedes is to read the level of a Belief whose rate is the only thing one exchange can change.

The setting decides how large the residue is. Public, adversarial exchange is the arrangement least able to leave one. A defender restates the incumbent aloud and generates explanations for it, and restatement is what deepens a Belief. With an audience present the Belief becomes a position, conceding it carries a Status cost, and Mimetic Desire in its special case stands with the incumbent. An audience divided into two camps returns each camp’s hostility to the other as confirming Evidence (Chapter 20, Section 20.3.2). The largest residue is left by the reverse arrangement: an exchange that is private, low in Status cost, with a party who is not a rival, carrying Evidence that discriminates sharply against the incumbent, with the successor made formulable, and returned to over time. Under those conditions a single exchange can move even an entrenched Belief a considerable distance, and the movement holds (Broockman and Kalla, 2016; Costello, Pennycook and Rand, 2024). A single exchange can also settle a question outright where the Belief is shallow, where contact with the Referent is direct and costly, or where the successor already stands in the Hypothesis Space.

18.3 The Seven Operations

The Knowledge Patch is defined as:


The population-level cognitive intervention consisting of seven functionally distinct operations, unified by the primary mechanism of Doubt Generation, making the interference term non-zero in belief systems that have decohered onto dominant false priors.


	AIM Vocabulary Acquisition (Subspace Expansion), introducing the three-source taxonomy A, I, M into the Individual’s conceptual repertoire, thereby expanding the representable hypothesis space to include the Mimetic hypothesis. This operation solves Type I Exclusion and is architecturally prior to all other operations.

	Epistemic Suspension (Interference-Term Maintenance), building the capacity to tolerate “I don’t know” as a stable cognitive state rather than a deficit requiring immediate narrative closure, technically maintaining the interference term against decoherence pressure.

	The Two-Question Diagnostic (Individual-Level Doubt Generation), identifying M-contamination in individual desires through eliminative inference that generates strong evidence against the hypothesis of an authentic source.

	Behavioural Signatures as Inferential Evidence (Observational Confirmation), providing observational confirmation of M-influence through third-person and self-application behavioural tracking, enabling longitudinal monitoring of mimetic patterns.

	The Presumption Against Scapegoating with the Grievance Gateway and Three-Test Battery (Collective-Level Doubt Generation), interrupting the confabulation-to-scapegoating pathway by first screening whether the grievance is grounded in a traced deficit (Grievance Gateway: Origin Check, A-Check, I-Check) and then testing whether Grievance Beliefs pass Immediacy, Mechanism, and Authorship criteria.

	The Push-Pull Obligation Principle (Interpersonal Polarity Maintenance), replacing demand-based interpersonal obligation with push-based obligation, maintaining I-leadership in the domain between self-examination and institutional design.

	The Normality Fiction Breaker (Anti-Template Orientation), recognising that “normal person” is a mimetically-constructed Template rather than a real baseline, and training Individuals to treat normal/abnormal comparisons as status operations rather than facts, replacing “Am I normal?” with the structurally better “What are my A, I, and M doing here, and what would actually help?”





Operations 1 through 5 address the main intrapersonal and collective failure modes of Confabulation: misattributed desires, failure of uncertainty tolerance, and convergence on scapegoat narratives. Operations 6 and 7 extend the same logic to the two domains where Type II Exclusion is most entrenched: day-to-day interpersonal obligation and self-evaluative comparison. Without them, an Individual who has successfully applied the first five operations can still reinstall M-infrastructure in every relationship through demand-based entitlement, and can still allow the “normal person” Template to govern self-worth and peer evaluation, all while believing that M has been adequately addressed.

18.3.1 Why Seven Operations Rather Than One

Each component addresses a distinct failure mode in the Confabulation architecture:

The seven operations address distinct failure-modes of a single cognitive process. Conscious Cognition, the always-on Bayesian generative inference process operative during the Individual’s waking phenomenological experience, comprises a generative operation, Imagination, which constructs candidate Hypotheses within the representable Hypothesis Space, and an evaluative operation, Ground-Resolution, which redistributes probability mass across those Hypotheses according to evidence and the interference term. I-Override is Ground-Resolution run deliberately on the source-attribution special case, and Confabulation is an output rather than an operation: a Hypothesis Ground-Resolution has returned that is sincere and wrong. Outputs are individuated by whether the Hypothesis Space contains the true generative Hypothesis and by the magnitude of the interference term sustained at the moment of output.

The Knowledge Patch is the compensatory procedure that configures this engine to produce truth-tracking output on questions of motivational source by (i) expanding the Hypothesis Space to contain the Mimetic Hypothesis, (ii) maintaining the interference term above zero, (iii) supplying diagnostic procedures that drive evidence through that expanded space, (iv) providing observational inputs where introspection is unavailable, (v) preventing the collective completion of the process into coordinated targeting, (vi) maintaining interpersonal polarity that does not reinstall mimetic infrastructure, and (vii) dismantling the normality-comparison Template that otherwise smuggles M back into self-evaluation. Each of the seven operations configures a distinct dimension of how the engine runs; none is redundant, because each dimension can independently cause the engine to produce Confabulation rather than accurate source-attribution.

Epistemic Suspension addresses the speed problem. Confabulation occurs precisely when the cognitive system cannot tolerate uncertainty, “I don’t know why I want this” is an unstable state that triggers narrative generation until cognitive closure is achieved. Without trained tolerance for uncertainty, the brain generates a plausible narrative faster than deliberate diagnostic reasoning can intervene. The diagnostics become intellectual exercises rather than functional interventions.

The Two-Question Diagnostic addresses the individual-level problem. Source Opacity ensures that M-driven desires feel authentic. The diagnostic provides the computational procedure for testing whether a desire passes A and I criteria, and if it fails both, recognising that the self-generated causal story cannot be correct regardless of how compelling it feels.

The Presumption Against Scapegoating addresses the collective-level problem. Even Individuals who successfully apply the Two-Question Diagnostic to their own desires may participate in scapegoating others, attributing felt deficits to identifiable agents when the actual causes are systemic. The Presumption interrupts this pathway by establishing evidential standards for a Grievance Belief.

The Push-Pull Obligation Principle addresses the interpersonal reinstallation problem. An Individual who has resolved personal desires and collective scapegoating dynamics can still reinstall M-infrastructure in every relationship through demand-based entitlement, because the interpersonal obligation domain is where Type II priors are strongest.

The same architecture entails a recipient-side result, the Reciprocal Care Principle (Section 18.8): because Source Opacity bears unevenly on different channels of motivational evidence, the Individual and a capable other are differently placed to infer the Individual’s needs, the Individual holding the audience-removal counterfactual, the observer holding the externally legible behavioural signatures read unbound by the Individual’s specific Confabulation, so that the two readings can be triangulated against each other to localise source-composition more precisely than either achieves alone, making care reciprocal and complementary rather than hierarchical.

The Normality Fiction Breaker addresses the self-evaluative reinstallation problem. An Individual who has acquired AIM Vocabulary and applied the Two-Question Diagnostic to particular wants can still run their entire self-assessment through a “normal vs. abnormal” frame, smuggling M back in through Templates that are themselves mimetic artefacts rather than facts about how humans are supposed to be.

18.3.2 The Compensatory Pathway Analogy

The Knowledge Patch operates analogously to compensatory neural reorganisation following brain damage. Neuroplasticity creates alternative pathways that achieve functional outcomes through different routes when native architecture cannot deliver them.

The parallel holds because:


	Neither restores original function, both create workarounds using different substrates

	Both become more automatic with practice, novel compensatory circuits consolidate through repetition

	Both achieve functionally equivalent outcomes, source discrimination through inference rather than direct access

	Both operate within architectural constraints rather than eliminating them



This analogy captures why the Knowledge Patch is necessary rather than merely helpful: without the conceptual vocabulary, the brain has no substrate from which to construct the compensatory pathway. An Individual cannot develop a workaround procedure for detecting M if the category “M” does not exist in their cognitive repertoire.

The compensatory pathway does not install a new faculty. It configures the existing engine. The Knowledge Patch expands the subspace on which Conscious Cognition operates, maintains the interference term against rapid closure, and supplies diagnostic questions and behavioural inputs that drive the evaluative operation to redistribute probability mass toward the Mimetic Hypothesis where the underlying motivation is M-driven. The generative operation that makes the Mimetic Hypothesis a live direction once AIM Vocabulary is acquired is the same generative operation that permits an Individual to engage counterfactuals, play thought experiments, and entertain Hypotheses at low amplitude without commitment. The Patch’s architectural boundary therefore corresponds to the engine’s architectural boundary: no post-hoc procedure can recover the source-tags that integration destroyed, but a post-hoc procedure can hold the engine in a configuration where structural alternatives accumulate sufficient amplitude to be tested against behavioural evidence.

Architectural Boundary: Even maximal automaticity of the diagnostic procedure cannot restore preconscious M-detection. The best the Knowledge Patch achieves is rapid post-hoc recognition, catching the Confabulation before action rather than preventing the mimetic acquisition event itself. This is compensatory bypass, not restoration of native function.



18.3.3 The Derivational Status of the Seven Operations

Each of the seven Operations is an entailment, in the pattern the Normative Entailment Principle fixes for the whole intervention architecture (Chapter 3, Section 3.10): a descriptive result about a specific failure of the Confabulation architecture is established first, and the Operation follows as the completion of that result rather than as advice laid over it. Stated in that order, the seven divide the labour of a single engine, each addressing one dimension along which Conscious Cognition can produce Confabulation rather than accurate source-attribution.

AIM Vocabulary Acquisition completes the result of Type I Exclusion. An Individual whose Hypothesis Space contains only the Appetitive and Intrinsic directions assigns all posterior mass to one of them, because Bayesian updating on a restricted space converges to the closest available attribution and the true direction is simply absent (the Confabulation Rationality Lemma; formal statement as a projection at Appendix A, Section A.5.6). The harm is that the Individual reasons correctly from incomplete premises to a false attribution and cannot represent the error, because the missing Hypothesis cannot accumulate Belief however much evidence arrives. The entailed Operation is to enlarge the space to contain the Mimetic Hypothesis, which is why this Operation is architecturally prior to the other six.

Epistemic Suspension completes the result that Confabulation fires at the collapse of the interference term. The narrative-closure drive resolves “I don’t know” into whatever account is nearest, and the resolution is a decoherence onto a dominant prior; maintaining the interference term above zero is what holds the Belief open long enough for diagnostic evidence to redistribute mass (interference-term maintenance, Appendix A, Section A.5.6). The result carries a second limb for judgements of other Individuals: within the endogenous evidence regime the accuracy of a social valuation is not a quantity any instrument available to the Individual can measure, so suspension toward others can be released only by procedure, never by conviction (Chapter 15, Section 15.11; Appendix A, Sections A.11.3 and A.11.8). The harm the Operation addresses is premature closure; the entailed corrective is trained tolerance released against accumulated exogenous evidence rather than against felt certainty.

The Two-Question Diagnostic completes the eliminative inference the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle licenses. Appetite and Intrinsic Motivation are bounded and satiable while Mimetic Desire is not, so a desire that fails both the Appetitive test and the Intrinsic test is attributable to Mimetic Desire by elimination (Appendix A, Sections A.2 and A.6.4). The harm is that the Salience reading is delivered under the only category the integrated Common-Currency Scalar (the Scalar) supports, so an M-driven desire presents as a lack and the Individual confronts what feels like a shortfall requiring correction with no shortfall to correct; the entailed corrective is a procedure that reaches the residual the feeling conceals, by testing the two bounded sources rather than consulting introspection.

Behavioural Signatures complete the result that neither introspective report nor conduct the observer has elicited carries reliable information about source (Appendix A, Sections A.2 and A.11.8). Because the source-tags are destroyed at integration, a verifiable behavioural procedure must substitute for the introspective access the architecture denies, and observation supplies what narrative conceals. The harm is that introspection fails silently under Source Opacity; the entailed corrective is inference from observable patterns of satiation, audience-sensitivity, and Model-dependence.

The Presumption Against Scapegoating completes the result that the Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9) routes felt deficit onto agent attributions regardless of actual causation, and that the resulting misreading is both self-confirming and directionally asymmetric: a single mistaken adversarial reading elicits confirming conduct on both sides without malice, and because threat-directed processing carries the higher channel gain, the adversarial branch of that loop ignites more easily than the cooperative branch builds (Appendix A, Sections A.10.2 and A.11.8), while a misreading of a counterpart’s agenthood carries a predictable signed consequence in valuation (Appendix A, Section A.11.5). The harm is collective convergence on a scapegoat narrative that each participant experiences as simple perception; the entailed corrective is an evidential standard that treats a Grievance Belief as confabulated until it survives explicit tests, which is why the Presumption is grounded in the architecture rather than in a normative choice about how to distribute error.

The Push-Pull Obligation Principle completes the five-premise result that push-predominant obligation is the unique stable interpersonal architecture beyond Appetitive sufficiency, with the polarity-switch scaling establishing that the advantage of push over demand grows with the size of the population (Appendix A, Section A.6.5; quantified model at Appendix 18B). The harm is that demand-based obligation installs self-escalating Mimetic infrastructure, each concession resetting the baseline; the entailed corrective is the withdrawal of Demand as a mode beyond the Appetitive floor, developed in full at Section 18.10.

The Normality Fiction Breaker completes the result that the “normal person” is a received-aggregate condensation rather than a baseline in the world. The apparent standard is the low-frequency envelope that survives when the population’s dyadic valuations are filtered at scale, a Status object emergent from coupling rather than a fact about how humans are supposed to be (Appendix A, Sections A.11.6 and A.12). The harm is that the normal/abnormal comparison smuggles Mimetic Desire back into self-evaluation after the other Operations have addressed it elsewhere; the entailed corrective is to replace the normality question with the source question.

That the menu of intervention points closes is itself a result rather than a stopping point. The architecture fixes a closed set of loci at which the loop can be acted on, because the Mimetic channel operates only through the host couplings it parasitises (Appendix A, Section A.5.4), so the seven Operations are not an open list of good ideas but the framework’s occupation of the points the loop exposes. This is why the independently developed therapeutic and civic practices catalogued at Section 18.14.1 land exactly where the architecture predicts: they are not borrowed into the framework but recovered by it, each an instance of one of the loci the closed menu names.

18.4 AIM Vocabulary Acquisition: The Architecturally Prior Operation

18.4.1 Type I Exclusion: The Unformulable Hypothesis

The Confabulation Rationality Lemma establishes that an Individual whose Hypothesis Space contains only {A, I} will, upon receiving evidence of any desire, assign all posterior probability to A or I, because there is nowhere else for it to go. The resulting false Belief is the correct inference given the restricted input. The Individual is not reasoning badly; they are reasoning well from incomplete premises.

This is Type I Exclusion (Structural Exclusion): the true generative Hypothesis, the Mimetic one, lies outside the Hypothesis Space the Individual can represent. The Hypothesis is not merely unlikely but unformulable; a Hypothesis that is absent cannot accumulate Belief, no matter how much evidence arrives.

18.4.2 Subspace Expansion as Prerequisite

AIM Vocabulary Acquisition solves Type I Exclusion by introducing the three-source taxonomy into the Individual’s conceptual repertoire. Once the M-concept is available, the Mimetic Hypothesis enters the Hypothesis Space as a live possibility, and the Mimetic Hypothesis can now accumulate probability mass as evidence arrives. Knowledge Patch Necessity is the principle that I-Override requires prior acquisition of the M-concept because Confabulation draws on available categories.

The wanting arrives already interpreted. The Decision Hub’s output admits one category, magnitude of deficit to be corrected, so a Salience reading is delivered as a lack whether or not any lack exists (the Salience-Deficit Conflation Principle, Chapter 9, Section 9.9.2). The Mimetic concept therefore supplies a second category in which a positive action-demanding signal can be held: the Individual acquires the possibility that a felt urgency is a reading of what the environment marks as valued rather than a report that something is missing. What the architecture withholds is the concept and not the signal. The Salience reading is real, fully formed, and arrives intact; what is absent is any way of receiving it as a reading. An Individual who holds the category can receive it as one.

This operation is architecturally prior to all other Knowledge Patch operations. Without it:


	Epistemic Suspension maintains doubt about the wrong Hypotheses (A vs. I, not A/I vs. M)

	The Two-Question Diagnostic produces a residual the Individual cannot interpret

	Behavioural Signatures are observed but not categorised

	The Presumption Against Scapegoating lacks the vocabulary to articulate what systemic attribution means



18.4.3 The Reduced Confabulation Error Corollary

The preceding section established that AIM Vocabulary Acquisition is architecturally prior to all other Knowledge Patch operations. The Confabulation Rationality Lemma entails a further consequence: subspace expansion reduces the error rate of default Confabulation even when the Individual does not deploy deliberative I-Override.

The Confabulation Rationality Lemma (defined in Chapter 2; derived at Chapter 11, Section 11.2) establishes that Bayesian updating on a restricted Hypothesis Space converges to the closest available match to the true generative Hypothesis within that space, which is the least-wrong available Hypothesis (the formal statement, as a projection, is given in Appendix A, Section A.5.6). This convergence is automatic. It is the default output of the updating machinery, not a product of deliberative effort.

A consequence follows directly. When AIM Vocabulary Acquisition enlarges the Individual’s repertoire from the Appetitive and Intrinsic Hypotheses alone to one that also contains the Mimetic Hypothesis, the closest available attribution for any M-driven desire is necessarily at least as close to the Truth as it was before, and strictly closer whenever the desire has a genuine Mimetic component. For any desire arising in a social context with non-zero coupling strength (that is, virtually all desires in modern environments), that component is present. The enlarged repertoire contains the true direction that the restricted one excluded, and the best attribution available within a repertoire that contains the Truth can only be at least as accurate as the best attribution available within one that excludes it. The ceiling on attributional accuracy is therefore raised, and that much is a structural certainty; its formal statement, as an orthogonal projection, is given in Appendix A. Whether the realised attribution approaches the ceiling is a separate question, because the realised posterior is the update from the incumbent prior rather than the projection onto the enlarged repertoire, and the incumbent is restated as Evidence on every cycle through Self-Coupling and through interpersonal coupling.

This means subspace expansion produces two functionally distinct benefits:


	The deliberative benefit (established in Section 18.4.2). With the Mimetic Hypothesis available as a live possibility, deliberative I-Override can route probability mass toward the correct Hypothesis through the Two-Question Diagnostic and Behavioural Signatures. This is the compensatory pathway.


	The passive benefit. Even without deliberative I-Override, the automatic narrative generated by the narrative-closure drive can distribute probability mass toward the Mimetic Hypothesis, which under the restricted repertoire had nowhere to go at all. What Subspace Expansion secures is that the Mimetic likelihood channel has a destination. Whether mass accumulates there or is outweighed by accumulated reaffirmation of the incumbent is the Confabulation Race, so the passive benefit is a gain the Individual is in a position to realise rather than one the expansion delivers by itself.




The passive benefit matters for the compounding analysis established in Chapter 11. Each confabulated narrative enters subsequent updating cycles as a prior. Pre-Patch, every such prior assigns no weight to the Mimetic Hypothesis, and the per-iteration error is maximal for M-driven desires. Post-Patch, each prior carries some weight on the Mimetic Hypothesis, and the per-iteration error is reduced. Where the Interference Term is held above zero, the divergence between Patched and unPatched Individual Confabulation Cascades grows across cycles: the Patched Individual’s cascade converges more slowly toward a false fixed point, and may not converge at all where diagnostic doubt is periodically reintroduced, while the unPatched Individual’s cascade proceeds at full decoherence velocity toward the Individual Fixed Point. Where the Interference Term has collapsed, the added Hypothesis holds its initial mass and no divergence accumulates, which is why Subspace Expansion and Interference-Term Maintenance are jointly rather than severally required.

Consider the housing example from Section 18.6.2. An Individual without AIM vocabulary who wants a house in a prestigious suburb will generate a Confabulation drawing only on the Appetitive and Intrinsic Hypotheses: “I need this house because shelter is a basic need and the location provides security for my family.” The M-component (Status signalling, comparison with reference group, prestige of suburb) receives no probability mass because that Hypothesis does not exist in the Individual’s repertoire. That Confabulation enters the next updating cycle as a prior, reinforcing the A/I attribution and further entrenching the false posterior.

The same Individual with AIM vocabulary may still generate a rapid Confabulation without deploying the Two-Question Diagnostic. But the narrative-closure drive now operates on a three-dimensional subspace. Even a cursory, non-deliberative narrative (“I want this house, partly for shelter, partly because I enjoy the area, and maybe partly because it signals something about where I am in life”) distributes some probability mass across all three directions. The M-component receives a non-zero posterior, however small. That slightly more accurate prior enters the next cycle, producing a slightly less distorted update in the cycle after that, and so on. The per-cycle error reduction is modest. The compounding effect across many cycles is not.

This is not a claim that passive subspace expansion is sufficient. Without Epistemic Suspension, the narrative-closure drive still pushes toward rapid decoherence. Without the Two-Question Diagnostic, the non-zero M-mass may be overwhelmed by the Romantic Lie’s prior pressure toward I-attribution. The passive benefit reduces the error rate per cycle; the deliberative benefit reduces it further. Both are consequences of subspace expansion, but the passive benefit operates even in the absence of trained diagnostic capacity, making it the architecturally prior gain from AIM Vocabulary Acquisition.

Reduced Confabulation Error Corollary. AIM Vocabulary Acquisition (the enlargement of the Hypothesis Space to include the Mimetic Hypothesis) raises the ceiling on attributional accuracy for any M-driven desire: the closest available attribution within the enlarged Hypothesis Space is necessarily at least as close to the Truth as the closest attribution within the restricted one, and strictly closer wherever the desire carries a Mimetic component (Appendix A, Section A.5.6). The ceiling is a structural certainty. Whether the realised attribution approaches it is not, because the realised posterior is the update from the incumbent prior rather than the projection onto the enlarged space, and the incumbent is restated as Evidence on every cycle through Self-Coupling and through interpersonal coupling. What Subspace Expansion secures is that the Mimetic likelihood channel has somewhere to send mass, which under the restricted Hypothesis Space it did not. Whether that mass accumulates or is outweighed by accumulated reaffirmation of the incumbent is the Confabulation Race, and the divergence between Patched and unPatched Confabulation Cascades compounds only where the Interference Term is held above zero. [Framework-Specific Principle]

Architectural Boundary. The passive benefit does not restore Source-tagging. It ensures that the automatic Confabulation is less wrong, not that it is correct. The best available attribution within the enlarged Hypothesis Space is closer to the Truth than the best one within the restricted Hypothesis Space, but it is still only an approximation, not the true Hypothesis itself. Full accuracy requires the deliberative pathway, and even maximal deliberative accuracy is limited to post-hoc recognition rather than preconscious detection. This is compensatory improvement, not architectural repair.



18.4.4 The Imaginative Search Corollary and Subspace Expansion

AIM Vocabulary Acquisition accelerates an operation that Conscious Cognition performs endogenously. The generative operation of Conscious Cognition, termed Imagination, continuously constructs candidate Hypotheses and delivers them into the Hypothesis Space. Without social transmission, this operation would be the sole mechanism by which the Hypothesis Space expands to contain new Hypotheses, and the rate of that endogenous expansion would be limited by the Individual’s capacity to construct structurally novel Hypotheses from first principles. AIM Vocabulary Acquisition is a socially-transmitted accelerant: it supplies the Mimetic Hypothesis as a pre-formed candidate, bypassing the first-principles construction that would otherwise be required.

This produces a specific consequence for intervention design. Populations in which the generative operation has been preserved (through institutional arrangements that permit exploratory thinking, that distinguish the hypothetical and Belief registers, and that do not produce premature decoherence onto dominant priors) will absorb AIM Vocabulary more readily than populations in which the generative operation has been suppressed. In a population whose Conscious Cognition has drifted toward the Individual Fixed Point on one or more motivational domains (the dominant prior approaching certainty and the Interference Term approaching zero), new Hypothesis directions cannot accumulate standing against the dominant fixed Belief regardless of whether the vocabulary is available. Subspace Expansion and Interference-Term Maintenance are therefore jointly necessary: the first supplies the direction, the second supplies the conditions under which mass can flow toward it.

The corollary also locates the architectural boundary of the Knowledge Patch at the population scale. A population at or near the Terminal Phase of the Crisis State Architecture is a population whose aggregate imaginative operation has been suppressed. In such a population, AIM Vocabulary Acquisition alone cannot produce source-recognition, because the engine has lost the capacity to sustain candidate Hypotheses at non-zero amplitude long enough for diagnostic evidence to redistribute mass. Early deployment, before the interference term across the population has collapsed, is therefore architecturally required, not merely preferable.



18.4.5 Why Vocabulary Is Not Merely Educational

Education implies the Individual already has the conceptual framework and merely lacks information. AIM Vocabulary Acquisition provides the framework itself, without it, the relevant information is not merely unknown but unknowable within the Individual’s representational capacity. The M-concept is not a fact to be learned but a dimension to be added to the Hypothesis Space.

The relation runs in both directions, and the two directions do not conflict. Education cannot supply the framework, because teaching presupposes a representational space in which what is taught can land. The Knowledge Patch cannot install itself without education, because the capacities on which its operations run are trained rather than given (Section 18.15.3). Each is prior to the other in a different respect: education supplies the capacities, the Knowledge Patch supplies the dimension those capacities then operate on, and neither substitutes for the other.

18.4.6 I-Override as Hypothesis-Space Expansion

The Knowledge Patch does not introduce a new form of reasoning. It re-introduces excluded Hypotheses into the Bayesian Hypothesis Space, specifically, the Hypothesis that any given desire may be mimetically acquired and misattributed due to Source Opacity. The Two-Question Diagnostic provides structured diagnostic evidence that bears on this Hypothesis. Together, they re-enable standard Bayesian updating on the expanded space, which is the definition of I-Override (Chapter 2). The Knowledge Patch is therefore the operationalisation of the Bayesian symmetry: the same updating process that produces crisis, when given access to the full Hypothesis Space and diagnostic evidence, produces correction.

18.5 Epistemic Suspension

18.5.1 Why Suspension Is Entailed

Epistemic Suspension is entailed before it is a skill, and the derivation fixes what the skill is for. Confabulation is not a lapse that better effort would avoid; it is the output the engine produces whenever the interference term collapses under the narrative-closure drive, resolving an open Belief onto the nearest dominant prior before diagnostic evidence can redistribute mass. The single quantity that determines whether the engine closes prematurely or holds is the interference term, and Epistemic Suspension is precisely its maintenance above zero against decoherence pressure (the operation as defined at Section 18.3; formal treatment of the interference term and its maintenance at Appendix A, Section A.5.6). The capacity to tolerate “I don’t know” is therefore not a temperament the intervention hopes for but the behavioural face of a named architectural variable: to suspend is to hold the interference term open, and to fail to suspend is to let it fall to zero and the Belief decohere. That maintained openness is Individual Subcriticality: confidence in self-understanding held below the threshold at which alternative Hypotheses become unavailable. The Individual Subcriticality Principle is that the same anti-lock-in structure that operates at collective scale operates at Individual scale, and Epistemic Suspension is the operation that maintains it.

The derivation also fixes when suspension may be released, and the answer is counter-intuitive in the same way the rest of the architecture is. Applied to judgements of other Individuals, no felt state can serve as the release condition, because within the endogenous evidence regime, consensus, encounters the Individual shaped, and the accommodating conduct their own signalled valuation elicited, the accuracy of a social valuation is not a quantity any instrument available to the Individual can measure, and confidence is precisely the quantity the architecture cannot ground (Chapter 15, Section 15.11; Appendix A, Sections A.11.3 and A.11.8). Suspension toward another Individual is therefore released by procedure and never by conviction: relaxed in proportion to accumulated conduct the observer did not shape, conduct toward third parties, and performance across stakes that vary independently of the observer’s expectations. This is the descriptive result. The trained capacity the following subsections develop, and its dispositional obstacles and its dependence on actionable vocabulary, is the implementation of a suspension whose necessity and whose release condition are already fixed by the architecture.

The release condition bears hardest on one Belief type. A Grievance Belief is the Belief under which another Individual is read as taker or threat, and two properties distinguish it. Its certainty licenses action against a person, which no other Belief type’s certainty does. And acting on it supplies its own confirming evidence: where the party at the gate can respond, their guarded or hostile conduct is what the Grievance Belief predicted, and where they are reciprocity-exempt and respond with nothing, co-holders supply the stream as social proof. The corrective route of acting, observing and updating is therefore closed for this type, the observation returning what the action produced. Suspension on a Grievance Belief is accordingly released by procedure and never by conviction, and the Grievance Gateway is that procedure in its collective form; Epistemic Suspension holds the question open until the Gateway has run.

The popular form of the cogito omits the step from which Descartes began. In The Search for Truth the inference is given as “I doubt, therefore I am, or what is the same, I think, therefore I am” (Descartes, 1701/1984). Doubt there is a mode of thinking rather than its antecedent, but it is the mode the method opens with, and the method depends on holding it: judgment is withheld on every question that admits doubt while action continues under a provisional morality. That is Epistemic Suspension held deliberately. The open question is sustained as a stable closure state, and the Thinker remains recruited for as long as the question stays open (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3).

18.5.2 The Foundational Skill

Epistemic Suspension is the capacity to tolerate “I don’t know” as a stable cognitive state rather than a deficit requiring immediate narrative closure. This capacity is foundational because Confabulation occurs at the moment when uncertainty becomes intolerable, when the cognitive system generates any available narrative to achieve closure.

The brain’s demand for causal explanation is not inherently a demand for accurate explanation, it is a demand for any explanation that allows downstream processes (threat response, resource allocation, social coordination) to proceed. In ancestral contexts, “I don’t know” was unstable because it left the organism in an alarm state without actionable direction. But in modern contexts, “I don’t know” can function as stable closure if the Individual:


	Accepts uncertainty as tolerable, recognising that not knowing the source of a desire does not prevent functional decision-making

	Treats “I don’t know” as informative, if neither A nor I explanations hold, this absence is itself evidence

	Defers action pending investigation, instead of acting immediately to resolve discomfort, treating uncertainty as a signal to gather more information



18.5.3 The Dispositional Challenge

Psychological research identifies Need for Closure (NFC) as a stable trait, the tendency to seek definite answers and experience discomfort with ambiguity. Individuals vary substantially in NFC, and this variation has heritable components. High-NFC Individuals will experience “I don’t know” as architecturally uncomfortable, the state generates urgency, discomfort, and pressure toward resolution that does not arise from cultural training alone.

Can such Individuals develop Epistemic Suspension, or is the capacity limited to those who start with low NFC?

The answer lies in distinguishing trait change from compensatory capacity. Epistemic Suspension does not require eliminating NFC, reducing the dispositional pressure toward closure. It requires developing the functional equivalent: the ability to sustain uncertainty despite the discomfort, achieving the same behavioural outcome (deferred closure, sustained inquiry) through a trained pathway rather than dispositional ease.

The mechanism operates as follows:


	The discomfort remains. High-NFC Individuals will feel urgency for closure when facing “I don’t know.” This feeling is dispositional and may not diminish substantially.

	Tolerance is trained. Through deliberate practice, the Individual learns to tolerate that discomfort rather than immediately act to eliminate it.

	Reframing transforms the state. The intolerable version: “I don’t have an answer and cannot proceed.” The tolerable version: “I don’t have an answer yet, and I can hold this question open until sufficient information arrives.”

	Neuroplasticity enables pathway formation. Repeated practice creates neural pathways that make the tolerance less effortful over time.



18.5.4 AIM Vocabulary as Compensatory Tool

Even if an Individual possesses Epistemic Suspension capacity, “I don’t know” is an unstable endpoint without conceptual vocabulary that makes the uncertainty actionable. Saying “I don’t know why I want this house” leaves the question open but provides no path forward.

The AIM taxonomy resolves this by providing the categories that transform “I don’t know” into “I don’t know whether this is A, I, or M, but I can test each Hypothesis”:


	Appetitive test: If my survival were secure (housing, food, safety guaranteed), would I still feel urgency about acquiring this specific house? If no → A-driven

	Intrinsic test: If no one could ever observe me living here, would I still want this house? If yes → I-driven

	Mimetic test (by elimination): If neither Appetitive nor Intrinsic explanations hold, the desire is likely M-driven



With AIM vocabulary, “I don’t know” becomes “I don’t know yet, but I have a method for finding out.” Uncertainty is no longer a dead end, it is the entry point for diagnostic investigation.

18.5.5 The Expectation-Calibration Corollary

The preceding subsections developed Epistemic Suspension as the capacity to tolerate uncertainty about the source of a present desire, to hold “I don’t know why I want this” open rather than collapsing it into premature Confabulation. The same capacity has a second application that the desire-focused treatment does not cover: the calibration of Beliefs about future outcomes. This subsection derives that application as a corollary of the Bayesian architecture already established.

An Expectation is a Belief-state about a future Object or event in which probability mass has concentrated on a single anticipated outcome prior to that outcome’s decoherence event. This is not a new construct but a special case of the Belief dynamics developed in the preceding chapters: an Expectation is simply a prior that has become steep before reality has intruded to warrant its steepness. When the future event resolves, reality-contact forces the Belief-state to redistribute (a decoherence event in the exact sense already defined). The affective cost of that resolution is a monotonic function of the distance the Belief-state must travel during decoherence, and that distance is itself a function of prior miscalibration: how far the concentration of mass had exceeded what the available evidence warranted. A confidently held Expectation that fails imposes a larger correction, and therefore a larger felt cost, than a tentatively held one that fails.

The suffering is not caused by futurity as such. A future event about which the Individual held accurately calibrated Beliefs produces no painful decoherence when it arrives, because there was no divergence to correct. The cost tracks miscalibration, not the mere fact that the event lay ahead. This locates the intervention precisely: the lever is not the suppression of Expectation in general, but the reduction of unwarranted probability concentration.

Epistemic Suspension is that lever. Maintained as a stable closure state, Epistemic Suspension holds the pre-event distribution calibrated and dispersed, keeping non-trivial probability on multiple outcomes rather than permitting the narrative-closure drive to collapse the Belief prematurely onto one. A distributed prior entails a smaller correction when the event resolves, because less mass has to move; a smaller correction entails a smaller decoherence cost, hence attenuated disappointment, and at the extreme, attenuation of the trauma that a violent collapse of a life-structuring Belief can otherwise produce. This does not eliminate the suffering. Some divergence is unavoidable and reality still intrudes. Epistemic Suspension bounds the cost without abolishing it.

Expectation-Calibration Corollary. An Expectation is a Belief-state in which probability mass has concentrated on a single future outcome prior to that outcome’s decoherence event. The affective cost of expectation-violation is a monotonic function of the distance the Belief-state must travel during decoherence, which is a function of prior miscalibration. Epistemic Suspension, maintained as a stable closure state, holds the pre-event distribution calibrated and dispersed, minimising that distance and thereby bounding the disappointment (and in severe cases the trauma) that decoherence would otherwise impose. [Framework-Specific Corollary]

In plain language: an expectation is just a Belief about the future that you have already made very confident before the future has actually shown up. The more confident you were, and the more that confidence outran your actual evidence, the harder the fall when things turn out differently, because your mind has further to travel to catch up with reality. Being wrong about the future is not what hurts; being overconfident about it is. If your Beliefs were realistically hedged, the outcome, whatever it is, barely jolts you. Epistemic Suspension is the trained ability to hold the future loosely, to keep several possibilities genuinely live instead of betting everything on one, so that when reality arrives, the adjustment is small and the pain is small. It doesn’t make disappointment impossible. It keeps disappointment from becoming devastation.

Architectural Boundary. The corollary does not claim that Expectation can be eliminated or that decoherence can be avoided. The architectural default is toward closure, not suspension, and the pressure to convert “I don’t know how this will resolve” into a confident Expectation is continuous. Epistemic Suspension is therefore the same acquired, neuroplastically consolidated skill described in Section 18.5.3, applied to the future rather than to present desire-sources; its maintenance is effortful and degrades under stress, which is why the result is stated as a bound on suffering conditional on sustained suspension, not as a standing property of the Individual.

The Release Condition for Interpersonal Suspension. Applied to judgements of other Individuals, Epistemic Suspension carries one further property, derived at Chapter 15, Section 15.11. Within the endogenous evidence regime (consensus, encounters the Individual shaped, the accommodating conduct their own signalled valuation elicited), the accuracy of a social valuation is not a quantity any instrument available to the Individual can measure, and outside that regime accuracy is forced only asymptotically, by exogenous evidence accumulated across independently varying circumstances, with no bounded record certifying which regime the Individual is in. It follows that no felt state can serve as the release condition for suspension toward another Individual: confidence is precisely the quantity the architecture cannot ground. Suspension toward other Individuals is therefore released by procedure, never by conviction, relaxed in proportion to accumulated conduct the observer did not shape, behaviour toward third parties, and performance across stakes that vary independently of the observer’s expectations, which is the evidential work the Third-Person Status Diagnostic (Section 18.6.5) and Behavioural Signatures (Section 18.7) are built to do.



18.6 The Two-Question Diagnostic

18.6.1 The Diagnostic Structure

The Two-Question Diagnostic operationalises Source-discrimination through eliminative inference. The introspective demand to be authentic, or to find what the Individual really wants, is the Authenticity Trap: M-driven desire presents to introspection as authentic under Source Opacity, and the introspective demand supplies no architectural method for source-discrimination. The Two-Question Diagnostic’s formal placement in the five-channel architecture is Channel 1 of the Patch (the I-Override gate at the fast layer, formalised in §18.14), where the I-Override gate is operationalised jointly by the Two-Question Diagnostic and Epistemic Suspension acting together: the Two-Question Diagnostic supplies the source-recognition signal that licences interception, and Epistemic Suspension keeps the interception window open long enough for the I-Override to engage.

The Two-Question Diagnostic has two complementary applications, and the complementarity is forced by Source Opacity. Applied to oneself, the Two-Question Diagnostic turns on the audience-removal counterfactual (would I still want this if no one would ever observe it?), which is evidence only the Individual holds, because it requires private access to one’s own engagement; but the Individual’s source self-report is unreliable, and most unreliable precisely when they are certain of a Confabulation and not open to revising the Self-Model. Applied to a third party, the Two-Question Diagnostic cannot reach that private counterfactual, but it can read the other’s longitudinal Behavioural Signatures (Section 18.7), often more accurately than the subject can read their own, because the observer is not bound to the subject’s particular Confabulation. The observer’s reading begins with the Three-Question Diagnostic, which sets rough priors before any Signature is read: whether an audience is present, whether a Salient Appetitive state is active, and whether strong external payoffs or threats are at stake. An audience raises the prior on M, an active deficit raises the prior on A, and large stakes raise both while lowering the prior on I. The three answers rule explanations in and out; the Signatures then do the estimating.

The two readings are independent lines of inference toward the same underlying source-composition, so they can be triangulated: where they converge, confidence in the attribution rises; where they diverge, the divergence itself localises where a Confabulation is operating. This is the epistemic basis of the Reciprocal Care Principle (Section 18.8), and it is why Behavioural Signatures sit in the indispensable core alongside the Two-Question Diagnostic rather than as an optional refinement: they are how the Two-Question Diagnostic is actually determined, for self and other alike.

Question 1 (A-Test): “Would I still need this if my survival were secure?” - Tests whether the desire addresses genuine physiological deficit - If YES → A-component is present - If NO → Proceed to Question 2

Question 2 (I-Test): “Would I still want this if no one could ever see me having/doing it?” - Tests whether the desire persists without social observation - If YES → I-component is present, where the engagement is rewarding in the doing (Section 18.7.2) - If NO → M is likely the primary driver

The diagnostic is eliminative rather than direct. The Mimetic contribution arrives in the form of the very thing an introspective test would be looking for, a felt lack, and introspection asked to distinguish a Salience reading from a deficit is asked to read a distinction the integrated Scalar does not carry. The diagnostic therefore works by testing for A and I signatures. If both tests fail, the desire is not bodily-need-driven and would not persist in private, M is identified by exclusion.

18.6.2 Application Examples

Housing: “I want to buy this house in a prestigious suburb.” - Q1 (A-Test): Would I need this specific house if shelter were guaranteed? Probably not, many houses would satisfy the shelter need. - Q2 (I-Test): Would I still want it if no one could see where I live? If the honest answer is “no” or “much less”, the desire is substantially M-driven.

Credential: “I want to pursue this advanced degree.” - Q1 (A-Test): Do I need this degree for survival? Rarely, alternative paths to economic security exist. - Q2 (I-Test): Would I still want the knowledge if no credential were attached? If yes → I-driven learning. If no → M-driven credential pursuit.

Consumer good: “I want this luxury item.” - Q1 (A-Test): Does my body need this? No. - Q2 (I-Test): Would I still want it if no one could ever know I own it? If no → Pure M-driver (Status signalling).

18.6.3 The Two-Question Diagnostic Across Scales, The Appetitive-Deficiency Test

The Two-Question Diagnostic operates at the Individual level. The eliminative structure it employs generalises to the collective level as the Appetitive-Deficiency Test. Where the question is not “what drives this Individual’s desire?” but “what drives this group’s sustained Belief?”, the diagnostic proceeds as follows. Identify the group that primarily benefits from maintaining the Belief, in the sense that the Belief transfers position, security, or status advantage to them, and the group on which the disadvantage of the Belief falls. Then ask whether the beneficiary group is, relative to the disadvantaged group, under any appetitive deficiency the Belief relieves. If the beneficiary group is materially secure and the disadvantage falls on the other party, then no appetitive need of the beneficiaries is being met by the Belief. The Belief does no work toward relieving a deficiency of the people who sustain it. The A-channel is closed not by assertion but by the observed absence of any correspondence between the beneficiaries’ own deficit state and the Belief’s content.

This test is the collective-scale complement of the first question in the Two-Question Diagnostic (“Does my body need this?”). Like its individual-level counterpart, it does not require introspective access to motivational sources, because it operates on observable distribution of advantage and disadvantage rather than on self-report. The test is most decisive when the gap is large: the Belief benefits the better-resourced party while the cost falls on the weaker. In that case the A-channel inference is overdetermined, the beneficiaries’ own A-state is not in the configuration the Belief would relieve. The Reversal Counterfactual (Section 18.9.11) confirms this closure independently.



18.6.4 Limitations and Honest Application

The diagnostic requires honest application, which is difficult because:


	Confabulation resists exposure. The same system that generated the original narrative will generate supporting narratives when the diagnostic is applied.

	Social desirability bias. Individuals prefer to believe their desires are I-driven (authentic, meaningful) rather than M-driven (borrowed, Status-seeking).

	Mixed cases. Many desires have genuine A and I components alongside M-amplification. The diagnostic identifies primary driver, not exclusive driver.



The diagnostic does not guarantee accurate Source-attribution, it provides better-than-nothing discrimination under conditions where introspection alone provides nothing useful. Even imperfect application shifts probability mass away from pure Confabulation.



18.6.5 The Third-Person Status Diagnostic, The Patch’s Interpersonal Operation

The Knowledge Patch as so far specified is intra-individual: AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, the Two-Question Diagnostic, and the Presumption Against Scapegoating each route around a single Individual’s Source Opacity. But the framework’s crisis model concerns coupled systems, and a patch operating only inside individuals cannot, on its own, act on a coupling parameter. The Third-Person Status Diagnostic is the operation that makes the Patch interpersonal, and therefore the operation through which the Patch acts directly on the coupling strength and the decoherence time (Appendix A, Sections A.5.7 and A.12).

The Third-Person Status Diagnostic is simply the Two-Question Diagnostic applied to a third party, using observable behavioural markers in place of introspection. This substitution is not a weakening. Source Opacity degrades self-diagnosis, the introspector’s own report is Confabulation, whereas the third-person observer never relied on the target’s introspection, but on behavioural evidence, which is exactly what the Patch privileges. The diagnostic that appears to be a weaker proxy is in fact applied at the point where the architecture’s central defect does not bite.

Distributed across a population, the Third-Person Status Diagnostic attenuates the coupling strength: a status bid works by getting the audience to treat the bid as evidence of standing, and an audience running the Third-Person Status Diagnostic reclassifies the bid at reception as M-generation, withholding it from the endogenous evidence pool. It also shortens the decoherence time of the false motivation-Hypothesis: each peer reading of a bid as M rather than crediting it supplies a behavioural reality-check, correcting the false positional Belief sooner. Lower coupling strength and shorter decoherence time on false status-Beliefs are jointly pro-subcriticality.

The intervention’s correct form is the silent private attribution, and this is what immunises it against capture. The observer privately registers low status and declines to confer; the moment a verdict on a particular individual is externalised, it becomes an audience-dependent bid against that person and self-invalidates under the same Diagnostic. Private Persistence (the continued pursuit of an activity without audience or external reward) is thus the shared criterion that both identifies status-seeking in the target and validates the non-status character of the observer’s response.

People speak of the political pendulum swinging left to right, and of in-group and out-group feeling reversing over time; the framework supplies its mechanism. The swing is generated by positional pushes and pulls, lowering an out-group, raising one’s own, and it is powered entirely by the energy individuals feed into it, since a counter-push is merely energy applied in the opposite direction. The only way to stop the pendulum swinging is to decline to push or pull it: to withhold the energy rather than to counter-swing. The silent private attribution is precisely this withholding of energy. The direction of energy is not neutral: lowering others extracts more positional premium per act than raising oneself (the Extraction-Direction Asymmetry, formalised at Appendix A, Section A.10), which is why the energy fed into the pendulum is overwhelmingly the put-down. Withholding it, the rule the old maxim states, that one should say nothing rather than something unkind, is therefore the highest-leverage point of withdrawal. Symmetrising regard upward reaches the same floor (Mutual-Regard Equilibrium) from the opposite direction.

The method may nonetheless be taught and discussed openly: the silence attaches to the token application, never to the type. In practice, voiced status-lowering rarely takes open positional form; it is laundered through orthogonal descriptive vocabulary, “irrational,” “unwell,” “stupid”, which functions to lower rank while presenting as neutral judgement. Because correct application leaves no observable enforcement trace, the reduction in coupling strength it produces is detectable only in aggregate outcomes, never in visible calling-out events.



18.7 Behavioural Signatures as Inferential Evidence

18.7.1 When Introspection Fails, Observation Reveals

Because Source Opacity blocks direct introspective access to M, the Knowledge Patch must rely on behavioural signatures, observable patterns that correlate with motivational source even when the Individual cannot accurately report their source. The unit over which a signature is read is the Behavioural Episode: a bounded interval of observable conduct, with a start and an end that can be stated, analysed for what it reveals about the mix of A, I and M that governed it. An episode in which the Decision Hub selected and executed at least one action is an Action Episode; an episode in which nothing was executed is no less a Behavioural Episode and, for several of the signatures below, the more informative of the two, since the absence of pursuit when the audience is gone is what separates an I-led interval from an M-led one.

A-Signatures: - Satiation after consumption (hunger diminishes after eating) - Temporal cycling (needs recur on predictable schedules) - Physiological correlates (bodily states change with deficit)

I-Signatures: - Private Persistence (activity continues without audience) - Deepening with engagement (interest increases rather than decreases with exposure) - Satiation of enabling-Objects (once the tool is acquired, pursuit terminates) - Flow states (time distortion, reduced self-consciousness during engagement)

M-Signatures: - Audience-sensitivity (desire intensifies with observation, diminishes in private) - Model-dependence (desire tracks what Models pursue, shifts when Models shift) - Non-satiation (acquisition fails to terminate pursuit; reference points reset) - Comparison-constitution (satisfaction depends on relative position, not absolute state)

18.7.2 Third-Person Application

The behavioural signatures enable third-person application, observing others’ motivational sources when their self-reports are unreliable:


	Does their engagement persist when no one is watching, and deepen? → I-signature

	Does their desire shift when high-Status Models shift? → M-signature

	Does acquisition produce lasting satisfaction or reference-point reset? → A/I vs. M distinction



This third-person capacity is critical for institutional design. Institutions cannot rely on individuals’ self-reports about their motivations, but they can observe behavioural signatures and design structures accordingly.

18.7.3 Self-Application Through Behavioural Tracking

The Individual can apply behavioural signature analysis to themselves by treating their own past behaviour as data:


	“When I achieved X, did my desire terminate or reset to X+1?” → Satiation test

	“Do I engage with this activity when alone and unobserved?” → Audience test

	“Has my pursuit tracked shifting Models over time?” → Model-dependence test



This self-observation provides evidence that introspection cannot, because behaviour reveals what narrative conceals.



18.7.4 The Evidential Standard

The evidential standard by which behavioural signatures are read is not a matter of prudence but a derived consequence of what the signatures are evidence about. Conduct that the observer has shaped, and the accommodating behaviour that an observer’s own signalled valuation elicits, carries no information about the Individual’s standing dispositions, because it is a response to the observer rather than a sample of the Individual (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.9; Appendix A, Section A.11.8). It follows that behavioural signatures must be read preferentially from two sources: conduct the observer did not shape, and conduct directed toward third parties, where the Individual is not responding to the reader of the signature. This is the same standard the Release Condition for interpersonal Suspension states from the other direction (Section 18.5.5): suspension toward another is relaxed only against accumulated conduct the observer did not elicit and behaviour toward third parties, because that is the only conduct whose source the observer is positioned to read. The reading rule for signatures and the release rule for suspension are one standard, entailed by the fact that elicited conduct is a mirror of the observer rather than a window onto the observed.

18.8 The Reciprocal Care Principle

Operation 6 carries a consequence that inverts the intuition most readers bring to questions of care. The Reciprocal Care Principle is the result that the Individual and a capable other are differently placed to infer that Individual’s genuine Appetitive needs and Intrinsic conditions, each with access to evidence the other lacks, so that care is reciprocal and complementary rather than hierarchical, and a population of Individuals caring for one another draws on a combined evidence base that no Individual caring only for themselves can match.

The Reciprocal Care Principle follows from the structure of motivational evidence under Source Opacity (Axiom 3). No Individual has introspective access to the source-decomposition of their own motivational signals; the source-tags that would distinguish an Appetitive need from an Intrinsic condition from a Mimetic pull have been destroyed by Common-Currency Integration and overwritten by Confabulation. This foreclosure is not total in its consequences, however, because it bears unevenly on different channels of evidence. Some evidence is available to the Individual and not to the observer: whether the Individual would still want to engage in an activity for its own sake if no one would ever observe them, the audience-removal counterfactual at the heart of the Two-Question Diagnostic, is a question the Individual can pose to themselves and the observer can only infer toward from outside. Other evidence is available to the observer and not, or less, to the Individual: the behavioural signatures of persistence past functional adequacy, escalation, and observability-dependence are externally legible, while Source Opacity blocks the Individual from reading them off their own source-tags.

The deeper reason the observer’s reading of these signatures can be more accurate is not merely that the conduct is visible to them, but that they are not bound to the Individual’s specific Confabulation about the desire. The Individual’s self-assessment is actively shaped by the particular narrative their own Confabulation has generated to explain why they want the Object, a narrative that, under the Sincerity Guarantee, is experienced as straightforward Truth. The observer is not captive to that specific narrative. They carry Confabulations of their own about their own desires, but not the one gripping this Individual about this Object, and on this desire they can therefore reason without that particular distortion in place. The advantage is local and specific, not general: the observer is unbound from one source of distortion that binds the Individual, which is a different thing from being a better reasoner overall.

Neither vantage point is complete. No Individual has perfect introspection, and no observer has perfect inference; both run eliminative inference from partial evidence, on channels that only partly overlap. What the Reciprocal Care Principle establishes is therefore not that the observer outranks the Individual, but that the two evidence bases are non-substitutable, and that care which combines them is better informed than care drawn from either alone. Because this holds for every Individual reciprocally, a population caring for one another is better resourced for the task than each Individual caring only for themselves.

The combination is more than additive. Because the Individual’s audience-removal counterfactual and the observer’s Confabulation-unbound reading of behavioural signatures are independent lines of inference toward the same latent source-composition, the two readings can be compared against each other to triangulate the source. Where the two converge, confidence in the attribution rises beyond what either reading carries alone; where they diverge, the divergence itself is informative, localising the point at which a Confabulation is most likely operating, characteristically, where the Individual’s self-account asserts an Intrinsic or Appetitive ground that the behavioural signatures, read from outside, do not support. Triangulation is therefore the operative benefit of reciprocal care at the level of inference: not that the observer corrects the Individual, nor that the Individual overrides the observer, but that two partial and independent readings jointly fix a source-composition that neither fixes on its own.

The source-composition the two readings triangulate toward is a real and grounded fact, not a purely endogenous construct. This is what distinguishes the inference from the endogenous Belief-formation analysed under Quantum Epistemology, where a Belief tracks social consensus because no decohered Referent is available to it. The Appetitive and Intrinsic components are bounded facts about the world. An Appetitive need is a determinate fact about a body, a caloric deficit, a shelter or security requirement, established independently of what anyone, including the Individual, believes about it, and satiable at a definite point. An Intrinsic condition is a fact about what the Individual would engage with for its own sake, which the audience-removal counterfactual tests precisely by stripping out the social term, so that what remains is the engagement that survives the removal of any observer. Both are bounded, and both have a Referent that exists prior to and independently of the readings taken of it.

Only the Mimetic component has no terminus of its own and is constituted by positioning rather than by a fact of the world. The triangulation is therefore fact-finding against a real target on its Appetitive and Intrinsic components, not two endogenous estimates converging on a consensus with nothing underneath it. Where a traced and decohered Referent is available, the bounded Appetitive need, the audience-invariant Intrinsic engagement, it takes strict priority over the endogenous positioning the same desire also affords, in keeping with the Referent Primacy Principle. Reciprocal care is in this sense a grounded inquiry into what an Individual genuinely needs, not a negotiation over how they are to be positioned.

The foregoing analysis is concerned with detecting Mimetic contamination, and risks leaving the impression that desire is to be approached only with suspicion. There is enjoyment, and there is doing for its own sake, that is genuinely Intrinsically motivated whether or not any audience is present. The activity an Individual would still take up, still find absorbing, and still return to in complete privacy, with no one ever to see it, credit it, or compare them for it, is Intrinsic engagement in its clearest form. Audience-invariance is not merely the filter that screens such engagement from Mimetic imitation; it is the affirmative signature of the genuine article. This is precisely the evidence the Individual holds and the observer cannot reach directly, and it is the component of the source-composition most plainly grounded and most plainly the Individual’s own. The Reciprocal Care Principle does not treat wanting as a thing to be talked down. The Reciprocal Care Principle distinguishes the want whose satisfaction will not last from the engagement that needs no audience to be worth pursuing, and it protects the latter as among the things genuine care exists to serve.

The Reciprocal Care Principle comprises two limbs. The Epistemic-Access Limb is the claim just derived: the Individual’s and the observer’s evidence bases are differently and only partly overlapping, so neither has a general epistemic privilege over the other regarding the Individual’s motivations. The asymmetry is one of inferential access on specific channels, not of overall standing, and not of direct reading. Neither the Individual nor the capable other has direct access to the source-weights; both must infer source-composition from evidence, and the evidence each can reach is different. The Individual holds the audience-removal counterfactual on the Intrinsic-enjoyment dimension; the observer holds the externally legible behavioural signatures, which the Individual reaches only by running the same contrasts on their own conduct, and reads them without being bound to the specific Confabulation that shapes the Individual’s account of this desire. Care is well-founded when it draws on both, which is why it is reciprocal rather than one-directional.

The Constitution Limb holds that no Individual is constitutively self-sufficient, because the provision an Individual experiences as self-originating is in fact constituted from the periphery, from capable others together with the institutional Appetitive floor. Treating any Individual as self-sufficient is therefore a category error of the same kind the Constitution-Direction Principle (Appendix 18B, Section 18B.6) identifies: a flow constituted from the periphery of a system is misread as emanating from its centre. The Reciprocal Care Principle is the interpersonal instance of that misreading seen from the side of the recipient, just as the Push-Pull Obligation Principle is its correction seen from the side of the provider.

The corrective structure is already in hand. Push-directed provision, self-initiated and I-led, draws on the channel the provider can reach, the observable behavioural signatures of the other, without displacing the channel the recipient holds, the audience-removal counterfactual on their own enjoyment, so the two evidence bases combine rather than compete. Both self-directed provision and demand-directed provision run through the channel Source Opacity corrupts: the self-carer who consults the felt want is reading destroyed source-tags, and the demander is asserting a felt entitlement whose source they cannot introspect and which Confabulation will sincerely narrate as legitimate. The Reciprocal Care Principle thus explains, from the recipient’s side, why the polarity switch the Push-Pull Obligation Principle prescribes is not a moral preference but an architectural necessity: the direction in which care actually works is the direction the architecture conceals from the parties to it.

In plain language: you are the worst-placed person to judge what you really need and why you want it, because the part of your mind that would tell you the true reason is sealed off, and it papers over the gap with a confident story. Other people cannot read your mind either, but they can see your actual situation and your behaviour, which is more than you can do from the inside, so care works better pointed outward than inward, and that holds for everyone at once, which is why we are better at looking after each other than ourselves. The comfortable idea that a person stands on their own two feet gets the direction backwards: what looks like standing alone is really being held up by a network you cannot see, plus a floor someone else has to guarantee.

18.8.1 What the Reciprocal Care Principle Does Not License

The Reciprocal Care Principle is an epistemic claim about who is better placed to infer motivational source-composition. It is not a normative claim that the better-placed reader acquires authority over the Individual’s action, and it is not a claim that any want carrying a Mimetic component is thereby illegitimate or to be withheld. Three misreadings follow naturally from the surface form of the Reciprocal Care Principle, and each inverts its actual content.

First, the Reciprocal Care Principle does not deprive the Individual of agency. That a capable other can more reliably infer an Individual’s Appetitive needs and Intrinsic conditions establishes a diagnostic asymmetry, not a transfer of decision-authority. The correction the Reciprocal Care Principle points toward is the Push-Pull Obligation Principle, under which provision is push-directed, I-led, and exercised through the recipient’s own judgement: there is no demand-right, and provision that overrides the recipient’s I-leadership through guilt, pressure, or substituted judgement is coercion, not care. The better-placed reader is better placed to offer, to notice, and to assist; they are not licensed to decide for. An Individual retains full standing to pursue what they want, including against the assessment of those better placed to read its source.

Second, the Reciprocal Care Principle does not hold that a desire is “really only Mimetic” because its desirability reaches the Decision Hub through the Mimetic channel. The desirability of an Intrinsic-enabling Object is almost always mimetically transmitted: an Individual learns that an instrument, a tool, a field of study, or a craft is worth engaging with by observing others engage with it. The single class of exception is the Individual who is inventing or otherwise creating something new, where there is no prior Model from whom the desirability could have been transmitted. Outside that case, mimetic transmission is the normal route by which Intrinsic-enabling Objects become desirable at all, and it does not convert the resulting want into a Mimetically-led want. What determines the lead source is the configuration of the AIM weights, not the channel of first acquaintance. An Object can arrive via the Mimetic channel and still be I-led, A-led, or genuinely mixed once it is integrated.

The AIM weights are never read directly. Source Opacity and the Introspection Illusion guarantee that no Individual, and no observer, has direct access to the weights themselves; which source leads is always inferred from behaviour, from the behavioural signatures, the persistence profile, and the response to the audience-removal and functional-adequacy tests, and the weights themselves are not identified by that inference. Any statement about which source leads an action is an inference from observable conduct, never a read-off of an internal quantity. Relatedly, in almost all cases some element of Mimetic Desire will lead or contribute to the action, because the observer, the Model-tracking function, is performing its role and is thereby drawing the Individual toward the Object. A non-trivial Mimetic component is the architectural default, not a sign of pathology, and its presence alone carries no diagnostic weight.

The positive test for genuine Intrinsic need is available and should be applied before any inference that a want is Mimetically dominated. The Two-Question Diagnostic’s audience-removal limb asks whether the want would persist if no one would ever observe the Object’s possession or use; where it would, the want carries genuine Appetitive or Intrinsic grounding regardless of any Mimetic component it also carries. This is the affirmative side of the test, not only its filtering side: an activity the Individual would still take up and still enjoy in complete privacy is Intrinsically motivated by that very fact, and the audience-invariance of the engagement is the positive signature of the genuine article rather than merely the absence of a Mimetic one. The I-Object satiation signature gives the same test longitudinally: the Intrinsic process does not satiate, but Intrinsic-enabling Objects satiate at functional adequacy, so a want that resolves once the Object is adequate to the activity it serves is I-grounded, whereas a want that continues to escalate past functional adequacy carries Mimetic dominance. The question is never “is there any Mimetic component?”, there almost always is, but “what is the lead source as inferred from behaviour, and does the want resolve at functional adequacy or escalate past it?”

Third, Mimetic dominance does not invalidate a want. A want that is primarily Mimetic is a real want, sincerely held and architecturally genuine; the Source Opacity and Confabulation results guarantee that it is experienced as authentic, and nothing in the framework treats it as counterfeit. What Mimetic dominance affects is not the want’s validity but the persistence profile of its satisfaction. Because Mimetic Desire has no natural satiation signal (Axiom 6, Differential Satiation), the satisfaction delivered by acquiring a Mimetically-led Object is non-durable: the attained state resets to baseline and the want re-forms at a higher reference point, rather than resolving into rest as an Appetitive or Intrinsic satisfaction does. This is also why a Mimetically-led want, though genuine, differs in kind from an Appetitively- or Intrinsically-led one with respect to grounding: the Appetitive and Intrinsic components answer to a bounded Referent in the world, whereas the Mimetic component answers only to positioning. The want is real in every case, but only on its A and I components does it track a fact that exists independently of the desire itself.

The diagnostic value of identifying a want as Mimetically led is therefore prognostic, not disqualifying. Because it is prognostic, a third party observing the Individual can offer what they observe, that this want carries the Mimetic persistence signature, and that its satisfaction is therefore likely to be non-durable, to the Individual, as information. The offer is best understood not as a verdict but as one of two readings to be compared: the observer contributes the Confabulation-unbound behavioural reading, the Individual contributes the audience-removal counterfactual only they can run, and the two are triangulated against each other. Where they agree, the attribution is well founded; where they disagree, the disagreement marks where a Confabulation is most likely at work and is itself the useful signal. How the Individual acts on the triangulated reading is theirs to decide. This is precisely the push-directed, non-coercive form the Reciprocal Care Principle’s correction takes: the observer offers a reading to be compared, not a judgement to be accepted; the Individual retains the choice.

In plain language: saying someone else can often read your needs better than you can does not mean they get to run your life, and it does not mean that wanting something for status reasons makes the wanting fake or makes the thing off-limits. Almost everything worthwhile you ever come to want, an instrument you love, a tool for a craft, a subject that grips you, first catches your attention because you saw other people care about it; the only time that is not so is when you are making something genuinely new, where there was no one to copy. So a Mimetic spark is almost always part of the story, and that is not a mark against the want.

Nobody, not even you, can look straight inside and read off how much of a want is which source; it always has to be worked out from how you actually behave. The way to tell whether you really need something for an activity, rather than for position, is to ask whether you would still want it if no one would ever see you with it, and whether the wanting stops once the thing is good enough for what you are doing or keeps climbing past that point. And if a want does turn out to be mostly about position, that does not make it a false want or something to be taken away from you. It just tells you what will happen if you chase it: the satisfaction will not last, the bar will move, and the wanting will come back. Someone who can see that can tell you so, and then what you do about it is still yours to decide.



18.9 The Presumption Against Scapegoating

18.9.1 From Individual to Collective

The Two-Question Diagnostic addresses individual desires. But the Confabulation architecture also produces collective outputs, specifically, the convergence on Grievance Beliefs for shared felt deficit that Chapter 11 identified as the Scapegoat Mechanism.

Even an Individual who successfully applies the Two-Question Diagnostic to their own desires may participate in scapegoating. They may recognise that their housing desire is M-amplified while simultaneously attributing their housing deficit to “wealthy property investors hoarding homes.” The individual diagnostic and the collective diagnostic address different targets.

18.9.2 The Presumption Defined

The Presumption Against Scapegoating is:


The methodological requirement, functioning as an upgraded presumption of innocence, that Grievance Beliefs (Axiom 9) for felt deficits must be treated as confabulated until satisfaction of the Grievance Gateway (Origin Check, A-Check, I-Check) and, for grievances passing the Gateway, the Three-Test Battery: Immediacy Test (literal immediate blocking?), Mechanism Test (clear exclusive mechanism?), and Authorship Test (personal design of blocking system?), with the presumption grounded not in normative choice about error distribution but in the Information Gap Principle’s demonstration that human causal-inference systems are architecturally constrained to produce agent-based explanations regardless of actual causation.



The upgrade operates on three dimensions:

Feature | Legal Presumption of Innocence | Presumption Against Scapegoating |

|,, |-,,,,, |-,,,,,, | | Justification | Normative (moral values about error distribution) | Architectural (facts about cognitive malfunction) | | Status | A choice among alternatives | A necessity given the architecture | | Scope | Criminal proceedings | All conflict assessment at any scale |

The Presumption is the interruption the loop mathematics requires, not a normative preference about how to distribute the risk of error. Two established results make the interruption necessary. First, adversarial misreading is self-confirming without malice: a single mistaken estimate of a counterpart’s intent elicits defensive or pre-emptive conduct that, once observed by the counterpart, confirms their own mistaken estimate, so the loop closes on mutual certainty of hostility that neither party’s conduct originally warranted (Chapter 16, Section 16.17; Appendix A, Section A.11.8). Second, the error is not direction-neutral: the Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9) over-attributes authorship, routing felt deficits onto identifiable agents where the causes are in fact emergent or systemic, and the loop’s two branches are not symmetric, because threat-directed processing carries the higher channel gain, so the adversarial branch ignites more easily and damps less readily than the cooperative one (Appendix A, Sections A.10.2 and A.11.8), while a misreading of a counterpart’s agenthood carries a predictable signed consequence in valuation (Chapter 11, the Four-Way Agent-Type Vector, fourth property; Appendix A, Section A.11.5). A directional, self-confirming error will, left uninterrupted, converge the population onto a Grievance Belief regardless of actual causation, which is exactly the Scapegoat Mechanism the architecture predicts.

The Presumption is the interruption placed in that loop before it closes, and the evidential standards of the Three-Test Battery, Immediacy, Mechanism, and Authorship, follow as entailments of interrupting a directional, self-confirming error rather than as chosen procedural hurdles: each test isolates a way the automatic attribution outruns what the evidence supports, and requires the attribution to survive the test before it is credited. This is the Belief Multipolarity Principle’s form constraint on interventions in the Subcriticality Maintenance set, satisfied here rather than stated: the tests bind the causal chain rather than the content of what is alleged (Chapter 2; Chapter 11, Section 11.18).

18.9.3 The Grievance Gateway

Before applying the Three-Test Battery, the Individual must first pass the Grievance Gateway, a pre-screening filter that tests whether the grievance is grounded in a traced deficit rather than socially copied.

Step 1: Origin Check “Whose deficit is this, and how did it reach me?”

The Origin Check passes where the Individual has traced access to an Appetitive or Intrinsic deficit: they sustained it themselves, or they can identify a specific sufferer and a specific harm to that sufferer’s A or I provision, reaching them by a traceable route rather than as circulating account. It fails where the deficit is known only as expressed Belief. Many grievances are absorbed from social groups with no such route: news cycles, social media feeds, and community narratives generate grievances that feel personal but originate entirely from external sources, and a grievance of that kind is a copied grievance requiring Epistemic Suspension, not agent-targeting. The Origin Check screens provenance rather than proximity, which is what separates the witness from the audience: a Grievance Belief held on another’s behalf passes where its route is traceable and fails where it is not. The Origin Check catches these copied grievances before they reach the heavier diagnostic machinery.


	If the grievance is copied → Stop. Apply Epistemic Suspension. The grievance is not yours to prosecute through agent-targeting.

	If the grievance is traced to a deficit, the holder’s own or an identified sufferer’s → Proceed to Steps 2 and 3.



Step 2: A-Check “Does my body need the thing being denied?”

This tests whether the grievance has an Appetitive foundation. If the Individual’s body genuinely needs the thing being withheld (food, shelter, medical care, physical safety), the grievance has A-grounding and proceeds to the Three-Test Battery.

Step 3: I-Check “Would I still care about this if nobody knew?”

This tests whether the grievance has Intrinsic grounding. If the Individual would still feel the deficit in complete privacy, the grievance has I-grounding and proceeds to the Three-Test Battery.

Gateway Logic: Only grievances passing the Origin Check (Step 1) and at least one of the A-Check or I-Check (Steps 2/3) proceed to the Three-Test Battery. A grievance that passes the Origin Check but fails both the A-Check and the I-Check is likely M-driven (the Individual cares only because of social comparison or status implications) and should be redirected to the Two-Question Diagnostic rather than the scapegoat pathway. This is the collective-level counterpart of the conflict-level diagnostic derived in Chapter 16 (Section 16.10): where reinstating a party’s Appetitive security and Intrinsic conditions in kind fails to dissolve a grievance, the residue is positional, and it is precisely this Mimetic residue that the Gateway’s Origin, A, and I checks are built to catch before it reaches the scapegoat pathway.

What the Grievance Gateway settles is not whether the holder may target the agent, because targeting is not what a passing grievance licenses. It settles whether the holder has a traced deficit whose correction the field-correction obligation places on them. Where the Gateway passes, what follows is Cascading Support and Cascading Consequences (Chapter 16, Sections 16.15 and 16.16) and nothing further: restoration of the sufferer’s Appetitive and Intrinsic provision, and correction across the whole generating field, which includes provision to the aggressor, or to the aggressor’s population, where a genuine deficit of theirs loaded the loop, since the Appetitive branch closes by supply and no node is excluded from the obligation, the perpetrator included. The purpose is to lower the loop rather than to settle the account. Nothing available undoes the harm already done; what provision reaches is the harm not yet done. Where the Gateway fails, the holder has no traced deficit to correct, and Epistemic Suspension governs.

18.9.4 The Three-Test Battery

Test 1: Immediacy “Are these people literally and immediately blocking me from accessing what I need for my body right now?”

This tests whether the grievance represents acute A-threat or diffuse felt deficit. The key terms, literally, immediately, right now, block: - Temporal displacement (“they will eventually cause harm”) - Metaphorical extension (“they’re blocking me symbolically”) - Speculative projection (“if this continues…”)

Test 2: Mechanism “What is the clear and obvious mechanism that they are using, and can only be used by them, to stop me from getting what I need?”

This tests tractability and exclusivity: - Tractability: Can the mechanism be specified concretely? “Armed guards at the entrance” is tractable; “they somehow make resources scarce” is not. - Exclusivity: Is the mechanism uniquely attributable to the accused? “Only they control the guards” is exclusive; “they participate in the same market as everyone else” is not.

Test 3: Authorship “Did they personally design and build the system to block access to what I need?”

This tests whether the accused occupy the origin point of causal chains or merely visible nodes within emergent systems: - Architects: Individuals who intentionally designed exclusionary mechanisms - Participants/Beneficiaries: Individuals operating within systems they did not create

18.9.5 The Anti-Conflation Safeguard

When Test 3 yields NO, a predictable evasion occurs: “Well, they didn’t design it, but they’re benefiting from it, so they’re still responsible.”

This is the Beneficiary-Cause Conflation, substituting outcome description for causal explanation. The safeguard question:

Q3b: “Is benefiting from a system the same thing as designing it? Could someone benefit from a system they didn’t create, didn’t choose, and would change if they could?”

Once acknowledged that benefit ≠ authorship, the beneficiary-as-cause move is blocked.

18.9.6 When the Presumption Is Rebutted

The Presumption Against Scapegoating does not prohibit all agent-targeting. When all three tests are satisfied, the attribution may be accurate:

Example: A renter is locked out of their apartment by the landlord for unpaid rent. They cannot access their belongings, including tools they need for work.


	Q1 Immediacy: YES, security locks changed, the renter physically cannot enter; their work tools and personal items are inside the apartment

	Q2 Mechanism: YES, new locks installed, keys not provided; only the landlord controls access to the premises

	Q3 Authorship: YES, the landlord specifically decided to change the locks and deny entry; the action is documented and attributable to their decision



Outcome: The Grievance Belief is tractable and accurate. Targeting through tenant tribunal complaint, legal action for unlawful lockout, or media exposure may be appropriate.

The Three-Test Battery distinguishes tractable from confabulated attributions. The Practical Redirect follows in either case, the question after any diagnostic being what would actually solve this, and the Three-Test Battery’s outcome settling the answer rather than whether the question is put. Where the tests fail, as they do for the vast majority of felt deficits in complex modern societies, the Presumption holds and the answer is systemic. Where they pass, the Presumption is rebutted and agent-targeting may proceed, and the same question returns the tractable action: in the case above, recovery of access to the apartment and the tools, and not punishment of the landlord, which answers nothing the question asked. The answer is a structural lever in either case, never a person, and which lever is fixed by the substrate under the Eliminative Structure of Crime (Chapter 16, Section 16.13). Provision to the aggrieved is live either way, which is Cascading Support (Chapter 16, Section 16.15); where an agent is tractable the question also asks what would prevent recurrence, which Cascading Consequences (Chapter 16, Section 16.16) answers on the levers that loaded the stake, floor-preserving throughout, so provision is not suspended for the party the Three-Test Battery cleared against.

18.9.7 The Diagnostic Signature of Dual-Role Confabulation

A diagnostic shortcut: the Dual-Role Confabulation signature identifies confabulated scapegoating through a characteristic incoherence.

Confabulated scapegoats are: - Selected through prey-criteria: vulnerability, visibility, reciprocity-exemption (they can be targeted without costly retaliation) - Framed through predator-criteria: threatening, taking, blocking (they are described as dangerous)

The diagnostic question: “If they are as powerful and threatening as described, why can we target them without expecting overwhelming retaliation?”

Genuine predators cannot be safely targeted by groups lacking superior force. If a target can be persecuted by those claiming to be threatened by it, the target was selected through prey-detection regardless of how the targeting is framed.

18.9.8 The Moral Vocabulary Displacement Principle

A sophisticated objection arises at this point: even if the agent didn’t design the system, don’t they have a moral obligation to change it? Doesn’t justice require accountability?

The Moral Vocabulary Displacement Principle addresses this directly:


Moral Vocabulary Displacement Principle: In the context of a Grievance Belief, moral vocabulary (“they are responsible,” “they have obligations,” “justice requires accountability”) functions not as legitimate ethical inquiry but as the justification layer of confabulated scapegoating, providing permission for targeting by transforming aggression into righteousness. Engagement with moral framing on its own terms strengthens the Scapegoat Mechanism; redirection to practical effectiveness (“Would targeting them restore your access?”) is the only response that does not provide scapegoat justification.



The principle establishes three claims:

Claim 1: Moral vocabulary is not parallel to scapegoating, it is constitutive of scapegoating. The moral question is not a separate inquiry that happens to accompany scapegoat narratives; it is the mechanism by which scapegoat narratives achieve permission. Historically, religious vocabulary served this function: the victim was not merely killed but sacrificed, which sanctified the violence. In secular contexts, moral vocabulary has inherited this function entirely, “accountability,” “justice,” and “responsibility” perform the same legitimating work that “sacrifice,” “purification,” and “cosmic duty” performed in sacred contexts.

Claim 2: Engaging moral questions on their own terms strengthens the mechanism. When someone asks “but don’t they have a moral responsibility?” and receives the response “perhaps, but…,” the perhaps concedes the frame. The Scapegoat Mechanism has received partial permission. The conversation has been pulled into evaluating whether the target deserves targeting, which is precisely the evaluative frame that permits targeting.

Claim 3: AIM’s practical focus is not strategically preferable but theoretically mandatory. If moral vocabulary is scapegoat infrastructure, then the only non-scapegoating frame is practical: “Would targeting them restore your access?” This question bypasses the permission-seeking structure of moral vocabulary entirely. It does not ask whether targeting is deserved, it asks whether targeting would work.

18.9.9 The Practical Frame as the Ethical Frame

The practical frame is the ethical frame, properly understood.

If someone genuinely wants to address injustice, to actually improve conditions for those experiencing deficit, then they must ask “what would work?” Persisting with targeting that won’t work is not ethical seriousness; it is Scapegoat Mechanism capture masquerading as ethical seriousness.

Scapegoat-Based Approach | Systemic Approach |

|,,,,, |-,,, | | Requires moral transformation of targets | Requires only institutional redesign | | Depends on targets’ voluntary compliance | Depends on policy implementation | | Triggers defensive counter-escalation | Bypasses interpersonal confrontation | | Leaves system architecture intact | Changes the rules of the game | | Produces temporary catharsis at best | Addresses actual causal dynamics |

Systemic solutions work regardless of anyone’s moral stance because they change the structure within which Individuals operate, not the Individuals themselves. The moral framing, by contrast, is pseudo-ethical, it performs righteousness while pursuing action that won’t help anyone except by providing temporary catharsis through targeting.

The practical redirect is not amoral pragmatism displacing ethics. It is what ethics requires once we understand that moral vocabulary in scapegoat contexts functions as targeting permission. True ethical concern for those experiencing deficit demands the practical question: what would actually restore their access?

18.9.10 The Absolute Redirect

Given the Moral Vocabulary Displacement Principle, the redirect must be absolute. Any acknowledgment of the moral frame provides partial permission.

When moral vocabulary appears (“But they have a responsibility,” “They’re benefiting unjustly,” “Justice requires accountability”):

Recognise: This is the justification layer of the Scapegoat Mechanism seeking permission to target.

Redirect immediately: “Notice what’s happening: the moral question is seeking permission to target. ‘They have a responsibility’ means ‘I am justified in targeting them.’ But the diagnostic has already established that targeting won’t restore your access. The moral framing is providing justification for action that doesn’t work. The question isn’t who is responsible, it’s what would actually solve the problem. What would?”

This redirect:


	Names the function: “The moral question is seeking permission to target”

	Exposes the mechanism: Moral vocabulary → targeting justification

	Returns to practical: “What would actually solve the problem?”

	Does not engage the moral question on its own terms: No “perhaps they are responsible, but…”





18.9.11 The Reversal Counterfactual and the Beneficiary-Deficiency Asymmetry

The Appetitive-Deficiency Test (Section 18.6.3) closes the A-channel by observing the distribution of advantage: the Belief benefits the better-resourced party while the disadvantage falls elsewhere. The Reversal Counterfactual confirms this closure independently. The test is whether the Individual or group that sustains the Belief would maintain it if their own position were reversed, that is, if they occupied the position of those on whom the Belief’s disadvantage falls. Where the answer is no, the reversal test confirms that the Belief is not serving the sustaining party’s genuine appetitive interests: a Belief held to protect a genuine deficit survives reversal because the deficit survives reversal, while a Belief that does not survive it was not protecting a deficit but sustaining a position.

These two tests identify a constancy beneath all cases of Referent Abandonment (Section 14.8.3.1): the party that sustains the Belief against the decohered Referent is, in every case, the materially secure or better-resourced party, the disadvantage falls on a different and weaker group, and the Belief does not survive having the believer placed in the weaker group’s position. This asymmetry is named the Beneficiary-Deficiency Asymmetry. The Beneficiary-Deficiency Asymmetry is not incidental to the cases; it is the signature of a status structure operating as the Belief’s maintenance mechanism. A Belief that transfers position to its beneficiaries while imposing cost on others is precisely what an A-driven Belief held by a party in genuine deficiency would not do. The Appetitive-Deficiency Test and the Reversal Counterfactual converge on the same residual: Mimetic Desire, the maintenance of a Belief for the position it confers. The constancy of who pays is the constancy of the source seen from the side of the disadvantaged.



18.10 The Push-Pull Obligation Principle and the Constitution-Direction Principle

The diagnostics developed to this point discriminate the source of a desire and interrupt its collective completion. They leave one channel through which the Mimetic Premium reinstalls itself untouched: the domain of interpersonal obligation, where an Individual who has resolved personal desire and refused collective targeting can still rebuild Mimetic infrastructure through felt entitlement. What that domain requires is not a further diagnostic but a fixed direction of flow, and the direction is not a matter of preference. It is an entailment of the architecture, and the intervention it prescribes is the completion of that entailment rather than a policy laid over it.

Interpersonal obligation beyond Appetitive sufficiency is stable in only one direction. It is stable when it runs as push, self-initiated outward from the duty-bearer’s capacity, and unstable when it runs as pull, extracted inward on the claimant’s felt entitlement.

Five established results force this. Mimetic Desire carries no satiation signal (Differential Satiation, Axiom 6), so any structure that admits M-driven demand installs a self-escalating infrastructure in which each concession resets the baseline and expectation inflates without bound. Coercion is the weaponisation of M-dynamics or the exploitation of Appetitive deficit to override I-led choice, so any structure that treats refusal of a demand as moral or relational fault is coercive whatever language dresses it. Freedom is the condition in which Intrinsic Motivation leads while Appetites are regulated and Mimetic pressure is recognised and managed, so an obligation structure must preserve the duty-bearer’s I-leadership rather than replace it with compliance. Cascading Support fixes the direction of Appetitive duty as outward from capacity, falling first on the nearest capable party and cascading outward as nearer parties cannot or will not act. Those corresponding obligations are A-Duties: they fall first on the nearest capable parties and cascade outward, and they include the duty not to use Appetitive provision as leverage. And Source Opacity with Confabulation denies the claimant any introspective access to whether a felt entitlement is Appetitively grounded or Mimetically generated, so no architecture can admit the good demand while excluding the Mimetic one: the tag that would separate them is not available to introspection.

Jointly these entail that the only stable interpersonal architecture beyond Appetitive sufficiency is push-predominant, with Demand withdrawn as a mode and the clean Ask retained as polarity-neutral coordination. This is the Push-Pull Obligation Principle; its compressed derivation is given at Appendix 18B, Section 18B.2, and its formal statement at Appendix A, Section A.6.5.

The same entailment holds within a single relationship, where it takes the form of a failure path. Chapter 9, Section 9.19 derives that Mimetic Premium extracted from a partner, friend or relative erodes the I-engagement that the Relational Specificity Principle identifies as the one component of the relationship no other Individual could supply, and that once the erosion has gone far enough the party extracted from disengages. The pull polarity is therefore unstable within the dyad before it is unstable in any institution: a relationship run inward on extracted entitlement consumes what sustains it. The Push-Pull Obligation Principle generalises the dyadic result to interpersonal obligation as a whole. The disengagement threshold is high, and highest between parent and child, which is why the instability can run for long periods before it ends a relationship. Extraction is distinct from divergence of Beliefs between the parties (Chapter 9, Section 9.20), which carries no transfer and falls outside the Push-Pull Obligation Principle.

The word obligation invites a misreading. This is the most counter-intuitive result the framework produces, and the one most easily mistaken for a values preference wearing the clothes of a finding. An obligation sounds like something a person or a society elects to take on and could elect otherwise. Some obligations are not elected. They are imposed by the way the world is, conditional only on wanting an outcome. The obligation a parent owes a child to meet the child’s Appetitive needs is of this kind: if the parent wants the child to live, the parent must provide, and the must is fixed by nature rather than by anyone’s say-so, entailed by the goal the moment the goal is held. The Push-Pull Obligation Principle is an obligation of exactly this kind. If humanity wants to avoid the supercritical Mimetic cascade the framework identifies as the path to catastrophe, then it must run interpersonal obligation on the push polarity and it must guarantee everyone’s Appetitive floor, in the same way and for the same reason that the parent who wants the child to live must feed it. The obligation is imposed by the architecture, conditional on the outcome being wanted, and is no more a matter of preference than the parent’s.

The reason the unstable polarity is nonetheless the one that feels legitimate is itself architectural. The true and stable direction of the flow is outward, from the duty-bearer’s capacity. The architecture presents it as inward, from the claimant’s entitlement, because Source Opacity denies the claimant introspective access to the source of the felt entitlement and Confabulation then supplies, under the Sincerity Guarantee, an account that presents the inward-extracted demand as a legitimate claim. Because the presented direction is believed, it operates with the same force as if it were true: each concession resets the baseline, and the unbounded source installs its self-escalating infrastructure through the misread polarity.

This structure is not confined to interpersonal obligation. Chapter 12 derived a result with the identical shape in a different domain. Money’s standing as the Common-Currency Scalar is constituted from below, by the coordinated acceptance of a whole population, each member accepting the token because each expects the others to; the true direction of constitution runs upward, from coordinated acceptance to apparent institutional authority. Yet the population believes, sincerely and near-universally, that the institutions control the Money from above, a Confabulated account of an object whose architecture conceals its nature, formed under the same Source Opacity carried to population scale. Because the downward-control belief is held, it organises the very acceptances that give the apparent centre its force, and the unbounded Mimetic dynamic acts through the misread polarity to produce inflation and, at the limit, collapse.

The two results correspond at every point. In each, a flow constituted from the periphery of a system is experienced as emanating from its centre; in each, the misreading is produced by Source Opacity at the relevant scale and fixed by Confabulation under the Sincerity Guarantee; in each, the misread direction is self-installing, because believing the false direction organises the behaviour that lends the apparent centre its force; and in each, what the misread polarity installs is the source that never closes, the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle guaranteeing that Appetite and Intrinsic Motivation cannot produce the self-escalation while Mimetic Desire alone can. In each, the binding constraint that holds across both polarities is the Appetitive floor: invariant, institutionally guaranteed, the constant while the direction of flow is the variable.

This shared structure is the Constitution-Direction Principle. In any domain where a flow is constituted from the periphery of a system but is experienced as emanating from its centre, Source Opacity conceals the true direction of constitution, Confabulation supplies a sincere account in the misread direction, and the misread direction installs the unbounded Mimetic dynamic; the corrective is to operate the system on its true polarity while holding the Appetitive floor invariant. The Push-Pull Obligation Principle is this result in the domain of interpersonal obligation, where the corrective is to switch obligation from pull to push. The Chapter 12 monetary result is this result in the constitution of Money, where the corrective is not to seize a control that no institution in principle holds but to steward the population’s coordinated belief through the observable reference points it organises around. Both are entailed, not asserted, by Source Opacity, Confabulation, and the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle operating at different scales, which is why they take the same form, and why the corrective in one domain can be read off the corrective in the other. The formal statement of the Push-Pull Obligation Principle and of the polarity-switch scaling is recorded at Appendix A, Section A.6.5.

Two separate things are established here, and neither does the other’s work. The architectural derivation establishes the entailment itself: that push-predominant obligation is the unique stable architecture beyond Appetitive sufficiency, given common-currency integration, Source Opacity, Confabulation, the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, and the definitions of Coercion and Freedom. The welfare mathematics of Appendix 18B then measures the consequence: by how much push provision dominates demand provision, and that the dominance grows with the size of the population. That measurement rests on empirically calibrated inputs rather than on the axioms, chief among them the ceiling a demand-based architecture cannot exceed, fixed by the small size of the group over which sustained demand can be coherently exercised, against which push provision continues to scale as the population grows (Appendix 18B). The mathematics confirms and quantifies the entailment; it does not supply it. The polarity was entailed before any quantity was computed, and it would remain entailed if the measured gap were small, because the proof that push is the unique stable direction is architectural while the welfare gap is a measurement of what the entailed architecture delivers.

That the push result is counter-intuitive is not evidence against it. Source Opacity guarantees that the true direction of an interpersonal flow is exactly the direction the architecture conceals from the parties to it, so the entailed polarity should be expected to feel wrong to the very intuitions the architecture produces. The felt wrongness is a predicted output of the architecture, orthogonal to whether the result is true, and the same holds of the monetary instance and of the general Principle that subsumes them both. The result is held because the architecture entails it, not because it is intuitive.

The intervention is the completion of the descriptive result, in the pattern the Normative Entailment Principle fixes for the whole intervention architecture (Chapter 3, Section 3.10): the entailment is stated first, and the intervention follows as its completion rather than as a recommendation laid over it. Because the stable direction is push and the unstable direction is pull, the sixth Operation of the Knowledge Patch withdraws Demand as a legitimate interpersonal mode beyond the Appetitive floor, retains the clean Ask as polarity-neutral coordination, and installs push, self-initiated and I-led provision, as the positive duty structure, while requiring that the Appetitive floor be institutionally guaranteed as the precondition of either architecture rather than as a product of the switch. The obligation to make the switch, like the parent’s obligation to feed the child, is not a preference the framework recommends. It is what the architecture requires of anyone who wants the outcome the framework is built to preserve.

18.11 The Knowledge Patch Operates at Every Rung of the Aggregation Gradient

The Knowledge Patch is not a single intervention. It is a family of rung-specific instruments unified by a shared inferential structure. The shared inferential structure is eliminative source-attribution against the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle: A and I close, M never closes while the Individual is conscious and perceiving, so any pattern of compounding with no terminus is attributable to M by elimination. The instruments differ at each rung of the Aggregation Gradient because the measurement object differs.

At Rung 1 (Individual single moment), the Patch operates through Epistemic Suspension and the I-Override gate. Neither instrument requires introspective access to source-tags, because Source Opacity is total at Rung 1 and no such access exists. Epistemic Suspension prevents the Individual’s Belief-state from collapsing prematurely to a confident source-attribution. The I-Override gate inserts a step between felt valuation and motor output, reducing the probability that Mimetic activation converts directly into the behaviour that would sustain the loop. The Patch does not undo Source Opacity but routes around it.

At Rung 2 (Dyadic transaction), the Patch operates through the Two-Question Diagnostic. The Two-Question Diagnostic lets the Individual treat their own and others’ Reciprocity narratives as content-agnostic post-hoc completions whose source-attribution is independent verification rather than introspective certainty. The Individual using the Patch reduces the weight assigned to others’ expressed conclusions when those conclusions were formed under Source Opacity.

At Rung 3 (Individual longitudinal), the Patch operates through the persistent behavioural patterns that accumulate across many transactions and become legible to the Individual’s own deliberative system once the framework’s terminology is in place. The Two-Question Diagnostic continues to operate, but its inputs at Rung 3 are pattern-evidence rather than transaction-evidence, and its diagnostic power is correspondingly greater.

At Rung 4 (Small group or network), the Patch operates through structural and statistical analysis of network interaction patterns. Third-party analysts and reflective participants identify mimetic contagion, prestige-biased transmission, reference-group dynamics, and the Status hierarchies the network sustains. The conditions that block dyadic recognition do not block this analysis.

At Rung 5 (Institutional), the Patch operates through institutional-design diagnostics: audits of the institutional defences a society has erected against Mimetic-Premium accumulation, audits of credentialing systems and the Status those credentials confer, measurements of capture-indicator measurements, and assessments of within-population concealment density. Institutions designed to manage the Mimetic Premium produce, as a by-product, the information needed to recognise it.

At Rung 6 (Macro-historical), the Patch operates through the population-scale outcome residues that survive within-Individual concealment: concentration ratios, cumulative Net Mimetic Position distributions, A-Floor erosion tracking, and measurement of the Crisis State Variables (Chapter 13, Section 13.6.2). These are the population-scale equivalents of the persistent behavioural patterns that operate at Rung 3. Both route around Source Opacity by relying on observable evidence rather than introspective access.

The unification matters because it explains why the Patch is robust to differences in scale. The same eliminative inferential structure operates whether the diagnostician is an Individual examining their own behavioural patterns across a year, a third party examining a workplace’s prestige-biased transmission patterns, an institutional auditor examining a profession’s credentialing concentration, or a historian examining a polity’s cumulative Net Mimetic Position divergence over a century. The Boundedness Asymmetry Principle holds at every scale, and the eliminative inference operates at every scale. What differs is the instrument, not the inference. The formal apparatus, including the signal-to-noise ratio scaling that determines which instrument has adequate resolution at which rung, is set out in Appendix A.8.

This structure also clarifies why the Knowledge Patch is dissemination-sensitive. The Patch’s rung-specific instruments require the framework’s terminology to operate at any rung. Without the terminology, the Hypothesis Space lacks the Mimetic Hypothesis, and no instrument at any rung can place weight on a Hypothesis that is not in the space. Dissemination of the framework’s terminology is therefore the foundational requirement for the Patch, prior to the rung-specific instruments and prior to any institutional implementation. The chapter on Bayesian Belief dynamics makes the same point at the network scale: the order in which evidence reaches an Individual matters, and an Individual whose Belief-state collapses before the framework’s terminology arrives cannot easily integrate the terminology later. Vocabulary-first dissemination is therefore not a stylistic preference; it is an architectural requirement.



18.12 The Normality Fiction Breaker: Anti-Template Orientation

The first six operations give Individuals the vocabulary, doubt capacity, diagnostics, behavioural evidence, and collective safeguards they need to see Mimetic Desire. But a large share of M’s practical power does not come from specific Objects at all. It comes from the Templates that define what it means to be a “normal” person, a “successful” student, a “good” parent, a “respectable” worker.

These Templates are not neutral descriptions. They are status-laden constructions that arise from M-saturated environments and then get treated as facts about how humans are supposed to be. An Individual who has acquired AIM Vocabulary and applied the Two-Question Diagnostic to particular wants can still run their entire self-assessment through a “normal vs. abnormal” frame:

– Am I normal for feeling this way? – Are my children normal? – Is this career path normal?

Because “normal” is implicitly defined by what most visible people in the Individual’s reference group appear to do or feel, these questions smuggle M back in even when the Individual believes they are being self-critical or honest. The Template itself is a mimetic artefact.

The Normality Fiction Breaker makes this structure explicit. It teaches three linked moves:


	De-recognise “normal person” as a factual category. Treat “normal” as a story a population tells itself about itself, not as a scientific baseline.

	Replace normality questions with source questions. When the thought “Is this normal?” arises, route instead to “What are my A, I, and M doing here?” and “What would help my A and I flourish in this specific situation?”

	Detach worth from Template fit. Use the AIM frame to notice that feeling “abnormal” is often just noticing a mismatch with a mimetic Template, not discovering a defect in the self.



In practice, this operation closes a loophole left open by the first six operations. An Individual who has learned to question specific wants and grievances can still allow the “normal person” Template to govern how they see themselves and others, reinstalling M in the most intimate domain: self-worth and everyday peer comparison. Once the Template is seen as a product of M rather than a fact about human beings, its authority collapses. The Individual is free to ask the only structurally coherent questions: What is actually happening in my A, I, and M, and what would help here?



18.13 What the Patch Does Not Do

The Patch’s primacy as the Delivery-Pathway Intervention is consistent with substantial limits on what the Patch itself accomplishes. Confusing the Patch’s architectural primacy for architectural sufficiency produces a characteristic error: treating the Patch as the whole solution and neglecting the Class 1 and remaining Class 2 interventions that must be delivered through it.

First, the Patch does not reduce the Ignition Input. It cannot prevent the mimetic drive from rising in response to Model observation, because the perceptual-to-goal substrate (Axiom 7) operates preconsciously and is not available to introspective intervention. Class 1 Interventions (visibility suppression of specific Model classes, platform-design reforms that hide engagement metrics, sumptuary-style restrictions on visible display, opacity regimes over salaries and prices) operate on the Ignition Input and are architecturally separate from the Patch. A population with widespread Patch adoption but no Class 1 interventions experiences a large Ignition Input and consequently strong mimetic drive, which the Patch then manages downstream; the Patch does not prevent the upstream flow.

Second, the Patch does not reduce the Status-feedback gain. It cannot weaken the mapping from realised valuation to environmental Salience, because that mapping is institutional and structural rather than cognitive. Observability-feedback governance interventions (institutional buffers absorbing Salience consequences of individual choices, anonymisation of consumption outcomes, platform designs decoupling valuation from its Observability signature) are Class 2 Interventions on the Status-feedback gain and are architecturally separate from the Patch’s Class 2 Intervention on the Decision Hub’s weight on the Mimetic channel.

Third, the Patch does not reduce the salience-to-mimetic coupling. It cannot weaken the direct amplification of mimetic drive by the aggregate Salience field, which is socially constituted, being what a population’s valuations have collectively made salient, but which presents no identifiable Model for the Individual to recognise. Salience engineering interventions (attention-architecture reform, platform designs that reduce Salience amplification, institutional practices that maintain low-Salience environments in contexts where M-dynamics are particularly destructive) are Class 2 Interventions on the salience-to-mimetic coupling and are architecturally separate from the Patch’s Class 2 Intervention on the Decision Hub’s weight on the Mimetic channel.

A fourth limit belongs to every intervention in the architecture rather than to the Patch alone, and it follows from the timing asymmetry of Section 18.2.1. An ignited system does not need continued forcing to stay ignited. Because the mapping from realised valuation to environmental Salience saturates, a supercritical population settles onto an inflated resting state and remains there under no further input, so the inflated condition persists without further forcing, held by the loop’s own Salience feedback and by the Belief Register through the Observer’s templates. Removing the driver does not return the system. This is why Class 1 Interventions on the Ignition Input, applied after ignition rather than before it, do not unwind the state they would have prevented: they lower the level at which the system rests without carrying it back across the interval. The Patch cannot supply what they lack, because the Patch operates on the weight the Decision Hub gives the Mimetic channel and not on which state the system occupies.

The Patch’s indispensability (nothing else is deliverable without it) is therefore compatible with its non-sufficiency (the Patch on its own delivers nothing substantive). To miss the indispensability is to treat the Patch as one option among four; to miss the non-sufficiency is to treat it as the whole solution. Both errors produce predictable intervention-design failures.

A practical consequence follows from treating the Patch as access pathway rather than cure. The architectural conditions the Patch routes around (Source Opacity, Confabulation, Bayesian Lock-In) are permanent features of the architecture, not transient deficits. The Patch does not eliminate any of them. It supplies the behavioural proxies (the Two-Question Diagnostic, the Presumption Against Scapegoating, Epistemic Suspension, AIM Vocabulary Acquisition) that allow the Individual to direct corrective measures against dynamics the Individual cannot introspect on directly. Subcriticality Maintenance is therefore an ongoing practice, not a one-time installation. Patch competence requires repeated application across decision contexts, and Patch dissemination requires institutional support across generations. The non-utopian framing of the framework follows from this architectural fact: the goal is vast improvement over the status quo and indefinite deferral of terminal mimetic crisis, not the elimination of M itself.

18.14 The Five-Channel Footprint of the Knowledge Patch

The architectural effect of the Knowledge Patch operates through five distinct channels, each of which corresponds to a parameter that the Patch reduces and each of which is necessary for the Patch’s full effect. These five channels are the architectural layer that sits beneath the three tiers of Section 18.2: Channels 1 to 3 are the within-Individual core that the Tier 1 operations act on, and Channels 4 and 5 are the institutional and network levers of Tier 3. The five channels are an architectural consequence of the way the fast valuation layer, the slow Bayesian layer, and the network layer are coupled, and they are stated formally in Appendix A.6.4, with the network-layer extension in A.5.7.7. In plain language, they are as follows.

Channel 1 is the I-Override gate at the fast layer. The Patch installs a behavioural proxy that allows the Individual to recognise when M-weighted action is occurring even though Source Opacity prevents direct introspective access to motivational source. Once the proxy is operative, the Individual can intercept M-weighted action before it executes. The architectural effect is a reduction in the Decision Hub’s effective weighting on the Mimetic channel for Patch-competent Individuals, scaling with the probability that interception occurs, which is higher when the valuation is strong enough to draw scrutiny and when the diagnostic behavioural signatures are detectable. The formal expression is given in Appendix A.6.4. The I-Override gate is operationalised jointly by the Two-Question Diagnostic (§18.6) and Epistemic Suspension (§18.5) acting together: the Two-Question Diagnostic supplies the source-recognition signal and Epistemic Suspension keeps the interception window open long enough for the I-Override to engage. Because I-Override is an operation of the Thinker (Chapter 4, Section 4.3.3), the interception window is the interval in which the Thinker can be recruited before the action executes, and an impulse that executes on habit without recruiting the Thinker is not intercepted. The Two-Question Diagnostic is therefore not a standalone Patch operation independent of Channels 2 and 3 but the source-recognition component of Channel 1, supported by the Hypothesis-Space and Interference-Term maintenance of Channels 2 and 3 which keep the diagnostic itself meaningful by preserving the M Hypothesis as a live option in the Belief Register.

Channel 2 is Hypothesis-Space enlargement at the slow Bayesian layer. The Patch supplies the Individual with the AIM vocabulary, principally the M Hypothesis itself, that was missing from the Belief Register before Patch adoption. The architectural effect is that evidence pointing toward a Mimetic source has somewhere to land. Without Channel 2, evidence for M is absorbed by whichever A-framed or I-framed Hypothesis fits it best, and the M Hypothesis remains structurally unavailable for consideration.

Channel 3 is Interference-Term maintenance at the slow Bayesian layer. The Patch operationalises Epistemic Suspension, the practice of keeping the Belief Register from collapsing prematurely to near-certainty on any single Hypothesis. Without Channel 3, the order in which evidence happens to arrive determines which Hypothesis the Individual locks onto, and the lock-in becomes architecturally non-corrigible. With Channel 3 in place, the register stays open to subsequent evidence that can shift the dominant Hypothesis.

Channel 4 is interpersonal evidence-coupling attenuation at the network layer. The Patch operationalises Patch-competent intake of evidence from other Individuals, recognising that what one’s neighbours express is itself a coupling-mediated output rather than independent observation. The architectural effect is a reduction in the off-diagonal Evidence-coupling matrix at the network scale. Without Channel 4, Bayesian cascades through the network compound rapidly because each Individual treats neighbours’ expressed Beliefs as independent evidence. That attenuation is Divergent-Path Pre-Loading: the installation of a standing prior that down-weights the default evidential contribution of a Model’s expressed Belief to the Individual’s own updating. The standing prior so installed is the Divergent-Path Prior: an expressed view is the output of that Individual’s unique trajectory through information space and is therefore not, by default, truth-tracking or tagged to a real-world Referent. The down-weighting has a lower bound, the Testimony Floor: the Divergent-Path Prior attenuates the default weight of expressed Belief toward a floor and never to reflexive dismissal of all testimony, because direct observation, measurement, logical inference, testimony from sources with no stake in the Individual’s Belief state, and testimony that has already decohered against an accessible Referent remain reliable inputs to updating. The Prior removes a default, not the possibility of evidence.

Channel 5 is Observability-channel reduction at the network layer. This channel is institutional rather than personal: it reduces the strength of the network’s Observability matrix, the structure that determines whose realised valuations propagate to whose Salience field. Channel 5 requires Patch-competent institutional designers to recognise why Observability Governance matters and to design the corresponding institutional architecture. Without Channel 5, even Patch-competent Individuals operate inside an environment whose network-level Salience structure continues to drive M-dynamics regardless of individual adoption.

The five channels depend on one another, and their reductions add, though not all of them add exactly. The reduction at the I-Override gate and the reduction in how widely one Individual’s realised valuation is observed add exactly at the point where the system tips, and they add exactly only when every Individual is in the same condition. When Individuals are not in the same condition, the system still tips by a collapse rather than by settling into a cycle, and the threshold is not additive in those two reductions. The channels that act on Belief revision and on how much a neighbour’s conclusion counts are why the five-channel total is a working estimate rather than an exact sum, and the estimate is the one that holds when the channels are weakly coupled. Appendix A, Section A.5.7.4 states the exact test and the conditions under which the two reductions add exactly.

The Patch is the access pathway that makes all five reductions available; without Patch adoption at the Individual level, Channels 1 through 3 are unreachable (because they operate inside the Individual’s own architecture and require Patch-competent application), and Channels 4 and 5 are aggregate-level network reductions whose effectiveness scales with population penetration and the presence of Patch-competent institutional designers, rather than being absent in any single Individual’s case. The Patch is therefore necessary but not sufficient on its own: Patch adoption without the five-channel treatment behind it is an open access pathway with no medicine flowing through it. The five-channel architecture is what makes the Patch a treatment programme rather than a slogan, and it is the architectural reason Subcriticality Maintenance is achievable in practice.

18.14.1 Why These Interventions Already Exist

The intervention points are not a list assembled by inspection. Because the Mimetic channel has no substrate of its own and operates entirely by borrowing the host couplings of the Decision Hub, the Observability field, and the Salience channel, an intervention that lowers the loop gain can act only on those couplings and on their slow-layer and network-layer counterparts. The set of gain-reducing intervention points is therefore closed: there is a finite menu, and it is fixed by the architecture rather than chosen. Appendix A derives this menu formally (Sections A.5.4 and A.5.5).

If these are the only places intervention is possible, then any intervention that has ever reduced mimetic dynamics, by whatever name and for whatever stated reason, must already occupy one of them. This is what the empirical record shows. Several well-established and independently validated interventions turn out, on inspection, to act on exactly the channels the architecture identifies. AIM does not invent these techniques. It explains why they work, and it supplies the one thing they lack, which is the Tier 1 vocabulary that makes the Mimetic Hypothesis available in the first place.

At the I-Override gate (Channel 1), the architectural requirement is to raise the probability that a Mimetically-weighted impulse is intercepted before it converts into action. Three validated practices do precisely this. Implementation intentions, the “if [trigger], then [response]” plans that pre-commit a response to a specified cue, install an interception at the gate in advance (Gollwitzer, 1999). Urge surfing, from the relapse-prevention tradition, trains the Individual to hold the interval between impulse and action open without acting on the urge (Marlatt and Gordon, 1985). The distress-tolerance skills of dialectical behaviour therapy do the same under acute pressure (Linehan, 2015). Each occupies the interception window that the Two-Question Diagnostic and Epistemic Suspension jointly operationalise.

At the maintenance of doubt (Channel 3), the architectural requirement is to keep the Belief state from collapsing prematurely onto a single attribution. This is the locus of Epistemic Suspension. Cognitive defusion, from acceptance and commitment therapy, loosens the bond between a thought and its content, so that a thought is treated as a passing mental event rather than a fact to be believed (Hayes, Strosahl, and Wilson, 1999). Decentering, from mindfulness-based cognitive therapy, and detached mindfulness, from metacognitive therapy, add a metacognitive monitoring stance that holds attributions provisional (Segal, Williams, and Teasdale, 2002; Wells, 2009). These two mechanisms are complementary rather than competing: defusion loosens the content bond, decentering adds the monitoring that keeps it loose. Both keep doubt alive, which is the prerequisite the architecture identifies for any Belief revision at all.

At the Hypothesis Space (Channel 2), the architectural requirement is to enlarge the space of available explanations so that a Mimetic cause can receive probability. The structural move, adding a previously excluded causal Hypothesis to a person’s explanatory repertoire, is a recognised intervention type: it is what psychoeducation does in cognitive therapy (Beck, 1976), and what attributional retraining does for causal explanations of success and failure (Weiner, 1985). But no prior intervention supplies the specific Hypothesis the Knowledge Patch requires. Existing practice supplies the form, the enlargement of the space; AIM supplies the missing content, the Mimetic Hypothesis that nothing else puts into it. This is why AIM Vocabulary Acquisition is the architecturally prior Tier 1 operation rather than a restatement of existing psychoeducation.

At the network evidence channel (Channel 4), the architectural requirement is to attenuate the weight an Individual places on others’ expressed Beliefs, recognising those expressions as coupled outputs rather than independent evidence. Lateral reading, the practice of evaluating a claim by leaving it to investigate its source rather than reasoning from within it, is the best-evidenced existing analogue (Wineburg and McGrew, 2019). It relocates the assessment of evidence in exactly the direction the channel requires, though, like all the network-layer practices, it lacks the causal account of why Belief uptake is coupled that the framework supplies.

The unifying observation is that these interventions were developed independently, in different clinical and educational traditions, without any shared model of motivation, and yet each lands on a channel the architecture marks out in advance. That convergence is itself evidence for the architecture: a set of techniques arrived at by trial and clinical refinement occupies precisely the loci a parsimonious model of the system predicts, and the one locus none of them occupies, the supply of the Mimetic Hypothesis itself, is the one the architecture identifies as foundational and as missing from ordinary cognition.

18.14.2 The Two Classes at Population Scale

The five channels act at the scale of an Individual and of the network that Individual sits in, and they group into two classes according to what an intervention acts on. A Class 1 Intervention acts on the forcing that arrives at the loop from outside it, and at population scale that forcing is carried by the Observability structure of Channel 5, since the Model signal reaching any one Individual is what the rest of the population’s realised valuations make visible. A Class 2 Intervention acts on the gain of the loop itself; Channel 1 is its fast-layer instance, and Channels 2 to 4 act on the slow-layer and network gains that enter the same total.

Read at population scale, the two classes name programmes that already have names. Class 1 becomes the governance of how much Model signal moves through a population and how synchronised it is: the structure of media ownership, the architecture of platforms, the regimes under which valuations are disclosed, and the cultural practices that settle what gets displayed and to whom. Class 2 becomes everything that lowers a population’s own loop gain: penetration of the Knowledge Patch together with the institutional support that makes diagnostic competence durable rather than momentary, governance of the feedback from Observability back into valuation, and reform of the attention architecture that determines what a population’s Salience is engineered toward.

Neither class substitutes for the other, because they act on different terms. The first governs what arrives at the loop and the second what the loop does with it, so reducing one while the other rises leaves the total unchanged, and population-scale Subcriticality Maintenance is the joint administration of both. What the two classes do not require is any gain-reducing intervention point beyond those Section 18.14.1 derives. They are the same closed menu read at a larger scale. A society’s remaining levers act on the other side of the margin rather than on the gain: the Appetitive and Intrinsic provision that sets the threshold the gain must stay below (Chapter 16), and the distribution of authority that holds the decision interval open (Chapter 17).



18.15 Population-Scale Dissemination

18.15.1 Belief Accuracy as a Load-Bearing Civic Value

The case for population-scale dissemination is not merely instrumental. It rests on a claim about what kind of thing epistemic competence is, and the claim is general. The received division of intellectual labour treats epistemology as a specialist concern, the private business of philosophers and scientists, separable from the ordinary conduct of civic and moral life. Under AIM this separation cannot be sustained, and it cannot be sustained for reasons that reach well beyond motivational self-knowledge. Because the Decision Hub selects action on integrated Belief, the accuracy of the Belief feeding that selection governs the quality of the action, whatever the Belief is about. The content-agnosticism of the updating machinery, on which the whole intervention architecture rests, cuts both ways: it is precisely because the machinery does not discriminate by subject-matter that miscalibration anywhere in a population’s Belief system, not only in its Beliefs about desire, propagates into action and compounds.

The Knowledge Patch is introduced as a repair to one especially load-bearing failure of Belief accuracy, the misattribution of motivational source. But the operations the chapter has developed already generalise past that case. The Appetitive-Deficiency Test and the Reversal Counterfactual (Sections 18.6.3, 18.9.10) interrogate the accuracy of sustained collective Beliefs, not desires. Referent Abandonment (Section 14.8.3.1, discussed within this chapter at Section 18.9.11) and the Referent Primacy Principle (Section 14.8.3.1) concern Beliefs held against a decohered Referent, a general epistemic pathology of which mimetic misattribution is one species. The Expectation-Calibration Corollary (Section 18.5.5) concerns the calibration of Beliefs about any future outcome.

In each case the same lesson holds: a Belief that has concentrated mass where the evidence does not warrant it produces costly, sometimes catastrophic, correction when reality intrudes, and the cost characteristically does not fall on whoever first acted on the Belief. Because miscalibration propagates through the population before it is corrected, the correction lands disproportionately on those with least power to refuse the cascade, on the scapegoats an Information Gap selects, and on later cohorts who inherit the entrenched Belief, while the originators are frequently insulated from the reckoning their Belief set in motion. This displacement of cost from originator to bystander is not incidental; it is why the harm compounds rather than self-limiting, since the party best placed to revise the Belief is the party least exposed to its consequences. Epistemic competence, understood as calibration of Belief to evidence across the board, is therefore a load-bearing civic value, on the same footing as the rule of law or the integrity of institutions, rather than an intellectual refinement a society may take or leave.

This yields the stronger claim, and it too is general: under AIM, epistemology and ethics fuse. They are not two adjacent inquiries, one concerning what is true and the other what is good, that happen to bear on each other. Good action-selection requires accurate Belief, because an Individual acting on a miscalibrated Belief, about the source of a desire, about who has caused a felt deficit, about what a decohered Referent still warrants, or about how a future will resolve, is optimising against a false model of the situation they are actually in. However sincere the intention, the Decision Hub is integrating corrupted inputs, and the Sincerity Guarantee ensures the corruption is not felt as corruption. The ethical failure and the epistemic failure are not two failures but one: the miscalibration is the origin of the harm. It follows that improving a population’s Belief accuracy is not preliminary to ethical improvement but constitutive of it, and that the diagnostic competence the Knowledge Patch installs, most sharply for motivational source but by the same structure for Belief in general, is itself an ethical good rather than a value-neutral cognitive upgrade. This is the Epistemic-Ethical Fusion Principle (Chapter 2).

This is why dissemination is obligatory rather than optional, and the obligation has a deeper ground than incapacity alone. It is true that the M-Capture Incapacity Principle establishes that a sufficiently captured population cannot generate the correction endogenously, so that those who possess it must supply it or it will not arrive. But the force of the obligation does not rest only on who is able to act. It rests on what is at stake, and what is at stake is described by two vocabularies that pick out a single object.

Read from the systemic perspective, the goal is Subcriticality Maintenance: keeping the population’s Belief dynamics below the threshold at which Confabulation Cascades lock in and crisis becomes self-reinforcing. Read from the perspective of the persons who compose that population, the same interventions secure the conditions of Well-Being for all in society: lives not consumed by miscalibrated pursuit, not turned against scapegoats, not driven toward the catastrophic corrections that decohered Belief eventually forces. The two are reached together and depend on one another. Bounded M is the one condition of Well-Being no Individual can secure alone, since the Mimetic pressure on each Individual is set by the coupling of the population around that Individual (Section 18.15.2), so Well-Being across a population requires the population to be held subcritical (Chapter 16, Section 16.10). And a breach of the A-Floor at the least-provisioned position is one of the two places from which the collective transition can be ignited (Appendix A, Section A.5.8.7), so the Appetitive limb of Well-Being, held for everyone, is part of what keeps the population subcritical. Belief accuracy is the shared substrate of both: it is what keeps the system below its critical threshold and what keeps the individuals within it acting on true rather than corrupted models of their own situation. The obligation to propagate epistemic competence is therefore not a demand made in the name of an abstract systemic parameter set against individual interests; it is one act discharging a duty to the whole and a duty to each person, because the interventions that hold a population subcritical are the interventions that secure the conditions of Well-Being for the persons who compose it, and each depends on the other.

18.15.2 Why Individual Patches Are Insufficient

The Knowledge Patch addresses individual cognitive architecture, but the crisis trajectory it is built to arrest operates at population scale, and three features of that scale make individual adoption necessary without being sufficient. The first is that Confabulation Cascades propagate through social networks, so that an Individual who has adopted the Patch while embedded in a network otherwise propagating scapegoat narratives faces continuous counter-pressure that private competence cannot switch off. The second is that institutions crystallise Mimetic dynamics into durable structures, and individual recognition cannot override the institutional pressures toward M-competition and scapegoat-targeting that those structures exert regardless of any single member’s insight. The third is that the condition the intervention is aiming at is itself a population-level quantity: subcriticality is the population’s Authenticity Belief remaining below the Subcriticality Threshold, and the total-loop-gain condition behind it, with its precise stability criterion, is stated formally at Appendix A, Section A.5.7.4. Individual patches shift the collective probability mass, but only sufficient population penetration holds the aggregate below its threshold. The insufficiency is therefore not a shortfall of individual effort but a difference in the scale at which the governing quantity lives.

18.15.3 Education as Precondition and as Pathway

The obligation to disseminate settles that the Knowledge Patch must reach a population and leaves open how it arrives. Each of the seven operations runs on a capacity the Individual is not born holding. AIM Vocabulary Acquisition requires taking on a term never encountered and holding it against the pull of the familiar framings it displaces. The Two-Question Diagnostic requires running a counterfactual against one’s own conduct and treating the result as evidence rather than as insult. The Three-Test Battery requires weighing an attribution against criteria that will sometimes return an answer the Individual does not want. Epistemic Suspension requires holding an open state under the discomfort that closes it. Each of these is built rather than given, and the institution that builds them across a population is education.

This places education in the relation to the Knowledge Patch that AIM Vocabulary Acquisition holds to the operations following it. Vocabulary is architecturally prior because a Hypothesis that cannot be represented cannot be considered, whatever evidence arrives (Section 18.4.1). The capacities on which vocabulary acquisition itself runs stand in the same relation to the vocabulary, and for the same reason: a term supplied to an Individual who cannot yet hold an unfamiliar construct against a familiar one has been transmitted and not installed. The Knowledge Patch is therefore not self-delivering. The Knowledge Patch is content presupposing a trained capacity to receive content of its kind, and dissemination that assumes the capacity rather than building it reaches only those in whom something else already built it.

Education carries a second load, and the second is not a vehicle for the Knowledge Patch but an object in its own right. The Knowledge Patch addresses the misattribution of motivational source. The Knowledge Patch does not address the prior question of whether a claim standing in front of the Individual bears any relation to a governing fact. That determination is made by locating the claim on the Hardness–Referent Matrix (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.4): whether a live Referent governs the claim, whether a Referent was identified and its verdict defied, whether no Referent was ever identified, or whether no Referent is constitutively available. The four conditions warrant different confidence and carry different correctives, and the determination separating them is made by tracing provenance rather than by weighing content, which is what the Provenance Rule requires of a recipient (Chapter 14, Section 14.10). None of the seven operations installs that competence, and the Individual does not arrive holding it.

The competence belongs in the standard scope of what is taught, on the footing of reading and calculation rather than as a supplement for those who go looking. What licenses the placement is what the Epistemic-Ethical Fusion Principle establishes (Section 18.15.1): because the Decision Hub selects action on integrated Belief, the accuracy of that Belief governs the quality of the action whatever the Belief concerns, so that calibration is load-bearing for every Individual and not for a specialist class of them. A competence load-bearing for every Individual is core curriculum by that fact. What is taught under it is not a body of settled conclusions to be retained but the operation performed on a claim not seen before: where the claim sits, what would settle the claim, whether anyone has settled it, and how much confidence the answer warrants.

The absence of the competence disables the obligations falling on whoever handles a claim in transit. Epistemic Hygiene requires that, to the greatest practicable degree, claims be passed on with their origins intact, so the determination can be made and remade by anyone downstream, and that corrections reach those who received a claim whose Referent condition has changed (Chapter 20, Section 20.4.5). Both obligations are discharged toward a recipient, and a preserved trail accomplishes nothing for a recipient who cannot read one. A population that cannot make the determination must suspend on every claim or on none, so Epistemic Hygiene is discharged into a population unable to use it and Referent Blindness persists downstream of a structure that has done everything asked of it. The same competence governs what the Individual emits, and governs it to the same standard. An Individual who passes on a claim whose Referent condition was never checked, where checking was open to them, exports the Cost of the error onto whoever acts on the claim, and that displacement, from the party who transmitted the claim to the party who acted on it, is what makes the harm compound rather than self-limit. What is owed is the check the conditions permitted, and the mark on the claim where they permitted none.

Delivery has to reach the Individual early, and the ratio governing the cost of lateness is architectural rather than circumstantial. A Belief-state remains revisable in proportion to the residual coherence between competing Hypotheses, and restoring coherence after collapse is a different and dearer task than maintaining coherence that has not collapsed, because the channel through which correction would arrive is the one that has closed (Section 18.2.1). An Individual who reaches the point of receiving contested claims at volume without the competence to locate them has already begun concentrating mass on whichever claims arrived first and most often, and what is then required is not installation but the reopening of a state that need never have closed.

That reopening is the delivery owed to those already past the point, and the asymmetry making it dearer is the reason deferring it costs more than it saves. The valuation layer carries two thresholds rather than one, so a population carried into an inflated state releases only at a lower level of forcing than the one that ignited it, and the width of that interval grows with the capacity of the internal loop (Section 18.2.1). The population now holding the Salience field, the institutions, and the executive positions is the population inside that interval, and subcriticality is a property of the aggregate rather than of any cohort within it (Section 18.15.2). A delivery reaching only those not yet formed leaves the aggregate at whatever the formed population makes it, for the whole interval before the cohort reached comes to hold the field. Should the loop ignite inside that interval, the delivery will have been made and will not have acted on the condition it was made against.

The two tasks are therefore not ranked by ease. Reaching the unformed is cheaper for each Individual reached and pays out on a delay. Reaching the formed is dearer for each Individual reached, because a concentrated state must be reopened rather than an open one maintained, and is the only one of the two acting on the interval in which ignition is possible. Preferring the cheaper task is choosing not to act where the exposure is, and the architecture supplies no reading on which the delay is free.

Education is not completed at the end of schooling. A True Belief installed by teaching is held on the testimony that installed it, and Contactless Updating (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.2) goes on moving it with endogenous Evidence that does not stop arriving when instruction does. Obeying the Referent therefore requires the Belief to be maintained, and its maintenance is a recurring task rather than a completed one. Repetition of the verdict without its provenance is neither stronger nor weaker than the Evidence arriving against it: it is Evidence of the same class, and it can offset that Evidence item for item, but a Belief held that way is held by the balance of the social flow, which is the condition of social-proof consensus (Chapter 14, Section 14.10.2), and goes wherever that balance goes. What can take the Belief out of that contest is the Individual’s own operation of the Provenance Rule, which needs two things maintained: the trace, which renewed contact with the test, what the test returned and who can run it again keeps available, and the operation itself, which only practice keeps in use. Provenance that is available and unused is one more item of Evidence among the rest. The interval at which maintenance is owed is set by the rate of the flow against the Belief rather than by the content of the Belief, and so shortens as the Coupling Strength of the Individual’s surroundings rises. Education thereby belongs with the interventions whose returns must be continuously maintained (Chapter 13, Section 13.12.3), since the Evidence it answers is carried by M-dynamics, which have no satiation signal. The maintenance is a defence against Contactless Updating away from the Referent and not against the Mimetic Drive to False Belief: an Individual whose Belief has taken on positional value can decline the operation altogether, the two frequently act on the same Belief and then both remedies are owed, and whether positional value is present is settled by the Standing Test (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.3). This is the Provenance Maintenance Principle.

Non-coercion constrains the form the institution may take (Section 18.15.5). An arrangement transmitting conclusions rather than the operation by which a claim is weighed produces the output the intervention exists to prevent: an Individual holding a confident Belief whose Referent condition was never determined, now held with the authority of the institution that supplied it. The failure does not depend on the conclusions being false. A true conclusion installed without the operation that would have located it leaves the Individual unable to distinguish that conclusion from the next claim arriving with equal confidence and no Referent at all. What is owed is the capacity, and the conclusions are what the capacity is exercised on.

18.15.4 Positive Mimesis as Dissemination Vector

The same mimetic channels that propagate Confabulation carry the correction, and the dissemination strategy is to use them deliberately. Prestige-biased transmission is the first: when high-Status Models adopt AIM vocabulary and visibly exercise source-recognition, observers come to want the same capacity, and the vocabulary spreads by the identical prestige-bias that spreads fashion, belief, and practice. Social proof is the second: as adoption rises, the probability that further observers adopt rises with it, and because the underlying updating mathematics is symmetric, the cascade can tip toward accurate source-recognition exactly as it can tip toward Confabulation. That a socially adopted prior does the same work as a reasoned one is Provenance Agnosticism: the Salience computation is weighted by the prior’s posterior whatever its provenance, because updating is content-agnostic (Axiom 8) and the Belief Register stores posteriors without a record of how they were formed, so a prior taken up through repeated exposure to Models attenuates the loop exactly as one reasoned into place does. Adoption route bears on durability, not on operation. The third is Positive Mimesis proper, the transmission of a beneficial practice through modelling: AIM vocabulary is I-enabling Content, since once acquired it confers the capacity to test one’s own desires and attributions, so propagating it through mimetic channels is the deliberate use of Mimetic Desire to manage Mimetic Desire.

18.15.5 Non-Coercion as Architectural Requirement

The Patch cannot be coercively imposed, and the prohibition is architectural rather than ethical in the first instance, though it is both. Epistemic Suspension requires voluntary adoption, because no one can be forced to tolerate uncertainty; the capacity is built through practice and cannot be installed by command. Diagnostic application requires honest self-examination, and coerced application produces defensive Confabulation rather than genuine source-recognition, so force does not merely fail to help but actively generates the output the Patch exists to prevent. And coercion would itself be M-captured, because using force to impose “correct” Beliefs is the structure of scapegoating rather than its remedy. For these reasons the dissemination strategy is persuasion through demonstration: showing that the Patch works, that it improves decision-making, reduces distress, and enables escape from the Mimetic Treadmill, so that adoption is chosen against the evidence of its benefits rather than imposed.



18.16 Systematic Resistance

18.16.1 Why M-Beneficiaries Oppose Dissemination

The Patch faces systematic resistance from those whose position depends on M-dynamics, and the resisters fall into three kinds. Status-holders, whose standing rests on others’ M-driven pursuit, are threatened by a vocabulary that exposes the emptiness of Status competition, because if others cease to value the markers a Status-holder possesses, those markers lose their worth. M-infrastructure operators, the platforms, industries, and institutions that profit from M-amplification, from visibility infrastructure to luxury goods to credential markets, face reduced demand as populations acquire source-recognition. And scapegoat-entrepreneurs, the political and social actors who mobilise support through scapegoat narratives, face reduced effectiveness once populations apply the Three-Test Battery to the attributions they trade in.

18.16.2 The Resistance Is Not Conspiracy

This resistance requires no conspiracy and no coordinated opposition; it emerges from ordinary incentive structures operating independently. Individuals naturally defend the sources of their Status, institutions naturally resist changes that reduce their relevance, and Confabulation ensures that the resulting opposition is experienced as the defence of genuine values rather than the protection of positional advantage. The resistance is in this sense itself M-captured: those who defend M-dynamics feel their opposition as principled, which is exactly what the architecture predicts they would feel, and is why the resistance is both sincere and self-concealing.

18.16.3 Overcoming Resistance

Resistance is overcome through three levers that work with the architecture rather than against it. The first is demonstrable benefit: Individuals who adopt the vocabulary report reduced distress, better decision-making, and escape from the Mimetic Treadmill, and these benefits supply a motive for adoption that competes directly with Status-maintenance. The second is the provision of Intrinsic Infrastructure (I-infrastructure) as a genuine alternative, because as I-domains are protected and expanded the Individual has somewhere to stand other than M-competition, and the Patch becomes more attractive wherever I-engagement is actually available. The third is critical-mass dynamics: once adoption passes a threshold, social proof shifts, source-recognition becomes the high-Status position and M-blindness the low-Status one, so the same prestige-bias that once protected M-dynamics begins to erode them.

The resistance dynamics identified in this section have a further implication that extends beyond the question of whether dissemination faces opposition to the question of what follows when the target population is itself M-Captured. The M-Capture Incapacity Principle establishes that an Individual or population past the M-Capture threshold cannot generate the Knowledge Patch endogenously. Source Opacity prevents recognition of M-contamination, Confabulation generates alternative attributions, Bayesian Lock-In entrenches those attributions, and the Vocabulary Gap ensures the M-concept does not exist in the entity’s cognitive repertoire. This means that the dissemination challenge is not merely a matter of overcoming resistance from M-beneficiaries within a population. When the population as a whole has crossed the M-Capture threshold, the entire domestic apparatus for generating, evaluating, and propagating conceptual vocabulary is operating under the same architectural constraint. The Knowledge Patch cannot emerge from within such a population, because the conditions required for its formulation are precisely the conditions that M-Capture has foreclosed.

This transforms the dissemination question from “how do we overcome resistance?” to “who bears the obligation to provide Hypothesis-space expansion when the target population is architecturally incapable of self-provision?” The answer is that those who possess the Knowledge Patch and recognise the M-Captured population’s architectural incapacity carry the obligation of Proactive Cascading Support: A-stabilisation, I-enablement, M-containment, and Knowledge Patch dissemination applied before or during crisis rather than after catastrophic violence. The obligation does not rest on benevolence toward that population, and it does not need to. Under the Relational Subcriticality Principle (Chapter 16, Section 16.14) the couplings through which Individuals constitute one another’s Self-Models are the same loops whose gain must stay subcritical for a field to persist, so a population left M-Captured is not a distant misfortune but a loaded loop in the field of everyone coupled to it. Holders of the Patch are inside that field, and what they carry is the ordinary obligation of maintaining a system they are part of, which is why the Burden-Reversal Principle (Chapter 17, Section 17.17.4) puts the burden of justification on withholding rather than on the claim to be helped.

This obligation discharges through legitimate, sovereignty-preserving channels. At the national level, the primary target is A-Floor security (investment, development aid, and charitable support ensuring that no segment of the population falls below its basic needs), because A-desperation amplifies M-susceptibility and ensures the Confabulation Cascade finds maximally fertile ground. With the floor holding for the worst-off rather than on average, intervention extends to I-infrastructure provision (vocational education, community workshops, maker-spaces, mental health services) that reaches Individuals directly, bypassing the M-Captured institutional layer. At the personal level, the same ordering applies: first securing the M-Captured Individual’s material stability, then providing the AIM vocabulary and diagnostic tools, making time and physical resources available for I-activities, and dampening visibility pathways that amplify M-Salience. None of these interventions require coercion or autonomy override; they operate on architectural parameters (A-sufficiency, I-access, M-bounding, Hypothesis-space expansion), not on Content. The proactive timing is architecturally required, because the M-Captured population’s crisis trajectory will continue accelerating toward the Terminal Phase as long as Hypothesis-space expansion is withheld, and no internal mechanism exists to arrest that trajectory. What the M-Captured entity does with its expanded Hypothesis Space remains entirely its own decision.

18.16.4 Failure Modes Under Crisis Pressure

The Patch’s failure modes under crisis pressure have a specific and architecturally significant character. A Patch that degrades under urgency (Two-Question Diagnostic no longer applied, Presumption Against Scapegoating collapsed, Epistemic Suspension evaporated) does not merely return the population to the Patch-absent baseline. It produces a worse outcome, because Class 1 and remaining Class 2 interventions that have been administered during the Patch’s functional period remain in place as institutional and cultural structures, but the diagnostic competence that made those interventions legible has been lost. Those interventions then read as the arbitrary impositions that the Patch-absent baseline always feared, and the population backlash against them can actively make things worse than if the interventions had never been attempted. Patch degradation under crisis pressure is therefore not just loss of Patch benefit; it is loss of legibility for the entire intervention architecture.

The timing asymmetry compounds this. A population whose Patch degrades under crisis pressure is, by hypothesis, a population under conditions that drive the loop upward, which is precisely when the distance between the two thresholds matters most. Should the loop ignite while diagnostic competence is absent, restoring the Patch afterwards does not restore the prior position: the population must then be walked back across an interval it would never have had to cross had the Patch held. Degradation under crisis is therefore not a suspension of progress that resumes when the pressure lifts. It is the loss of a position that costs more to retake than it cost to hold, and what makes it so is the architecture rather than the politics. This is the architectural reason why calibrating Patch efficacy, the interception probability p formalised at Appendix A.6.4, carries additional weight under the Precautionary Asymmetry declared in Appendix A.6.3: maintaining p under crisis pressure is not merely desirable but load-bearing for the whole intervention architecture.



18.17 The Affective Latency of the Knowledge Patch

The Knowledge Patch has so far been described as a device for routing around Source Opacity in the domain of Belief and action. It supplies behavioural procedures (Epistemic Suspension, the Two-Question Diagnostic, the Presumption Against Scapegoating) that compensate for the Individual’s inability to introspect the source composition of the Scalar. A question follows. If the Patch compensates for Source Opacity in judgment, does it also relieve the Individual of the affective consequences of the architecture it diagnoses? The answer is that it does not, and the reason it does not is itself entailed by the architecture.

Consider the sequence by which a Mimetically-loaded event produces suffering. A prior is loaded into the loop in advance of any triggering event, through the ordinary operation of Mimetic valuation. The Individual comes to value an Object at a magnitude set by that prior. When a triggering event arrives, the Decision Hub integrates the incoming signal against the loaded prior. That single integration emits two joint products: the Common-Currency Scalar, which is the action-selection decision variable, and the Phenomenal Affect, which is the felt state. By the Source Opacity Theorem, the tags identifying the Appetitive, Intrinsic, and Mimetic contributions are destroyed at integration, and both products are emitted after that destruction. What the Thinker receives is therefore not a labelled report (“a Mimetic loss of magnitude x”) but a Phenomenal Affect, the felt state itself, already fully formed and mute as to its cause. The affect is not the output of the Thinker’s reasoning about the event. It is the input the Thinker is handed. The Thinker’s work begins only after the affect is present.

This ordering has a consequence that no degree of theoretical mastery can overturn. It follows from the nature of the Thinker itself, which is by definition the slow, serial, deliberative faculty and therefore cannot, by its own function, act on an affect before that affect exists. Deliberation is posterior to the fast automatic process that produces the affect. Possession of the correct account of Mimetic Desire lives in the Thinker, which receives the affect only after it is emitted; the correct account therefore always arrives late. It cannot be moved upstream of the integration that produced the affect, because integration is not a process the Thinker can reach into.

The intuition that a sufficiently deep understanding of M should confer emotional immunity is therefore incoherent as a claim about immediate relief, because it asks the final stage of the pipeline to modify the output of an earlier stage it cannot access. The Thinker cannot act on an affect once emitted: that would require introspective write access to integration, which the architecture does not provide, and it would require the deliberative faculty to precede the automatic one, which its own definition does not permit.

What the M concept can do is different in kind and prospective in operation. Held as a Belief, it conditions the register that governs what the Observer marks as Salient, and therefore conditions the prior against which the next integration runs. Low-Salience Pre-Loading installs standing priors down-weighting Observer Salience toward Model-observed valuation, bounded by the Salience Floor. The principal instance of Low-Salience Pre-Loading is the Caught-Desire Prior: observation of another Individual’s wanting does not entail that the Individual wants or needs the Object, and felt wanting does not entail that obtaining the Object will serve the Individual. That installation is Pre-Loading: the upstream Knowledge Patch mode that installs standing priors into the Belief Register before the valuation cycle, of which Low-Salience Pre-Loading is the first channel. The Salience Floor is the positive lower bound on Observer-installed Mimetic Salience under any prior configuration.

Through that channel it can attenuate the magnitude of the next emitted affect, just as it can shorten the Decoherence Time of its abatement. What it cannot do is eliminate the affect or reduce it to zero, because the prior can be made more accurate but never perfect, and because some Mimetically-loaded Salience survives any Belief-level correction. The correct claim is therefore attenuation, not immunity: the M concept lowers the signal at the loading stage on subsequent occasions, but neither prevents its emission nor acts on it once emitted.

There is a further asymmetry that makes the Patch’s operation on affect possible at all. Motivation ignites and resolves quickly: the Scalar crosses threshold, action is selected, and the transient decision variable is gone, leaving the Thinker nothing to work on but a decision already taken. Phenomenal Affect persists well beyond that ignition. Because the felt state endures, the Thinker has a standing object it can examine, revisit, and correlate against context and memory, which is precisely why a richer inferential account of an affect’s source can be constructed than of a motivation’s source, even though both were equally tag-stripped at integration. This persistence is the enabling condition. If affect resolved as rapidly as motivation, the fast confabulated meaning would win uncontested on every occasion, because the deliberate account would arrive to find nothing left to correct. The affect’s latency is the temporal room in which the slow, accurate account can catch up to and eventually overtake the fast confabulation, and it is therefore the condition without which the Confabulation Race could have no outcome but confabulation.

The character of the race explains why effort is required and why the effort accumulates. The confabulation is not a fresh invention. It is the previously held prior, the account the loop was last loaded with, presenting itself automatically as the explanation of the present affect. It is thus the incumbent, in possession of the explanatory slot before deliberation begins and holding it at no cost. This is what makes the race real and asymmetric. The accurate account cannot win simply by arriving; it must dislodge a Hypothesis already installed, and dislodging it demands effortful I-override that the incumbent expends nothing to resist. The labour the equipped Individual performs is precisely this override. Its immediate effect is to correct the present episode, but its durable effect is to re-load the prior, so that the incumbent occupying the slot on the next occasion is itself more accurate and requires less override to unseat. Over repetitions the race is therefore won not by the accurate account out-running the incumbent each time, but by the incumbent itself being progressively replaced with a truer one.

The equipped Individual is in fact placed in a position that is, in the short run, more laborious than that of the unequipped. When any Individual is handed an unexplained affect, Confabulation moves quickly to supply a cause, because an unexplained affect is intolerable and the confabulation layer fills the vacuum almost immediately with the account already loaded. The direction of that account is not fixed; it is set by the prior already installed in the loop. It may be directed inward as self-blame, outward as blame of another (the mechanism underlying scapegoating), or onto circumstance, according to whichever attribution the loaded prior makes fastest and most stabilising. Examples span the range: a felt hostility whose cause is confabulated onto a convenient target, a felt inadequacy whose cause is confabulated onto the self, a felt dread whose cause is confabulated onto an external threat. In none of these does the confabulated cause track the affect’s true provenance, because that provenance was destroyed at integration. The equipped Individual holds a competing and accurate account, but that account does not arrive faster, because both accounts are downstream of the affect and the accurate one must be reached by deliberate effort while the confabulated one is automatic and already in place.

There is therefore a window in which three things are true at once. The affect is already present, the confabulated explanation has already formed, and the accurate account has not yet been brought to bear. This is the Confabulation Race. Its outcome, on any single occasion, is that the equipped Individual meets the incumbent confabulated meaning before reaching the difficult Truth, and must then perform the additional labour of stripping the confabulation and installing the true account in its place. That labour does not remove the sting. Its sole immediate benefit is to prevent the sting from being compounded by a false attribution, whether that attribution would have fallen on the self, on another, or on circumstance.

If this were the whole account, the equipped state would be a treadmill. The Individual would feel the sting, meet the confabulation, and correct it, endlessly, with no accumulation. It is not a treadmill, and the reason it is not identifies the Patch’s true function in the affective domain. The labour of correct processing has a prospective product that its immediate relief obscures. A completed source-attribution is written back into the loop as the prior against which the next event of the same kind will be integrated. The Thinker cannot reach into the present integration, but it can modify what the loop carries forward. Each occasion on which the Individual correctly strips the confabulated meaning and installs the accurate one re-loads the loop with an accurate Hypothesis, so that the next Perturbation of the same kind fires against a prior that already contains the true account rather than the false one. That prospective product is Endogenous Stabilisation: because the Caught-Desire Prior’s Referent is the Individual’s own motivational architecture, the prior is self-confirming and self-protecting, and tends under use toward a locked equilibrium.

The re-loading touches particular variables and not others. It does not eliminate the initial sting, and on a first encounter with a given class of wound it does not reduce it at all, because no accurate prior has yet been loaded. On subsequent encounters it operates on two variables. It attenuates the magnitude of the emitted affect, because the accurate prior lowers the Salience the Observer assigns to the triggering event, and it shortens the Decoherence Time (τ) of the episode, because the true account is now the loop’s incumbent rather than one that must be constructed under duress. Both effects are prospective and both operate through the loop; neither acts on an affect once emitted. The first spike of feeling is therefore attenuated over repetitions but never removed; the deliberative nature of the Thinker guarantees that some affect is emitted before the Thinker acts. Recognition, moreover, is faster than construction, which is why the true account displaces the confabulated meaning sooner on each subsequent occasion. This is the Affective Latency of the Knowledge Patch. The Patch never touches the generation of the sting. It operates entirely on what the Thinker does with the affect once it has unavoidably arrived, and, prospectively, on the prior that conditions the next affect’s magnitude and abatement.

What looks, from outside, like equanimity is on this account a loop that has been correctly trained by repeated deliberate processing, so that its incumbent prior has been moved closer to accurate than to confabulated, its affective episodes are attenuated in magnitude, and they decohere quickly.

The account carries its own boundary, consistent with the non-utopian framing of the AIM Framework as a whole. The convergence never reaches zero. The initial sting persists because it is upstream of the Thinker and can be abated but not prevented. The attenuation achieved through an accurate prior reduces the magnitude of that sting on subsequent occasions without ever driving it to zero, because the prior is loaded by processing that is itself run on the opaque architecture and because Mimetically-loaded Salience is never wholly extinguished by Belief-level correction. And a novel class of wound, one for which no accurate prior has yet been built, returns the Individual to the slow, effortful, first-occasion condition. The equipped Individual thus acquires not immunity but a library of correctly loaded priors for the wounds already laboured over, and remains fully exposed, at first onset, to any wound not yet processed. This is M-management at the affective scale, and it explains why possession of the AIM Framework does not, and architecturally cannot, exempt its holder from the AIM Framework: the theorist who diagnoses the loop runs on the loop, feels the sting first, meets the incumbent confabulated meaning first, and is left with only the deferred, effortful, and cumulatively worthwhile capacity to train the loop toward the Truth.

Status Death is the case in which these limits bear hardest, because Rung Loss is for most Individuals a novel class of wound on its first occurrence, and its reading does not decay of its own accord. The Patch does not end the reading and does not soften its first occurrence. What it supplies is the concept the reading lacks (Chapter 2, Salience-Deficit Asymmetry): that the injury is a Salience reading against a comparison set the Belief Register has not yet revised, felt as injury because integration offers no other form, and neither a report from the body nor a verdict on the self. Held as a Belief, that account gives the Confabulation Race its third direction, onto circumstance, in place of the self-blame that routes Revenge Overdetermination inward (Chapter 16, Section 16.12).

Its delivery is best timed. The M-shock opens the Therapeutic Window (Chapter 15, Section 15.7), and Status Death opens it at each recognition, at a sudden fall and at the delayed recognition that follows drift; an account delivered in the window is received as an explanation of what is happening, and delivered outside it meets the full resistance of the Self-Model. And because a single insight does not rewrite the Belief Register (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.8), revising the comparison set is the labour of repetition this section describes, lived rather than understood. The revision must reach the believed standing as well as the comparison set, because a believed standing held against the field is what turns the gap into grievance (Chapter 15, Section 15.10.2).



18.18 Decision Hub Colonisation and the Duties of a Speaker

The Patch is what an Individual does with what reaches them. It carries an obligation running the other way, toward what an Individual puts into someone else’s field, and three facts already established fix it.

Integration completes before deliberative review, so a signal is in the Scalar before the Individual can weigh whether they wanted it (Chapter 9). The update is content-agnostic, so the Belief Register takes what arrives on its evidential weight rather than on whether it was invited (Chapter 13). And coupling carries what one Individual emits into what another counts as Evidence, arrival by arrival (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.2). Information put into the field of an Individual who did not solicit it is therefore integrated before it can be assessed, and the source tags are destroyed in that integration, so no introspective act afterwards recovers which part of a later wanting came from it.

What recourse the recipient has runs outward rather than inward. The Two-Question Diagnostic and the behavioural signatures of Sections 18.6 and 18.7 return a judgement about which source dominates, not a separation of the contribution, and they return it at the cost of deliberate effort the recipient must know to spend. The recourse is real and it is partial, and its partiality is what the obligation rests on.

Decision Hub Colonisation is the act so described: information injected into the perceptual field of an Individual who has not solicited it, integrated into the Scalar before deliberative review, and integrated in a way no later introspection can undo. Three features distinguish it from trade. Entry is uninvited. What is injected occupies motivational bandwidth the recipient would otherwise have allocated to their own priorities. And the settlement does not reverse on the recipient’s decision to reject it, since rejecting a proposition does not withdraw the Salience its arrival installed.

The distinction from persuasion is architectural rather than moral. Persuasion supposes a recipient who retains deliberative control over what they integrate, and Preconscious Transmission denies them that control at the point where it would have to be exercised, and Source Opacity denies them the decomposition afterwards. A speaker who takes the persuasion model to describe what they are doing holds an account of their own conduct the architecture does not support.

Four duties follow, and none of them is silence.

Restraint. Unsolicited injection of high-valence information is presumptively suspect rather than presumptively protected. The default is not that nothing is said; it is that the burden of justification sits with the speaker, and it grows heavier as the Mimetic loading of the framing rises, with status cues, social proof, scarcity and urgency each raising it.

Legibility. The motivational structure of the communication is disclosed. An Individual cannot inspect their own source tags, and behavioural evidence about where a message came from and what it was for is what the Patch routes on instead, so a speaker who supplies it is supplying the input the recipient’s only working instrument requires.

Coupling Awareness. What is defensible at low Coupling Strength and short Decoherence Time may be indefensible at high Coupling Strength and long Decoherence Time. The same words into a conversation and into a feed are not the same act, and what is owed is attention to the environment the words enter.

Proportion. Acceptability is calibrated to the recipient’s realistic capacity to decohere. A long-Decoherence-Time domain warrants more caution rather than less, because an error introduced where reality does not intrude persists until something else dislodges it. Proportion also governs what a speaker may expect. One exchange can leave only a residue in a deeply held Belief (Section 18.2.2), so a recipient who does not concede has not thereby refused, and pressure raised within the exchange to obtain a concession raises the Status cost of conceding, which is the condition under which the residue is smallest.

These are duties on an Individual. The same act performed by an arrangement, at the scale a curating layer’s reach allows, is what Chapter 20 governs (Chapter 20, Sections 20.4.4 and 20.4.5).

Chapter Summary

The Knowledge Patch operationalises the Bayesian symmetry established in Chapter 13. The same content-agnostic updating machinery that compounds Confabulation can propagate accurate Source-recognition vocabulary, the mathematics permits prevention because it permits crisis.

The intervention has seven functionally distinct operations unified by the primary mechanism of Doubt Generation: AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, Epistemic Suspension, the Two-Question Diagnostic, Behavioural Signatures, the Presumption Against Scapegoating, the Push-Pull Obligation Principle, and the Normality Fiction Breaker.


	AIM Vocabulary Acquisition (Subspace Expansion), making the M-Hypothesis formulable by introducing the three-source taxonomy

	Epistemic Suspension (Interference-Term Maintenance), creating cognitive space for diagnostic deployment

	The Two-Question Diagnostic (Individual-Level Doubt Generation), identifying M-contamination through eliminative inference

	Behavioural Signatures as Inferential Evidence (Observational Confirmation), providing longitudinal tracking of mimetic patterns

	The Presumption Against Scapegoating with the Grievance Gateway and Three-Test Battery (Collective-Level Doubt Generation), interrupting the collective pathway to targeting by first screening whether grievances are grounded in a traced deficit and then testing Grievance Beliefs against Immediacy, Mechanism, and Authorship criteria

	The Push-Pull Obligation Principle (Interpersonal Polarity Maintenance), extending the diagnostic to interpersonal obligation, closing the gap where felt entitlements reinstall M-infrastructure

	The Normality Fiction Breaker (Anti-Template Orientation), dismantling the “normal person” Template as a mimetic artefact and replacing normality questions with source questions, closing the gap where M re-enters through self-evaluative and peer-evaluative comparison



The Knowledge Patch operates as a compensatory pathway: the Patch does not restore native Source-tagging but creates a deliberative procedure that infers the leading source. The Moral Vocabulary Displacement Principle establishes that moral framing cannot rebut the Presumption because it functions as permission-seeking infrastructure for targeting rather than independent ethical inquiry.

Population-scale dissemination exploits Positive Mimesis, using mimetic channels to spread I-enabling Content. The strategy faces systematic resistance from M-beneficiaries, but this resistance can be overcome through demonstrable benefits, I-infrastructure alternatives, and critical mass dynamics.

The Knowledge Patch does not eliminate M or cure Source Opacity. It maintains subcriticality, keeping the population below the threshold where Confabulation Cascades lock in and crisis becomes inevitable. This is buying time, not permanent resolution. That approach is the Buying Time Strategy: Knowledge Patch dissemination and institutional buffering to maintain Subcriticality indefinitely, deferring terminal crisis without claiming to eliminate Mimetic Desire or cure Source Opacity. But buying time maintained over generations is civilisation-scale success.



What Would Falsify This?

The Knowledge Patch intervention would require significant revision under the conditions set out below, organised into component-level and mechanism-level criteria and a statement of what would not count as falsification. Each criterion is Tier 2 or Tier 3: its failure revises the Knowledge Patch and leaves the architecture intact.

Component-Level Falsification

At the component level, three findings would each require revision. Epistemic Suspension would be falsified if training could not produce tolerance for uncertainty even in motivated subjects, that is, if Need for Closure proved so determinative that no compensatory capacity could develop against it. The Two-Question Diagnostic would be falsified if it produced no better-than-chance discrimination between sources, that is, if M-driven and I-driven desires could not be distinguished through the eliminative procedure. And the Presumption Against Scapegoating would be falsified if Grievance Beliefs that fail the Three-Test Battery proved accurate at rates exceeding what would be expected if attributions were generated independently of the true cause (the accuracy achievable by attribution-shuffling within the same case set), that is, if the Three-Test Battery produced systematic false negatives rather than screening out unwarranted attributions.

Mechanism-Level Falsification

At the mechanism level, four findings would each require revision. The compensatory pathway would be falsified if AIM vocabulary acquisition did not improve source-discrimination, that is, if the vocabulary provided no functional benefit over naive introspection. The Bayesian symmetry of transmission would be falsified in its human instantiation if accurate vocabulary did not propagate through prestige-bias and social proof, that is, if in practice only Confabulation could cascade. The subcriticality claim would be falsified if population-level Patch adoption did not hold the Authenticity Belief below crisis thresholds, that is, if the intervention had no effect on collective dynamics. And the Normality Fiction Breaker would be falsified if explicit de-recognition of the “normal person” Template produced no measurable reduction in M-driven self-evaluative distress or peer-evaluative exclusion compared with Individuals who have acquired Operations 1 through 6 but retain the normal/abnormal frame, that is, if dismantling the Template yielded no benefit beyond what the first six Operations already provide.

What Would Not Falsify

Three observations, by contrast, would not falsify the intervention, because none contradicts anything it claims. Incomplete adoption would not, since the intervention does not require universal uptake but only sufficient penetration to maintain subcriticality. Imperfect application would not, since the diagnostics are claimed to provide better-than-nothing discrimination rather than perfect accuracy. And the continued presence of Mimetic Desire would not, since the goal is management rather than elimination: Mimetic Desire will persist, and the claim is only that its escalation can be bounded.
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Appendix 18A: The Knowledge Patch for Children

A guide you can use right now, no matter how old you are.



Three Kinds of Wanting

Every time you want something, that wanting comes from one of three places inside you. Think of it like being in a triangular boat with three motors, one attached to each corner, each pulling in a different direction. The boat goes wherever the combined pull of all three motors takes it. Most of the time, you do not get to see which motor is pulling hardest. You just feel the boat move.

Motor A: Your Body (“Appetites”)

Your body tells you when it needs things. Hunger, thirst, feeling cold, needing sleep, needing safety. These wants go away once you get what your body needs. You eat, and the hunger stops. You sleep, and the tiredness goes away. Motor A has an off switch: once the need is met, the pulling stops.

Motor I: Your Curiosity and Joy (“Intrinsic Motivation”)

Sometimes you want to do something just because doing it feels good, all by itself. Drawing a picture nobody will see. Solving a puzzle for fun. Learning how something works because you are curious. Playing music alone in your room. Motor I does not need anyone watching. It does not need a prize. Its pull gets stronger the more you follow it, not weaker.

Motor I has an off switch too, and it is called boredom. Boredom is what you feel when something you were enjoying has run its course: the puzzle is solved, or there is nothing left in it for you to find out or get better at, so the pulling stops, the same way the hunger stops once you have eaten. Boredom is not a problem to solve with company or entertainment from outside. It is a prompt to find the next thing that genuinely interests you, something you can do on your own without needing someone else there. When you find that thing, Motor I starts pulling again, on something new.

Motor M: Copying (“Mimetic Desire”)

Sometimes you want something because someone else wants it, or because other people will see you have it. You did not want those shoes until your friend got them. You did not care about that game until it became popular. Motor M is a noticing machine. It notices whatever stands out around you, and its strongest trick is picking up wanting from the people around you, so fast and so silently that you never notice it happening. By the time you feel the pull, it already feels like it came from you.

Here is the important part: there is nothing wrong with Motor M. Everyone has it. It is part of being human. The problem is not that it exists. The problem is that you cannot feel it pulling. Motors A and I announce themselves clearly (your stomach growls, or you feel bored and restless). Motor M is silent. It copies without leaving a trace.

Because you cannot see the motors directly, and because your boat is always moving, you need ways to figure out which motor is doing most of the pulling. That is what the rest of this guide is for.



The Two Questions

Because Motor M hides, you need a way to find it. You cannot feel it directly, but you can figure out whether it is running by asking two questions. These work by ruling things out: if your wanting is not coming from Motor A, and not coming from Motor I, then it must be coming from Motor M, because those are the only three motors there are.

Question 1: Does my body need this?

Am I hungry, thirsty, cold, tired, in pain, or in danger? Would this wanting go away if my body felt fine?

If the answer is yes, Motor A is probably pulling hardest. That is a real physical need, and meeting it is important.

If the answer is no, move to Question 2.

Question 2: Would I still want this if nobody ever saw me do it, have it, or know about it?

Imagine every other person in the world has gone to sleep and will never find out. Do you still want it just as much?

If the answer is yes, Motor I is probably pulling hardest. You genuinely enjoy this for its own sake.

If the answer is no, Motor M is probably pulling hardest. The wanting depends on other people seeing, knowing, or caring. It was copied, not created.









	Question 1: Does my body need this?
	Question 2: Would I still want it if nobody knew?
	What is probably pulling hardest?





	Yes
	Yes
	Body need plus genuine enjoyment (Motors A and I)



	Yes
	No
	Body need mixed with copying (Motors A and M)



	No
	Yes
	Genuine enjoyment (Motor I)



	No
	No
	Copying (Motor M)





Remember: This is not about judging yourself. There is no “bad” answer. Most of the things you want involve all three motors at once. The point is simply to notice which motor is pulling hardest, so you can decide for yourself whether to keep following that pull or not.



The Skill of Saying “I Don’t Know”

Most people are uncomfortable with not knowing things. When a question comes up and we do not have an answer, our brains rush to fill the gap with something, anything, that feels like an answer. This happens with all kinds of questions: why did that happen, whose fault is it, what should I do, why do I want this, what does this mean. The brain grabs the first story that sounds right and locks it in, often before we have had time to think properly.

This is not laziness. It is how brains work. Gaps in understanding feel uncomfortable, the way an itch feels uncomfortable, and the brain scratches the itch by making up an explanation. The problem is that fast explanations are often wrong, and once they are in place, they feel true, which makes them very hard to swap out for better ones later.

The skill is simple to describe and difficult to practise: learn to sit with “I don’t know” without rushing to fill the gap.

This applies to everything, not just the two questions above. When something goes wrong and you do not know why, resist the urge to grab the first explanation. When someone asks you a hard question, it is okay to say “I’m not sure yet.” When you feel strongly about something and cannot explain why, that is useful information, not a failure.

“I don’t know” is not ignorance. It is an open door. It keeps space for a better answer to arrive. The moment you fill that space with a fast guess, the door closes.

A Rule of Thumb: Where Did the Information Come From?

Not all information is equally trustworthy, and one of the most useful habits you can build is asking: how do I know this, and where did it come from?

Some information you can check for yourself. If you boil a kettle with a thermometer in it, you can watch it reach 100 degrees Celsius. You can run that test anywhere in the world, as many times as you like, and you will get the same answer. That information is solid because you know exactly where it came from: you watched it happen.

Other information comes to you through people. A friend tells you something. Where did they hear it? From another friend. Where did that person hear it? They are not sure. Nobody in the chain actually checked. The information might be perfectly correct. But you have no way of knowing, because nobody can point to the moment where someone actually tested it, saw it, or measured it.

The general rule of thumb is this: the more people the information has passed through, and the less you can trace it back to someone who actually checked, the more doubt you should have about whether it is correct.

This does not mean you should distrust everything anyone tells you. It means you should notice the difference between “I know this because I tested it” and “I know this because I heard it.” The first deserves more confidence than the second. The second deserves a question: where did this actually come from?

There is a second half to the rule. Some of what you learn at school is true because somebody ran the test, even if you never ran it yourself. If you remember only the answer and not how it was checked, other people’s doubts can wear it away over the years, a little at a time, without you ever deciding to change your mind. So when you learn something true, learn how people found out it was true, and when a doubt comes along, ask where the doubt came from before you let it count. Knowing the proof is there does nothing on its own. You have to use it, and keep using it, because remembering how something was checked is a skill you keep up, not a lesson you finish.

One more question is worth asking about anything you believe that could be checked. Would your friends, or your group, think less of you if you changed your mind about it? If they would, be extra careful, because that is a reason to keep believing something that has nothing to do with whether it is true.

This matters because Motor M does not just copy wanting. It copies beliefs too. Ideas can spread from person to person the same way desires do, picked up and passed along without anyone stopping to ask whether they are true. The more people who repeat something, the more it feels like a fact, even when nobody in the chain ever checked. Popular does not mean correct. It just means popular.

Saying “I don’t know where that information actually comes from” is not being difficult. It is being careful. And careful is almost always better than fast.

Practising

You can practise this the way you practise anything:


	When you catch yourself jumping to a conclusion, pause and ask: “Do I actually know this, or did my brain just hand me a story?”

	When you feel the itch to have an answer right now, notice the itch without scratching it.

	When someone tells you something confidently, ask yourself (or them): “Where does that come from? Who actually checked?”

	When someone else says “I don’t know,” treat it as honesty, not weakness.





Watching What You Do Over Time

Words can mislead, including the words you say to yourself. But patterns of behaviour are harder to fake.

The two questions are useful in the moment, but a single check can be wrong. You might convince yourself that you would still want something in private when, honestly, you would not. Or you might dismiss something as Motor M when it is genuinely Motor I. One snapshot is not enough.

The fix is simple: pay attention over time. Instead of relying on a single moment of self-examination, watch what you actually do across days and weeks, and notice patterns.

Here is what to look for:

Does the wanting go away once you get the thing? If you wanted new headphones, and once you have them the wanting stops completely, that is Motor A or Motor I at work. They have off switches. If you get the headphones and immediately start wanting the next model, that is Motor M. It resets the target rather than turning off.

Does the wanting change when the audience changes? If you love drawing when you are alone in your room, that is Motor I. If you only feel like drawing when you know someone will see the result, that is Motor M pulling. Track this across several weeks: does your interest survive in private, or does it need an audience?

Does the wanting follow what other people do? If you trace back when you started caring about something and it lines up with when a friend, a celebrity, or a social media account started caring about it, that is Motor M’s fingerprint. Motor I does not track what other people do. Motor A does not care what is popular.

Does the wanting deepen or just repeat? Motor I gets more interesting the more you do it. You notice new details, develop new skills, find new layers. Motor M does not deepen. It just moves to the next target, or gets louder about the same one.

You do not need a notebook (though one helps). You just need the habit of looking back. Once a week, ask yourself: what did I spend time wanting this week, and which motor does the pattern point to? Over time, the patterns become obvious in a way that single moments never are.



The Presumption Against Scapegoating

When things go wrong for a group of people (a school, a town, a country), a pattern shows up so reliably it might as well be a law of nature: someone gets blamed.

The blamed person or group becomes the explanation for everything that is wrong. If we could just get rid of them, or punish them, or silence them, the problems would stop. This feels obvious and urgent. It feels like the answer.

Almost always, it is not.

The reason is structural, not moral. Real problems (poverty, conflict, unfairness) usually come from the way systems are set up, not from any single person or group being evil. Blaming a person is easier than understanding a system, because people are visible and systems are invisible. Your brain prefers a visible cause, even a wrong one, over an invisible cause, even a right one.

Before the Three Tests: Check the Grievance

Before you evaluate whether someone else is responsible for a problem, stop and ask three things about the grievance itself.

Step 1: Is this grievance actually mine?

Did I personally experience the harm? Can I describe what specifically happened to me, in concrete terms? Or if the harm was not to me, is there a real person I can name, and a real thing they lost that their body needed or that their own work and interests needed, which I saw myself or heard from them?

Or did I pick up the idea that “these people are a problem” from the people around me, from social media, from conversations where everyone seemed to agree? Do I actually know anyone who was directly harmed by the blamed group, or do I just know people who are also angry at them?

Motor M does not just copy wanting. It copies blame. If a group of people around you have all decided that a certain person or group is the cause of a problem, that belief can spread from person to person the same way a desire does: quickly, silently, and without anyone checking whether it is true. By the time you feel it, it feels like your own conviction. But if you trace it back, you may find that nobody in the chain, including you, was actually harmed by the people being blamed. The belief was passed along socially, and it gathered weight through repetition, not through evidence.

The rule of thumb from earlier applies here: the more people the belief has passed through, and the less you can trace it back to someone who actually checked, the more doubt you should have. If you cannot point to a specific harm that happened to you, or to a real person you can name whose harm you saw yourself or heard about from them, and if the people who told you about the problem also cannot point to a specific harm that happened to them, then what you are holding is probably a copied belief, not a verified one.

Step 2: Does my body need the thing I am being denied?

Am I going hungry, losing shelter, being put in danger, or being blocked from something my body genuinely requires?

Step 3: Would I still care about this if nobody ever knew?

Would I still feel the loss if it were completely invisible to everyone else, if no one could ever compare my situation to anyone else’s?

How to read the results:


	If Step 1 reveals that the grievance is not yours, that you picked it up from a social group with no way to trace it back to a real person and a real harm, then stop. You are carrying a copied belief, and the three tests below are not yet relevant. The first thing to do is apply the “Where Did the Information Come From?” rule. Who actually checked? What specific evidence exists? If no one can point to verified, specific harm, the belief may be nothing more than social copying.


	If Step 1 is satisfied (the grievance is genuinely yours, or belongs to a real person you can name who experienced specific harm, and you saw it yourself or heard it from them), check Steps 2 and 3. If the answer to at least one is yes, the grievance has a real foundation (a body need being unmet, a genuine engagement being damaged, or both), and you should proceed to the three tests below to evaluate whether your target is the right one.


	If the grievance is genuinely yours but the answer to both Steps 2 and 3 is no, then what you are feeling is probably Motor M pulling. You want something because of how it looks compared to what someone else has, not because your body needs it or because you genuinely love it for its own sake. Removing the person you are blaming will not fix that feeling, because the feeling does not come from them. It comes from comparison itself, and comparison will simply find a new target.




And one more thing, which matters more than the check itself. If the grievance passes, that does not mean you have permission to go after anyone. It means you have found something real that needs fixing, and what fixing it looks like is getting people what they were missing: the person harmed first, and then, if the person who did the harm was themselves short of something they needed, them too. That last part sounds wrong and it is not. You cannot undo what already happened. What you can do is stop the same thing happening next time, and people who have what they need do less harm than people who do not.

None of this means the feeling is not real. Copied grievances feel exactly as real as personal ones. Losses that come from comparison feel exactly as urgent as physical ones. That is the whole reason these checks matter: your feelings will not sort this out for you, because Motor M makes everything feel like it came from you. The checks are a substitute for what feelings alone cannot do.

The Three Tests

If your grievance has passed the check above (it is genuinely yours, and it involves a body need or a genuine engagement being harmed), then evaluate whether the person or group you are blaming is actually the right target.

Test 1: The Immediacy Test. Is this person or group literally and directly blocking you from what you need, right now? Not “they benefit from the system” or “they have more than me,” but are they physically, right now, standing in your way?

Test 2: The Mechanism Test. Can you describe the specific, clear way in which this person or group is causing the harm? Not “they are part of the problem” or “it is obvious,” but exactly how, step by step, does their action produce your specific loss?

Test 3: The Builder Test. Did this person or group actually design and build the system that is causing your problem? Not “are they part of the system” or “do they benefit from the system,” but did they personally create it, put it in place, and set it running?

Most of the systems that cause widespread harm (expensive housing, unfair job markets, unequal access to resources) were not designed by any single person or group. They emerged from thousands of separate decisions, none of which was intended to produce the result. The people who are most visible inside these systems are usually participants, not builders. They may benefit from the system without having created it.

A common mistake is to think that benefiting from a system is the same as building it. It is not. Many people benefit from systems they did not create, did not choose, and would change if they could. If you catch yourself thinking “well, they didn’t build it, but they’re benefiting from it, so they’re still responsible,” stop and ask: is benefiting from something the same as designing it? If the answer is no (and it almost always is), then what you are looking at is a participant, not a builder, and targeting them will not dismantle the system.

If the answer to any of the three tests is “no” or “I’m not sure,” then blaming that person or group is probably not going to solve the problem. The blame might feel satisfying. It might feel righteous. But if they did not build the system, targeting them leaves the system intact. The real question becomes: what would actually fix it?

This does not mean no one is ever responsible. Sometimes a person really is directly, specifically, and by their own design causing harm, and all three tests come back “yes.” The tests are not designed to protect wrongdoers. They are designed to protect you from wasting your energy on the wrong target when a real solution is waiting to be found.



Asking, Not Demanding

There is a difference between asking someone for something and demanding it. The difference is not about tone of voice. It is about what happens when they say no.

Asking is when you tell someone what you need or want, and they can say no without anything bad happening. No guilt. No cold shoulder. No “well, I guess you don’t care about me.” No update to some invisible scoreboard of who owes what to whom. They say no, and the relationship is exactly the same as it was before you asked.

Demanding is when saying no comes with a cost. Guilt. Blame. A shift in how you treat them. The silent message that they have failed some test. That cost might be obvious (“after everything I’ve done for you”) or subtle (a slight withdrawal of warmth, a look of disappointment designed to be noticed). Either way, saying no is not really free.

Motor M is almost always involved in demanding, because the cost of refusal is a status cost: you are a bad friend, a bad sibling, a bad person. That is Motor M’s currency.

The important point: nobody owes you anything, and that is a good thing.

Food, somewhere safe to sleep, medical care when they are ill: those are different. Everyone must have them, and that is not one person’s job to provide to another. It is something everyone needs to work together to make sure no-one goes without. Everything after that is what this section is about.

This sounds harsh, but it is the opposite. If nobody can demand things from you, then every time someone helps you, they are doing it because they genuinely want to, not because you pressured them into it. And every time you help someone, it comes from your own choice, not from guilt or fear of what they will think of you. Motor I (relatedness, competence, autonomy) is driving the help, not Motor M (obligation, scoreboard-keeping, status).

Here is how it works in practice:

Asking is good. Let people know what you need. That is how needs become visible. Just make sure the other person can say no without you punishing them for it, even subtly.

Demanding is the problem. The moment you make someone feel bad for saying no, you have turned an ask into a demand. The giveaway is the consequence: if they would feel guilty, ashamed, or worried about the relationship after refusing, it was a demand.

Helping from your own choice is best of all. When you notice someone could use help and you have the ability to give it, doing so without being asked is the strongest form of genuine care. It runs on Motor I rather than Motor M.

A Quick Check for “They Owe Me” Feelings

When you feel like someone owes you something, run the two questions from earlier:


	Does my body need the thing they are “supposed to” provide? (If yes, that is a real need, and there are proper ways to get it met, but guilt-tripping one person is not the right mechanism.)

	Would I still feel this resentment if nobody else could ever find out about the situation? (If the resentment would evaporate once the imagined audience disappears, it was Motor M all along.)



Most “they owe me” feelings fail both tests. The actionable response is not to demand harder. It is to notice the Motor M origin, let go of the claim, and redirect your energy toward helping where you can, from your own capacity and your own choice.



There Is No Such Thing As a Normal Person

A lot of hurt comes from one simple idea: that there is such a thing as a “normal person,” and that you are supposed to be like them.

People say things like:

– “Normal kids like this.” – “Normal people don’t feel that way.” – “Why can’t you just be normal?”

It sounds like they are describing a fact, the way “water boils at 100 degrees Celsius” is a fact. But they are not. They are repeating a picture that came from copying, not from measuring.

What looks “normal” in any group is just whatever most visible people in that group seem to be doing, feeling, or wanting. If you moved to a different school, a different country, or a different time in history, the picture of “normal” would change. Your brain would quietly copy the new picture and start calling that “normal” instead.

Motor M loves the word “normal.”

– It turns copying into a rule: you are supposed to want what they want, feel what they feel, do what they do. – It turns differences into problems: if you do not match the picture, something must be wrong with you.

But there is no such thing as a normal person. There are only people with different mixes of:

– Motor A (bodies with different needs), – Motor I (interests and joys that light up in different places), and – Motor M (copying from different groups at different times).

When you catch yourself thinking “Am I normal?”, try swapping the question:

– “What is my body actually needing here?” (Motor A) – “What do I honestly enjoy, even when nobody is watching?” (Motor I) – “What might I be copying, just because it looks important to other people?” (Motor M)

The point is not to pass some test called “normal.” The point is to understand what is really happening with your three motors, and to take care of yourself and others from there.



Putting It Together

The Knowledge Patch is not a single tool but seven things that work together:


	Learning the vocabulary (the three motors: Motor A, Motor I, Motor M). Without names for the three kinds of wanting, you cannot even ask the right questions. This is the foundation everything else depends on.

	The Two Questions. A quick check you can run on any desire to figure out which motor is pulling hardest.

	The skill of saying “I don’t know.” The trained ability to hold a question open instead of grabbing the first answer, on any topic, not just about wanting. This includes the habit of asking where information actually came from before trusting it.

	Watching behaviour over time. Words can mislead (including the words you say to yourself), but patterns of behaviour are harder to fake. Does the wanting go away in private? Does it come back every time a certain person posts on social media? Does it fade once you have eaten or slept? Watching what you actually do, over days and weeks, is more reliable than asking yourself how you feel in a single moment.

	The grievance check and the three tests before blaming. When a group starts pointing fingers, slow down. Check whether the grievance is actually yours, whether it involves a body need or genuine engagement, and then apply the Immediacy, Mechanism, and Builder tests before joining in. If the three tests come back “no,” ask the real question: what would actually fix this?

	Asking, not demanding. Nobody owes you anything, and you do not owe anyone compliance on pain of guilt. When you need something, ask cleanly. When someone asks you, feel free to say no without guilt. When you notice someone needs help and you have the capacity, help from your own choice. The difference between demanding and asking is not politeness; it is architecture: demands run on Motor M, asks and freely chosen help run on Motor I.

	Remembering there is no such thing as a normal person. “Normal” is just a copied picture, not a real measuring stick. When you notice yourself or someone else being judged by that stick, swap the question “Is this normal?” for “What are the three motors actually doing here?”



None of this requires you to become a different person. It does not require you to stop wanting things or to judge yourself for wanting them. It asks only that you notice, as often as you can, which motor is pulling hardest, and then decide for yourself what to do about it.

That noticing is the patch.



End of Appendix 18A.



Appendix 18B: Dyadic Formalism and the Polarity-Switch Scaling Principle

18B.1 Scope and Relation to the Main Text

This appendix develops the formal scaling argument underlying Operation 6 of the Knowledge Patch (the Patch). Section 18.10 of the main text (Operation 6) establishes in prose that the Push-Pull Obligation Principle replaces demand-based interpersonal obligation with push-based obligation, and that this replacement is necessary for maintaining I-leadership in the interpersonal domain. What the main text does not establish is why this replacement improves aggregate need-satisfaction at population scale, and by how much. Those are economic questions, and they admit economic answers.

The appendix proceeds in three layers. The first layer (Section 18B.2) compresses the five-premise axiomatic derivation already developed in the main corpus, so that the subsequent mathematical work proceeds from established foundations without re-deriving them. The second layer (Sections 18B.3 through 18B.5) develops the dyadic transfer model over Dunbar-layered network topology and states the central result as the Polarity-Switch Scaling Principle, with a worked example and sensitivity analysis. Section 18B.6 records the cross-reference to the Constitution-Direction Principle, of which the polarity switch formalised in this appendix is the interpersonal instance, derived in the main text at Chapter 18, Section 18.10. The third layer (Sections 18B.7 through 18B.10) draws out economic corollaries, establishes the non-negotiability of institutional A-floors under the polarity switch, integrates the result with the five-channel Knowledge Patch footprint developed in Appendix A.5.7.7, and states falsification criteria. Section 18B.11 provides a brief summary.

The mathematical register is that of welfare economics applied to a structured social network, not dynamical-systems theory. The relevant neighbouring literatures are the Dunbar concentric-circle research programme on human social network topology (Dunbar 1992, 1998; Hill and Dunbar 2003; Zhou et al. 2005), the welfare-targeting literature in development economics (Atkinson, Sen, and subsequent work), the classical treatment of deadweight loss and its extension to non-market transfers, and results on giant-component formation in overlapping-network populations from random-intersection-graph and configuration-model theory. Citations are to published external work only. A note on the scope of the polarity formalised here. The polarity this appendix formalises in the interpersonal domain, the switch from pull-based to push-based obligation, is one instance of the Constitution-Direction Principle stated in Chapter 18, Section 18.10, the general result that a flow constituted from the periphery of a system but experienced as emanating from its centre installs the unbounded Mimetic dynamic through the misread direction, and is corrected by operating the system on its true polarity while holding the Appetitive floor invariant. The Chapter 12 result on the constitution of Money is the Constitution-Direction Principle’s instance at population scale, where the constituting flow runs upward from the population’s coordinated acceptance while being experienced as running downward from institutional control. The dyadic formalism developed below is specific to the interpersonal instance and is not re-derived for the monetary instance, the cross-reference is recorded so that the formal apparatus is flagged as having a second domain of application, the quantitative treatment of which, if undertaken, belongs with the monetary material rather than here.

18B.2 The Axiomatic Derivation in Compressed Form

The Push-Pull Obligation Principle follows from five premises already established earlier in the treatise:

Premise 1 (Axiom 6, Differential Satiation). Mimetic Desire has no natural satiation signal. Any interpersonal obligation structure permitting M-driven demands installs self-escalating M-infrastructure, because each concession becomes the new baseline and expectations inflate without bound.

Premise 2 (Coercion definition). Coercion is the exploitation of A-deficits or the weaponisation of M-dynamics to override I-led choice. Any structure in which refusal of an interpersonal demand is treated as moral or relational fault (attached to guilt, blame, Status loss, or relationship threat) constitutes coercion, regardless of the A-language or I-language used to justify the demand.

Premise 3 (Freedom definition). Freedom is the capacity for Intrinsic Motivation to lead action while Appetites are regulated and Mimetic pressures are recognised and managed. Obligation structures must preserve the duty-bearer’s I-leadership rather than replace it with M-compliance.

Premise 4 (Cascading Support). A-duties fall first on nearest capable parties, with duty cascading outward when nearer parties cannot or will not act. This fixes the direction of duty-flow as outward from capacity rather than inward from entitlement.

Premise 5 (Source Opacity and Confabulation, Axioms 3 and 4). Individuals cannot reliably introspect whether felt entitlements are A-grounded, I-grounded, or M-generated. Any architecture attempting to permit “good demands” while prohibiting “bad M-demands” fails in practice, because the source-tag required to distinguish them is not introspectively accessible.

Jointly, the five premises entail that the only stable interpersonal obligation architecture beyond A-sufficiency is push-based. Interpersonal Demand must be excluded as a mode; clean Asks remain permissible as polarity-neutral coordination; Push is the positive duty structure.

18B.3 Dyadic Transfer Model Over Dunbar-Layered Topology

Consider a population of NN Individuals. For each Individual ii, the social network 𝒩i\mathcal{N}_i exhibits concentric layered structure as documented in the Dunbar research programme. Let the layers be:

𝒩i={Li0,Li1,Li2,Li3}
\mathcal{N}_i = \{L^0_i, \ L^1_i, \ L^2_i, \ L^3_i\}


with cardinalities:

|Li0|=5,|Li1|=15,|Li2|=50,|Li3|=150
|L^0_i| = 5, \quad |L^1_i| = 15, \quad |L^2_i| = 50, \quad |L^3_i| = 150


where each outer layer properly contains the inner layers (so Li0⊂Li1⊂Li2⊂Li3L^0_i \subset L^1_i \subset L^2_i \subset L^3_i). Li0L^0_i is the support clique, typically immediate kin and closest confidants; Li1L^1_i is the sympathy group; Li2L^2_i is the active network; Li3L^3_i is the Dunbar-number boundary of stable interpersonal relationships. Beyond Li3L^3_i, interpersonal obligation is architecturally unavailable to ii; others enter ii’s moral field only as members of institutional or categorical collectives, not as targets of interpersonal obligation.

Define the dyadic transfer TijT_{ij} from Individual ii to Individual jj as a triple:

Tij=(TijA,TijM,CijI)
T_{ij} = (T^A_{ij}, \ T^M_{ij}, \ C^I_{ij})


where TijA≥0T^A_{ij} \geq 0 is the A-grounded resource transfer (shelter, food, healthcare, direct care) crossing from ii to jj, TijM≥0T^M_{ij} \geq 0 is the Mimetic Premium transferred (resources or behaviour extracted from ii purely to avoid negative Status judgement, with no corresponding A-repair or I-support for jj), and CijI∈ℝC^I_{ij} \in \mathbb{R} is the I-cost to ii.

The three interpersonal modes produce systematically different transfer profiles:


	Demand mode: TijA≥0T^A_{ij} \geq 0, TijM>0T^M_{ij} > 0 (by construction, since Demand operates via M-pressure), CijI<0C^I_{ij} < 0 (M-compliance overrides I-led choice).

	Ask mode (clean): TijA≥0T^A_{ij} \geq 0, TijM=0T^M_{ij} = 0, CijI=0C^I_{ij} = 0. The transfer occurs only if ii freely agrees; refusal carries no consequence.

	Push mode: TijA≥0T^A_{ij} \geq 0, TijM=0T^M_{ij} = 0, CijI>0C^I_{ij} > 0 (self-initiated assistance exercises autonomy, competence, and relatedness).



The negative I-cost of Demand mode is the dyadic erosion derived at Chapter 9, Section 9.19. Compliance displaces I-led engagement, and I-led engagement with the other Individual is the one component of the relationship the Relational Specificity Principle identifies as non-substitutable, so a sustained CijI<0C^I_{ij} < 0 carries the dyad toward the threshold at which ii disengages. The distinct failure path on the Belief-Register axis, divergence (Chapter 9, Section 9.20), involves no transfer and is not represented in TijT_{ij}.

Interaction frequency fijf_{ij} decreases monotonically with layer distance. Mimetic-extractive pressure is coherently exercisable only where fijf_{ij} is high enough to sustain the relational ledger and social audience that demand-extraction requires. Empirically and architecturally, this condition is met primarily within Li1L^1_i (the sympathy group of 15) and only weakly within the outer layers. Push obligation, by contrast, activates from Li0L^0_i outward by Cascading Support, with strongest activation in the innermost layers and progressively weaker activation outward, bounded by ii’s A-sufficiency and I-capacity preservation.

18B.4 Pull-Demand Saturation

For each Individual ii, define the pull-demand scope Πi\Pi_i as the set of other Individuals over whom ii can coherently exercise sustained M-extractive pressure. From the interaction-frequency argument above:

Πi⊆Li1,|Πi|≤15
\Pi_i \subseteq L^1_i, \quad |\Pi_i| \leq 15


This bound is architectural, not conventional. It does not loosen as the population grows, as technology changes, or as the Individual becomes more assertive. It is fixed by the cognitive architecture that supports stable interpersonal relationships, which is what the Dunbar research programme documents. The small population of Li1L^1_i is the only set over which an Individual can sustain the dense relational ledger that demand-extraction requires.

The welfare consequence of this bound follows in three steps, adopting the standard supply-to-effectiveness decomposition from welfare-targeting analysis:

Step 1 — Maximum extractable supply. If every Individual exercises pull-demand at full capacity across their L1L^1, total extractable supply is:

Smax=∑i=1N|Πi|⋅T‾DemandA=15N⋅T‾DemandA
S_{max} = \sum_{i=1}^{N} |\Pi_i| \cdot \bar{T}^A_{Demand} = 15 N \cdot \bar{T}^A_{Demand}


where T‾DemandA\bar{T}^A_{Demand} is the average A-transfer per demand dyad.

Step 2 — Effective supply under mis-targeting. Demand-based extraction tracks extraction capacity, not need. Define ρ\rho as the Pearson correlation between a need-index (per-capita A-deficit beyond institutional A-floors) and an extraction-capacity-index (per-capita M-pressure capacity within one’s L1L^1) across the population. Because the neediest Individuals (children, the frail, the socially isolated, those whose dignity precludes extraction, those whose L1L^1 is depleted or absent) are systematically those with lowest extraction capacity, empirical ρ\rho in real demand-based systems is weak and frequently negative. Effective supply reaching the needy is:

Seff=ρ⋅Smax=15ρN⋅T‾DemandA
S_{eff} = \rho \cdot S_{max} = 15 \rho N \cdot \bar{T}^A_{Demand}


where ρ\rho is treated as a stylised representation of targeting efficiency, meaningful in this multiplicative form for ρ∈(0,1]\rho \in (0, 1]; where empirical ρ\rho is zero or negative, effective supply reaching the needy is correspondingly negligible or perverse (transfers flowing preferentially toward extraction capacity rather than need), which strengthens rather than weakens the saturation result. In more developed analyses the stylisation would be replaced by targeting-differential or concentration-curve metrics from the welfare-targeting literature.

Step 3 — Fraction of need met under Demand. If total A-need across the population is N⋅n‾N \cdot \bar{n}, where n‾\bar{n} is per-capita A-need beyond institutional A-floors, the fraction of need met under Demand architecture is:

ηDemand=min⁡(1,SeffN⋅n‾)=min⁡(1,15ρ⋅T‾DemandAn‾)
\eta_{Demand} = \min\!\left(1, \ \frac{S_{eff}}{N \cdot \bar{n}}\right) = \min\!\left(1, \ \frac{15 \rho \cdot \bar{T}^A_{Demand}}{\bar{n}}\right)


which is independent of NN. Demand-coverage saturates at a fraction determined entirely by the Dunbar bound, the targeting correlation, and the per-capita transfer-to-need ratio. Scaling the population does not help. This is the pull-demand saturation result.

18B.5 Push Cascade Dynamics and the Polarity-Switch Scaling Principle

Under Push-predominant architecture, A-need satisfaction for Individual jj is supplied by whichever Individual kk in any LmL^m containing jj has capacity and proximity, with institutional A-floors catching residuals that no layer-based push covers. The topological claim that this coverage is complete at N≫150N \gg 150 relies on results from random-intersection-graph and configuration-model theory: when Individual networks overlap and average network degree exceeds a percolation threshold, the union of ego-networks ⋃i𝒩i\bigcup_i \mathcal{N}_i forms a giant component covering a positive fraction (approaching unity) of the population. Modern societies, with average network degree substantially above 150 and dense overlap through workplace, neighbourhood, and institutional ties, sit well above this threshold (Newman, 2003, and subsequent work on giant components in overlapping-network populations).

Let U(N)U(N) denote aggregate need-satisfaction across a population of NN Individuals, calibrated such that UU equals the sum of A-needs satisfied plus I-capacity exercised minus Mimetic Premium deadweight. Let UPush(N)U_{Push}(N) and UDemand(N)U_{Demand}(N) denote aggregate need-satisfaction under push-predominant and demand-predominant architectures respectively, both with institutional A-floors in place at the same level.

Polarity-Switch Scaling Principle. Subject to the condition that per-capita capacity beyond A-sufficiency exceeds per-capita A-need (c‾≥n‾\bar{c} \geq \bar{n}), push-based obligation architectures with institutional A-floors produce aggregate need-satisfaction UPush(N)U_{Push}(N) that exceeds UDemand(N)U_{Demand}(N) for all populations N≥2N \geq 2, with the welfare gap UPush(N)−UDemand(N)U_{Push}(N) - U_{Demand}(N) growing approximately linearly in NN for N>150N > 150, because Demand coverage saturates at the Dunbar bound while Push coverage continues to scale with overlapping-network topology. For N≤150N \leq 150 (single-Dunbar-network populations), the gap is driven primarily by Mimetic Premium deadweight elimination; for N≫150N \gg 150 (all modern societies), the gap is driven by the combination of deadweight elimination and, where targeting efficiency falls below the Dunbar-determined threshold, coverage-gap recovery.

Derivation sketch. Under Push architecture, A-need satisfaction is supplied by capacity-matching across overlapping networks rather than by extraction initiated by the needy. Push coverage therefore does not suffer the ρ\rho mis-targeting penalty that bounds Demand coverage. Defining c‾\bar{c} as average per-capita capacity beyond A-sufficiency and T‾PushA\bar{T}^A_{Push} as average Push transfer per active dyad, Push coverage scales as N⋅c‾⋅T‾PushAN \cdot \bar{c} \cdot \bar{T}^A_{Push}, bounded above by aggregate need N⋅n‾N \cdot \bar{n}. When c‾≥n‾\bar{c} \geq \bar{n}, Push architecture achieves full coverage (ηPush=1\eta_{Push} = 1).

The welfare gap decomposes into three components:

UPush(N)−UDemand(N)=Nn‾(1−ηDemand)⏟coverage gap+D(N)⏟deadweight elimination+IΔ(N)⏟I-capacity differential
U_{Push}(N) - U_{Demand}(N) = \underbrace{N \bar{n} (1 - \eta_{Demand})}_{\text{coverage gap}} + \underbrace{D(N)}_{\text{deadweight elimination}} + \underbrace{I_\Delta(N)}_{\text{I-capacity differential}}


where the coverage gap grows linearly in NN once ηDemand<1\eta_{Demand} < 1, the deadweight elimination term D(N)D(N) is the aggregate Mimetic Premium released when Demand is replaced by Push, and IΔ(N)I_\Delta(N) is the net I-capacity accumulation differential, treated here as a qualitative placeholder with positive sign pending future empirical quantification.

Note on the deadweight concept. The Mimetic Premium TijMT^M_{ij} is deadweight in the welfare-economic sense: it is a transfer that generates no A-repair or I-support for the recipient and therefore produces no welfare despite consuming resources from the provider. This is analogous to the excess burden of a distortionary tax in market settings: resources leave one party without generating equivalent welfare for any other party. The concept is extended here from market to interpersonal settings, which is legitimate but should be flagged as an extension rather than a direct application of the standard result (Atkinson and Stiglitz on deadweight in tax systems; Sen on non-market welfare losses).

Worked example. Consider a population of N=10,000N = 10{,}000 Individuals. Per-capita capacity beyond A-sufficiency is c‾=1\bar{c} = 1 unit per period. Per-capita A-need beyond institutional A-floors is n‾=0.3\bar{n} = 0.3 units per period. Average transfer per active dyad (under either architecture) is T‾A=0.3\bar{T}^A = 0.3 units per period, matching need. Population-wide A-need is Nn‾=3,000N \bar{n} = 3{,}000 units; population-wide capacity is Nc‾=10,000N \bar{c} = 10{,}000 units. The capacity condition c‾≥n‾\bar{c} \geq \bar{n} holds.

Demand architecture. Maximum extractable supply is Smax=15N⋅T‾A=15×10,000×0.3=45,000S_{max} = 15 N \cdot \bar{T}^A = 15 \times 10{,}000 \times 0.3 = 45{,}000 units, which far exceeds aggregate need. However, effective supply reaching the needy is bounded by mis-targeting. Under ρ=0.2\rho = 0.2 (conservative-to-generous for Demand, noting that empirical studies of clientelistic transfer systems frequently find ρ\rho closer to zero or negative), effective supply is Seff=0.2×45,000=9,000S_{eff} = 0.2 \times 45{,}000 = 9{,}000 units, well above aggregate need, and ηDemand=1\eta_{Demand} = 1.

Under ρ=0.1\rho = 0.1, effective supply is still ample (4,500 units against 3,000 needed), so demand-based coverage remains complete; the mis-targeting penalty does not yet translate into unmet need. The coverage gap opens only when ρ<1/15≈0.0667\rho < 1/15 \approx 0.0667, at which point effective supply falls below aggregate need. Under ρ=0.05\rho = 0.05 (closer to empirically observed values in clientelistic systems), effective supply is 2,2502{,}250 units and ηDemand=2,250/3,000=0.75\eta_{Demand} = 2{,}250 / 3{,}000 = 0.75, leaving 750 units of need unmet by demand and requiring institutional A-floors to cover the residual without distinguishing between Individuals served and not served by demand.

Push architecture. With c‾=1≥n‾=0.3\bar{c} = 1 \geq \bar{n} = 0.3, Push architecture achieves full coverage: ηPush=1\eta_{Push} = 1, all 3,000 units of need are met through capacity-matching across overlapping networks.

Deadweight elimination. Deadweight per active demand dyad is a calibration parameter. Deadweight in distortionary-tax systems is typically 10% to 30% of the transfer value, which at the worked example’s transfer value of 0.3 units corresponds to 0.03 to 0.09 units per dyad. The sensitivity analysis adopts a calibration range of 0.05 to 0.15 units per dyad (17% to 50% of transfer value), which extends beyond the immediately-analogous tax range at its upper end. The central illustrative value of 0.10 (33% of transfer value) sits at the aggressive end of the analogous range; the low-end value of 0.05 is the conservative anchor on which the directional claim rests. With 15 active demand dyads per Individual and N=10,000N = 10{,}000, total active undirected dyads are 15×10,000/2=75,00015 \times 10{,}000 / 2 = 75{,}000. Total deadweight under 0.10 units per dyad is 7,500 units; under 0.05 is 3,750 units; under 0.15 is 11,250 units. Polarity switching eliminates this deadweight entirely.

I-capacity differential. IΔ(N)I_\Delta(N) is left as a qualitative positive term pending future empirical quantification.

Total welfare gap, decomposed.










	Component
	ρ=0.05\rho = 0.05 (realistic low)
	ρ=0.1\rho = 0.1 (moderate)
	ρ=0.2\rho = 0.2 (generous to Demand)





	Coverage gap recovered (units)
	750
	0
	0



	Deadweight elimination at 0.05/dyad
	3,750
	3,750
	3,750



	Deadweight elimination at 0.10/dyad
	7,500
	7,500
	7,500



	Deadweight elimination at 0.15/dyad
	11,250
	11,250
	11,250



	I-capacity differential
	positive (not quantified)
	positive (not quantified)
	positive (not quantified)





Under the mid-case parameterisation (ρ=0.1\rho = 0.1, deadweight 0.10 per dyad), total quantified welfare gap is approximately 7,500 units against aggregate capacity of 10,000 units, driven entirely by deadweight elimination (coverage is already complete at this ρ\rho). Under the low-case (ρ=0.2\rho = 0.2, deadweight 0.05), total quantified gap is approximately 3,750 units, roughly 38% of aggregate capacity, again driven entirely by deadweight elimination. Under the high-case (ρ=0.05\rho = 0.05, deadweight 0.15), total quantified gap is approximately 12,000 units (11,250 deadweight plus 750 coverage recovery), exceeding aggregate capacity. The headline claim is therefore robust in direction but sensitive in magnitude: the polarity switch produces welfare gains ranging from roughly 38% to somewhat more than all of aggregate capacity, depending on parameterisation, with the central estimate near three-quarters of aggregate capacity.

The robustness pattern shows that the Polarity-Switch Scaling Principle’s directional claim (Push dominates Demand, gap grows with NN) does not rest on any single parameter assumption. Deadweight elimination alone produces a substantial welfare gain under every parameterisation; coverage-gap recovery adds further gain when ρ\rho falls below the Dunbar-determined threshold of n‾/(15⋅T‾A)\bar{n} / (15 \cdot \bar{T}^A), which is 1/15≈0.06671/15 \approx 0.0667 in the worked example. What the Polarity-Switch Scaling Principle ultimately rests on is the architectural fact that Demand coverage saturates at the Dunbar bound while Push coverage scales with overlapping-network topology, a topological feature of human social organisation rather than a free parameter.

18B.6 The Constitution-Direction Principle, of which the polarity switch is one instance

The Constitution-Direction Principle, the general result of which the polarity switch formalised in this appendix is the interpersonal instance and the Chapter 12 constitution-of-Money result the population-scale instance, is derived in the main text at Chapter 18, Section 18.10, with the formal statement at Appendix A, Section A.6.5. The derivation there also fixes the status of this appendix’s mathematics: the architectural derivation (compressed at Section 18B.2) supplies the entailment of the push polarity, and the welfare model of this appendix measures its consequence. Neither does the other’s work, and the polarity would remain entailed if the measured gap were small, because the proof of uniqueness is architectural while the welfare result is a measurement of what the entailed architecture delivers.

18B.7 Economic Corollaries

Three corollaries follow from the Polarity-Switch Scaling Principle as direct consequences rather than as independent results.

Corollary 1 — Deadweight Elimination. Polarity switching eliminates the aggregate Mimetic Premium D(N)D(N) from interpersonal transfers. Because D(N)D(N) was deadweight by construction (transfers generating no A-repair or I-support for the recipient), its elimination is a pure efficiency gain with no offsetting loss. Under the worked-example parameterisation, D(N)D(N) at N=10,000N = 10{,}000 ranges from 3,750 to 11,250 units depending on the per-dyad deadweight value, representing between 38% and 113% of aggregate capacity available for reallocation to A-floor provision, I-pursuit, or productive investment. The mid-case estimate of 7,500 units (75% of aggregate capacity) is the central illustrative value. The magnitude is sensitive to the per-dyad deadweight parameter, but the directional result (net efficiency gain) is parameter-independent.

Corollary 2 — Cascade Coverage. Push cascades expand A-floor coverage beyond what centralised institutional provision alone can achieve, because nearest-capable-party identification is locally optimal in ways that centralised provision cannot match. Institutional A-floors are generic and ex ante; Push cascades are specific and ex post, triggered by local recognition of need. The two coverage mechanisms are complements rather than substitutes: institutional A-floors catch residuals that Push cascades do not reach (the socially isolated, those whose immediate layers lack capacity), while Push cascades handle the many cases where local capacity can respond faster and with better information than centralised systems.

Corollary 3 — I-Capacity Accumulation. Each Push interaction exercises the duty-bearer’s autonomy, competence, and relatedness (the three canonical psychological needs in the self-determination literature), producing positive dI/dtdI/dt at population scale. Each Demand interaction, conversely, overrides the duty-bearer’s I-leadership through M-compliance, producing negative dI/dtdI/dt. The polarity switch therefore has a compounding welfare effect over time that is separate from its static allocative gain. This corollary is stated qualitatively pending future empirical quantification of IΔ(N)I_\Delta(N).

18B.8 Why A-Floors Are Non-Negotiable Under the Polarity Switch

The Polarity-Switch Scaling Principle has been stated with institutional A-floors assumed in place under both architectures. This assumption is not incidental. Removing interpersonal pull-rights without institutional A-floors would produce A-deprivation for Individuals whose A-needs exceed their L1L^1 extraction capacity, because the previous (extractive) safety net would be withdrawn before the replacement (institutional plus Push) is installed.

This follows directly from the pull-demand saturation result in Section 18B.4. Under Demand architecture without institutional A-floors, Individuals rely entirely on extraction from their L1L^1 to meet residual A-needs; ineffective as this is (bounded by ρ\rho mis-targeting and by the 15-member cardinality of L1L^1), it is what stands between them and A-deprivation. Withdrawing pull-rights in this configuration removes their only available coverage without installing a replacement. The result would be immediate and widespread A-floor breach.

Under Push architecture with institutional A-floors in place, A-coverage is supplied by three mechanisms operating in parallel: institutional A-floors as the universal backstop, Push cascades as the locally-triggered supplement, and Individuals’ own productive capacity as the primary source. Removing any one of these three mechanisms compromises the whole. The non-negotiability of institutional A-floors is therefore a structural feature of the polarity-switched architecture, not a political preference.

This is the economic statement of the A-invariance result already established in the main corpus: A-floors are invariant across polarities; they are a precondition for either configuration, not themselves a polarity determinant. A is the constant; polarity is the variable. The Polarity-Switch Scaling Principle refines this: A-floors are not merely compatible with either architecture but required by both, though for subtly different reasons. Under Demand architecture, A-floors prevent A-deficits from becoming M-coercion leverage. Under Push architecture, A-floors prevent the removal of pull-rights from producing A-deprivation while the Push cascade is still consolidating.

18B.9 Integration with the Five-Channel Knowledge Patch Footprint

The five-channel Knowledge Patch footprint developed in Appendix A.6.4 (with the network-layer extension in A.5.7.7) specifies that the Patch operates at five architecturally distinct points: at the fast layer through the I-Override gate (reducing GeffG_{eff}); at the slow layer through Hypothesis-Space enlargement and, separately, through interference-term maintenance (each reducing GslowG_{slow}); at the network Evidence channel through evidence-coupling attenuation (reducing GnetKG_{net}^{K}); and at the network Observability channel through Observability Governance (reducing GnetΛG_{net}^{\Lambda}). Operation 6 (the Push-Pull Obligation Principle) does not introduce new gain channels. Its population-scale welfare effects operate through two existing channels:


	Through GeffG_{eff}, by supporting consequence-free refusal of demand attempts. When an Individual declines a demand without guilt, blame, Status loss, or relationship threat, the I-Override gate has successfully interrupted M-driven compliance at the fast layer, reducing GeffG_{eff} at the point of interpersonal interaction.

	Through GnetKG_{net}^{K}, by attenuating demand-channel evidence propagation. When demand-based obligation norms are replaced by push-based norms at population scale, the evidence that neighbours emit to each other about the legitimacy of interpersonal demands is systematically attenuated, reducing KoffK_{off} in the demand channel of the Evidence-Coupling Matrix.



The welfare-economic result established in this appendix (the Polarity-Switch Scaling Principle) and the dynamical-systems result established in Appendix A.5.7.4 and A.5.7.7 (the Total Stability Condition with the five-channel reduction) are therefore complementary rather than redundant. The Scaling Principle quantifies what the polarity switch delivers to aggregate need-satisfaction; the Five-Channel Footprint specifies how the polarity switch enters the stability mathematics of the full system. Together, they constitute the formal case for Operation 6 as both welfare-superior (economic argument) and subcriticality-enhancing (dynamical-systems argument).

No new mathematical objects are introduced into the Total Stability Condition. The Scaling Principle operates as a consequence of the existing architecture rather than as a parallel system. This is consistent with the treatment of the other Knowledge Patch operations, each of which acts through the same five-channel structure rather than adding channels of its own.

18B.10 Falsification Criteria

The Polarity-Switch Scaling Principle is empirically falsifiable. Its central predictions, restated in testable form, are:


	Monotonic welfare-gap scaling. The welfare gap UPush(N)−UDemand(N)U_{Push}(N) - U_{Demand}(N) grows monotonically with NN for N>150N > 150. Falsification: a natural-experiment comparison between demand-based and push-based communities showing that the welfare gap narrows or inverts as population size grows.


	Dunbar-bound saturation of demand coverage. Demand-based A-coverage saturates at a fraction ηDemand\eta_{Demand} determined by the L1L^1 cardinality (15), the targeting correlation ρ\rho, and the transfer-to-need ratio, and does not scale with NN. Falsification: empirical observation of demand-based systems in which coverage scales with NN without converging to a bounded fraction.


	Positive targeting correlation in pure demand systems. The correlation ρ\rho between need and extraction capacity is weak and frequently negative in real demand-based systems. Falsification: empirical studies showing ρ\rho consistently above a threshold at which coverage mis-targeting disappears.


	Deadweight non-triviality. The aggregate Mimetic Premium D(N)D(N) is non-trivial relative to aggregate capacity. Falsification: measurement of interpersonal transfers showing that the M-extractive component is negligible or zero.


	Stability of demand dyads with TM>0T^M > 0. Demand dyads with positive Mimetic Premium do not have stable fixed points; they either escalate toward duty-bearer A-sufficiency breach or terminate. This prediction follows from Premise 1 (Differential Satiation) together with the fast-layer dynamics of Appendix A.5, not from the static welfare model of this appendix; it is recorded here because the polarity switch inherits it. Falsification: long-horizon observation of stable demand dyads maintaining positive TMT^M without either escalation or termination.


	Push coverage completeness at c‾≥n‾\bar{c} \geq \bar{n}. Under the capacity condition, Push architecture achieves full A-coverage across the population. Falsification: empirical observation of push-based systems satisfying the capacity condition but failing to achieve full coverage.




The first three predictions are the sharpest and most readily testable. The challenge throughout is that real societies rarely implement pure versions of either architecture, so clean identification requires careful institutional analysis and comparative study across populations with different obligation-mode configurations. The predictions nonetheless serve as crisp demarcation criteria that distinguish the Polarity-Switch Scaling Principle from its competitors (utilitarian aggregate-welfare accounts, contractualist principle-based accounts, care-ethics relational accounts), each of which makes different predictions about the scaling behaviour of interpersonal obligation architectures.

18B.11 Summary

The Polarity-Switch Scaling Principle establishes that push-based obligation architectures with institutional A-floors dominate demand-based architectures in aggregate need-satisfaction (aggregate-welfare dominance, not Pareto dominance: Individuals with high extraction capacity lose their extraction under the switch), with the welfare gap growing linearly in population size beyond the Dunbar threshold of 150. The result rests on the architectural fact that demand-based coverage is bounded by the cognitive limits on stable interpersonal relationships, while push-based coverage scales with overlapping-network topology. The worked example at N=10,000N = 10{,}000 shows quantified welfare gaps ranging from roughly 38% to somewhat more than aggregate capacity under reasonable parameterisation, with the central estimate at approximately 75% of aggregate capacity, driven primarily by Mimetic Premium deadweight elimination and supplemented by coverage-gap recovery when targeting efficiency falls below the Dunbar-determined threshold. The directional result is robust to parameter variation. The economic case for Operation 6 of the Knowledge Patch is therefore not merely a normative preference for push-based ethics, but a welfare-economic necessity at any population scale above the Dunbar bound, which is all modern societies.
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Chapter 19: The Dissolution of Individualism and the Derivation of Relationalism

Chapter Opening

Position Statement. This chapter establishes that Individualism, the foundational ontology presupposed by economics, psychology, philosophy, and law, is not a philosophical axiom but a set of five empirical assumptions about motivational architecture, and that the architectural findings established in Chapters 3 through 13 dissolve each assumption from below, logically entailing Relationalism as its successor.

Dependency Statement. This chapter requires prior understanding of Preconscious Transmission (Chapter 8), Neural Integration and Source Opacity (Chapter 9), Confabulation, Projection, and the Scapegoat Mechanism (Chapter 11), Bayesian Belief Dynamics (Chapter 13), and the Knowledge Patch (the Patch) (Chapter 18), together with the component-function localisations of Chapter 4, Section 4.4.12. It draws on all nine axioms but depends most heavily on Axiom 3 (Source Opacity), Axiom 4 (Confabulation), Axiom 7 (Preconscious Transmission), Axiom 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics), and Axiom 9 (Agent-Based Causal Default).

Derivation Preview. The chapter derives its central claims from Axioms 3, 4, 7, 8, and 9 operating in concert, the Data Processing Inequality (formally establishing Source Opacity as a mathematical entailment rather than an empirical contingency), the Reflection Problem (Manski, 1993; Shalizi and Thomas, 2011), and the Camouflage Architecture (Layers 4 through 6).

Chapter Preview. The chapter will demonstrate that Individualism rests on five interlocking empirical assumptions, that the AIM architecture dissolves each from below, that the assumptions formed a mutually reinforcing structure explaining Individualism’s persistence for centuries, that Relationalism follows as the logically entailed successor ontology, that this succession produces specific, traceable consequences across economics, psychology, law, political philosophy, and ethics, and that it extends to the political-economic ideologies (capitalism, Marxism, classical liberalism, libertarianism, social contract theory) that inherit Individualism at their load-bearing points, with a transition pathway (Section 19.13.9) that requires no divestment.



19.1 Individualism as Empirical Claim

Individualism is not, in the first instance, a political ideology. It is a set of empirical assumptions about how human motivation works, installed as disciplinary priors across the social sciences and humanities during the seventeenth through twentieth centuries. These assumptions specify that the Individual is the originating source of desire, the reliable reporter of that desire’s causes, the transparent unit of causal explanation for action, and the analytically separable atom from which social phenomena can be reconstructed.

Economics built preference theory on these assumptions. Psychology built self-report methodology on them. Philosophy built the autonomous self on them. Law grounded its doctrines of intention, consent, and responsibility on the assumption that Individuals know why they act and choose freely among alternatives they have autonomously identified (Hobbes, 1651; Locke, 1689; Mill, 1859).

Political-economic ideologies inherit these same assumptions. Classical liberalism (Locke, Mill), neoclassical capitalism, Marxism, libertarianism, and social contract theory all presuppose the autonomous agent in different configurations, and each inherits the dissolution at the points where its reasoning depends on that presupposition, as traced in Section 19.13.

The assumptions were never tested as empirical claims because they were never recognised as empirical claims. They functioned as axioms, prior commitments that structured inquiry rather than conclusions that inquiry could challenge.

The AIM Framework’s contribution is not a philosophical counterargument to Individualism but an architectural description of how human motivation actually operates, derived from five independently verified empirical findings:


	Mirror neuron systems activate preconsciously at 60-340ms, transmitting others’ goal-directed valuations before conscious awareness can intervene (Rizzolatti and Craighero, 2004; Chartrand and Bargh, 1999).

	The Decision Hub integrates these mimetic inputs into a Common-Currency Scalar (the Scalar), irreversibly destroying the source decomposition (Levy and Glimcher, 2012; Bartra, McGuire, and Kable, 2013).

	Confabulation generates post-hoc narratives attributing mimetically acquired desires to autonomous origins (Gazzaniga, 2000; Haidt, 2001; Wegner, 2002).

	The ventral striatum encodes relative rather than absolute rewards, constituting Status as a fundamentally relational quantity (Fliessbach et al., 2007; Zink et al., 2008).

	The wanting-liking dissociation permits mimetic amplification of approach-motivation independent of hedonic satisfaction (Berridge, 2004).



When these five findings are taken together, they describe an architecture in which the Individual is the processing unit but not the explanatory atom. The Individual’s Decision Hub operates independently, but what it processes (the desires it integrates, the Beliefs it updates, the Self-Model it constructs) is demonstrably, measurably shaped by other people’s inputs, at speeds faster than consciousness, through mechanisms that destroy the evidence of their own operation.

This is the Relational Constitution Principle, and it is the empirical foundation upon which each of Individualism’s five assumptions dissolves.1

A note on method: dissolution, not refutation

The operative word throughout this chapter is dissolve, not refute. Refutation implies that a competing theory has been out-argued, that the refuted position might be defended, revised, or reinstated. Dissolution demonstrates that the architecture presupposed by the target theory does not exist. The target theory is not wrong so much as it describes a system that is not the system humans have.

Philosophical critiques of atomism have existed at least since Hegel, and more recently in the work of Charles Taylor, Alasdair MacIntyre, and the communitarian tradition (Taylor, 1985; MacIntyre, 1981). These critiques identify real problems but lack the architectural specification to say exactly how the Individual’s outputs are relationally constituted, at what timescale, through what mechanisms, and with what consequences for which disciplinary frameworks. AIM provides that specification. The dissolution proceeds not by counter-argument but by empirical demonstration: the architecture does not do what Individualism requires it to do.

The burden therefore shifts. It is for Individualism’s defenders to demonstrate that the architecture their position presupposes corresponds to reality before the argument can restart. Until then, the five assumptions remain dissolved.



19.2 The Five Assumptions

Individualism’s five assumptions are empirical claims, not philosophical axioms.










	#
	Assumption
	Empirical Claim
	Primary Discipline





	1
	Preference Autonomy
	Desires originate within the Individual and belong to that Individual as their own
	Economics, Philosophy



	2
	Introspective Access
	Individuals can identify the sources and reasons for their desires through self-examination
	Psychology, Law



	3
	Revealed Preference
	Choices reliably reveal stable, pre-existing preferences that belong to the Individual
	Economics



	4
	Rational Agency
	The Individual is the appropriate unit of causal explanation for their actions
	Law, Philosophy



	5
	Separability
	Individual preferences can be cleanly partitioned from social influence for analytical purposes
	All disciplines





These five assumptions form a complete system. The first says desires come from within. The second says the Individual can detect this. The third says choices prove it. The fourth says the Individual is the right unit for explaining what happens next. The fifth says individual motivation and social influence can be pulled apart for study. Together they describe the autonomous Individual: self-originating, self-knowing, preference-revealing, causally transparent, and analytically separable. The next five sections dissolve each in turn.



19.3 Assumption 1: Preference Autonomy

The assumption stated

The deepest of Individualism’s assumptions is that desires originate within the Individual and belong to that Individual as their own. This is the premise upon which consumer sovereignty in economics, informed consent in law, autonomous selfhood in philosophy, and self-determination in psychology all rest. When the Individual says “I want this,” Individualism takes the possessive pronoun at face value: the desire is the Individual’s, generated by their own internal states, reflecting their own values and preferences.

This assumption is so deeply embedded that it operates as what AIM terms the Romantic Lie: the culturally transmitted Belief that desires originate autonomously within the Individual, denying or minimising the role of Mimetic Desire in shaping what people want, thereby preserving the phenomenology of authentic selfhood while systematically concealing mimetic transmission (Girard, 1961). The Romantic Lie is not a conspiracy or a deliberate deception. It is the inevitable cultural expression of an architecture that destroys the evidence of its own operation.

The empirical dissolution

AIM’s dissolution of Preference Autonomy rests on a timing fact, not a philosophical argument. As Chapter 8 established, mirror neuron systems transmit goal-directed valuations at latencies of approximately 60-340 milliseconds, prior to conscious awareness, attentional gating, or deliberate reasoning (Rizzolatti and Craighero, 2004). The Individual observes another person pursuing an Object. The mirror neuron system fires, transmitting the Model’s goal-directed valuation into the observer’s motivational system. This transmission completes before conscious awareness of the desire emerges (300-500ms) and well before any deliberative evaluation could occur (>500ms) (Libet et al., 1983).

The transmitted signal then enters the Decision Hub (Chapter 9), where it is integrated with Appetitive and Intrinsic inputs into a Common-Currency Scalar. This integration is a many-to-one map: it converts three qualitatively distinct motivational inputs into a single “how much do I want this?” signal, and every value of that signal is produced by many combinations of the three. The Data Processing Inequality guarantees that this map irreversibly destroys the source decomposition (Cover and Thomas, 2006). The output signal cannot be reverse-engineered to recover which source (A, I, or M) contributed what proportion.

The Individual therefore experiences a desire that arrived from outside (transmitted mimetically from a Model) as originating from within. Source Opacity ensures that the mimetic origin is not available to introspection. Confabulation completes the concealment by generating a sincere, compelling, but inaccurate narrative (Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Chapter 11 §11.2): “I want this because it would improve my quality of life” rather than “I want this because I observed someone I admire pursuing it and the mimetic signal was integrated before I was aware of it” (Nisbett and Wilson, 1977). The sincerity is not strategic deception; it is the architecturally rational output of a narrative system whose inputs have already lost their source-tags.

The empirical evidence for preconscious mimetic transmission extends well beyond mirror neuron timing. Goal contagion studies demonstrate that exposure to others’ goal-directed behaviour activates the same goals in observers without conscious mediation (Aarts, Gollwitzer, and Hassin, 2004). The chameleon effect demonstrates automatic behavioural mimicry that operates below awareness (Chartrand and Bargh, 1999). Subliminal priming studies demonstrate that comparison standards presented below the threshold of conscious perception influence self-evaluation, establishing that the comparison-constitution of relative value operates without the Individual’s awareness that comparison has occurred (Mussweiler, Ruter, and Epstude, 2004; Chatard et al., 2017).

Critically, the social comparison literature reveals a Conscious Override Function that maps precisely onto AIM’s architecture: comparison is automatic (fires preconsciously, without intention, independently of cognitive resources) while correction is controlled (requires cognitive resources, conscious awareness, deliberate effort). Under cognitive load, the correction fails and the raw comparison effect is stronger, not weaker (Bocage-Barthélémy et al., 2018; Gilbert, Giesler, and Morris, 1995). This is the empirical discovery of the same architectural feature AIM describes theoretically: Preconscious Transmission within the Transmission Window (60-340ms) constitutes relative value before conscious awareness; I-Override at >500ms can attenuate that value only when cognitive resources are available.

Preference Autonomy requires that desires originate within the Individual. The empirical evidence shows that a substantial proportion of desires are mimetically transmitted from others, at speeds that preclude conscious interception, through mechanisms that destroy the evidence of transmission. The assumption is not approximately wrong. It describes an architecture that does not exist.

What remains

The dissolution of Preference Autonomy does not mean the Individual has no endogenous desires. Appetitive desires (hunger, thirst, thermoregulation, sleep) are generated by homeostatic systems within the Individual’s own body (Cannon, 1932; Berridge, 2004). Intrinsic Motivation generates desires for competence, understanding, creative expression, and mastery that, while influenced by context, are not constituted by mimetic transmission in the same way (Deci and Ryan, 1985; Csikszentmihalyi, 1990).

What is dissolved is the assumption that all desires, or even most desires in socially saturated environments, can be treated as endogenously generated. The Individual has genuine autonomous motivation (I-led desires), but it cannot be identified through introspection alone, and it operates alongside mimetic desires that are phenomenologically indistinguishable from it.



19.4 Assumption 2: Introspective Access

The assumption stated

Individualism assumes that Individuals can identify the sources and reasons for their desires through self-examination. This is the epistemological foundation for self-report methodology in psychology, testimony in law, preference elicitation in economics, and the entire tradition of autonomous moral reasoning in philosophy. When the Individual is asked “why do you want this?” or “what motivated your decision?”, Individualism assumes that their sincere answer is, at minimum, a reliable guide to the actual motivational sources.

The empirical dissolution

Source Opacity (Axiom 3, Chapter 9) is not a contingent limitation that could be overcome with better self-awareness or more careful reflection. It is a mathematical consequence of the many-to-one map performed by common-currency integration, formally entailed by the Data Processing Inequality (Cover and Thomas, 2006). When three qualitatively distinct motivational signals (A, I, M) are converted into a single Scalar, the transformation irreversibly destroys information about which signal contributed what proportion. The downstream circuits that support conscious introspection receive only the integrated output. They cannot access the pre-integration source signals because those signals no longer exist in recoverable form.

Confabulation (Axiom 4, Chapter 11) fills the resulting information gap. The brain’s demand for cognitive closure (the need to have an explanation for one’s own behaviour) encounters a deficit (the source decomposition is not available to introspection), and the Confabulation system generates a plausible, sincere, but inaccurate narrative. Critically, Confabulation is not a failure mode of the system. It is the system’s standard operating procedure. The brain generates explanatory narratives for behaviour as automatically and reliably as it generates visual percepts from retinal stimulation (Gazzaniga, 2000).

The empirical evidence for systematic introspective failure is extensive:


	Nisbett and Wilson (1977) demonstrated across multiple experimental paradigms that subjects could not accurately report on the cognitive processes that led to their choices, but generated confident, detailed, and entirely inaccurate explanations.

	Johansson et al. (2005) showed through the choice blindness paradigm that subjects would confabulate reasons for choices they did not actually make, defending the substituted choice as their own with elaborate justifications.

	The cryptomnesia literature demonstrates that Individuals sincerely experience mimetically acquired ideas as their own original thoughts, with no awareness of the external source (Brown and Murphy, 1989).



Confabulation systematically produces A-sounding or I-sounding narratives rather than M-sounding ones, because A-I explanations preserve the Romantic Lie while M-explanations threaten it. The Individual who is asked “why did you buy that car?” generates “I appreciate the engineering” (I-sounding) or “it’s practical for my family” (A-sounding) rather than “I observed my colleague driving one and the mimetic signal was integrated before I was aware of it” (M-accurate). The M-accurate explanation is not available as a cognitive template because the Vocabulary Gap (the absence of M as an available explanatory category in ordinary language) prevents its formulation.

Introspective Access requires that the Individual can reliably identify motivational sources through self-examination. Source Opacity makes this architecturally impossible: the decomposition is destroyed at integration, introspection reads only the integrated signal, and Confabulation ensures that the gap is filled with sincere but systematically inaccurate narratives. Moreover, as Chapter 11 established, Confabulation intensifies precisely when challenged: the harder the Individual looks for the “true source” of a desire, the more elaborate the confabulated alternatives become (Wegner, 2002).



19.5 Assumption 3: Revealed Preference

The assumption stated

Revealed Preference theory holds that choices reliably reveal stable, pre-existing preferences that belong to the Individual. If the Individual chooses x over y, this reveals a preference for x over y. Preferences are inferred from choices, and the inferred preferences are treated as the Individual’s own endogenous states. This framework is the methodological backbone of neoclassical economics and has been extraordinarily influential across the social sciences (Samuelson, 1938).

The empirical dissolution

AIM’s dissolution of Revealed Preference operates at two levels.

First, at the level of what choices reveal. A choice reveals the output of common-currency integration: the Scalar that emerged from the Decision Hub after A, I, and M inputs were combined and source-tags destroyed. The choice does not reveal the composition of that output (what proportion was A-driven, I-driven, or M-driven), because Source Opacity has already destroyed that information. An Individual choosing an expensive watch over a cheaper one may be engaged by its mechanism (I-led), responding to a practical need for reliable timekeeping (A-adjacent), or moved by the Salience it carries, whether the beauty of its form as perceived or a mimetically transmitted status signal (M-led). The choice is identical in all three cases. Revealed Preference cannot distinguish between them because the distinction has already been destroyed at the architectural level.

As Sen (1977) argued in his critique of the behavioural foundations of economic theory, revealed preference comes close to a definition devoid of new content: preferences are defined by behaviour, and behaviour is explained by preferences. AIM provides the architectural explanation for why this circularity is not merely a philosophical concern but a structural impossibility: the information that would break the circle (the compositional source of the motivation) is destroyed before the choice is made.

Second, at the level of preference stability and exogeneity. Individualism treats preferences as the Individual’s own stable states that exist prior to and independently of social interaction. AIM demonstrates that when the Mimetic weight w_M (denoted β in the Appendix A fast-layer notation; the two symbols are aliases for the same parameter) is non-zero (which is always, as one cannot choose to buy something that is not available for purchase in their society), preferences are endogenous to social dynamics. They are constituted through Entanglement: the reciprocal co-determination of desire across Individuals in a social network. The Individual’s preference for x is not independent of others’ preferences for x. It is partly constituted by those preferences, through mimetic transmission that operates preconsciously and source-opaquely (Lebreton et al., 2012; Campbell-Meiklejohn et al., 2010).

This endogeneity is not a measurement problem that better instruments could resolve. It is the empirical structure of desire. Charles Manski’s (1993) Reflection Problem, the chronic inability to separate endogenous social effects from correlated effects and exogenous effects in observational data, is reframed by AIM not as a failure of econometric identification but as an accurate observation of how desire works when preferences are relationally constituted. Shalizi and Thomas (2011) proved formally that homophily and contagion are generically confounded in observational social network studies, meaning the partition that Revealed Preference requires (between the Individual’s own preference and social influence on that preference) cannot be achieved even in principle with observational data.

Revealed Preference does not reveal preferences. It reveals the integrated output of a multi-source motivational system after the source decomposition has been destroyed and after the preferences being “revealed” have already been partly constituted by the preferences of others. The methodology is not approximately correct. It is structurally incapable of delivering what it promises.



19.6 Assumption 4: Rational Agency

The assumption stated

Individualism treats the Individual as the appropriate unit of causal explanation for their actions. The Individual forms intentions, those intentions cause actions, and the causal chain from intention to action is transparently available to the Individual. This assumption underwrites criminal responsibility in law, rational choice theory in economics, autonomous moral agency in philosophy, and the self-regulation literature in psychology.

The empirical dissolution

AIM identifies the assumption of transparent individual agency as itself a cognitive bias: the Agent-Based Causal Default (Axiom 9). As Chapter 11 established, human causal cognition is architecturally biased toward agent-based explanations (Heider and Simmel, 1944; Barrett, 2004; Rosset, 2008). When something happens, the brain’s first and most natural explanatory move is to identify an agent who intended the outcome. This bias served adaptive functions in ancestral environments where the most consequential causal forces were indeed intentional agents (predators, prey, rivals, allies). But it produces systematic misattribution in complex social systems where outcomes emerge from the interaction of many agents’ M-driven behaviours, none of whom intended the aggregate result.

The Libet experiments and their successors demonstrated that neural preparation for action begins 350-800 milliseconds before conscious awareness of intention (Libet et al., 1983; Soon et al., 2008). This creates a temporal window during which preconscious inputs (including Mimetic signals propagated through Preconscious Transmission within the Transmission Window) shape the choice architecture before consciousness can intervene. The Individual experiences the resulting action as intentionally chosen, but the intention is a post-hoc attribution applied to a process that was already substantially determined before awareness arrived.

More consequentially, the Agent-Based Causal Default produces Emergent Systemic Dynamics: population-level outcomes that no Individual designed, intended, or controls but that the causal cognition system attributes to agents anyway. Housing bubbles, financial crises, scapegoating cascades, and institutional capture are all emergent outcomes of many Individuals’ M-driven behaviours interacting through Entanglement. No one intended the bubble. No one designed the crisis. But the Agent-Based Causal Default ensures that causal cognition searches for, and finds, agents “responsible”: greedy bankers, corrupt politicians, immigrants, foreign enemies. The Scapegoat is the structural output of agent-based causal cognition operating on systemically generated harm.

Rational Agency requires that individual intention is the appropriate unit of causal explanation. The empirical architecture shows that (a) intention is partly constituted by preconscious mimetic inputs the Individual did not choose, (b) conscious awareness of “deciding” arrives after the decision process is substantially underway, and (c) the most consequential social outcomes are emergent rather than intended, but are misattributed to agents by a causal cognition system that cannot represent systemic causation without structural vocabulary.



19.7 Assumption 5: Separability

The assumption stated

The analytical assumption underlying all four preceding assumptions is that individual preferences can be cleanly partitioned from social influence for analytical purposes. “My preference” and “social influence on my preference” are treated as separable quantities. This partition is what allows economics to model preferences as exogenous, psychology to treat self-report as measuring the Individual’s own states, philosophy to discuss autonomy as a property of the Individual, and law to assign responsibility to individual agents.

The empirical dissolution

AIM demonstrates that this partition is empirically intractable when w_M is non-zero. The Reflection Problem, as Manski (1993) showed, makes it impossible in observational data to distinguish endogenous social effects (“my behaviour changes because your behaviour changed”) from correlated effects (“we behave similarly because we share a common environment”). Shalizi and Thomas (2011) proved that this is not a limitation of current methods but a generic feature of coupled systems: homophily (similar people form ties) and contagion (ties make people similar) are formally non-separable in observational network data.

AIM reframes this result. The Reflection Problem is not a measurement failure. It is an accurate observation of how desire actually works when desire is relationally constituted. The partition that Separability requires between endogenous preference and social influence does not correspond to any real distinction in the architecture. Mimetic transmission occurs preconsciously (before the Individual can distinguish “my desire” from “transmitted desire”), source-tags are destroyed during integration (making the decomposition unrecoverable from the integrated signal even in principle), and the resulting desire is experienced as authentically the Individual’s own (Confabulation completes the phenomenological seamlessness).

Separability treats relational constitution as the exception: preferences are autonomous by default and socially influenced as a secondary, separable modification. AIM inverts this. Relational constitution is the default operating mode whenever the Individual exists in a social environment (which is always), and purely endogenous preference is the rare, structurally difficult achievement that requires active I-Override of preconscious mimetic inputs.

The Category Construction Corollary (Chapter 10, Section 10.3.5) extends this dissolution to the categories themselves. Social classification systems such as race and caste are not pre-given analytical partitions into which Individual preferences are sorted; they are Heuristics held in common across a population (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.4), moved by Contactless Updating and by the positional value attached to them, and stabilised into categories experienced as natural.



19.8 The Interlocking Structure: Why Individualism Persisted

The five assumptions are not independent. They form a mutually reinforcing structure in which each assumption depends on the others for its plausibility, and each discipline’s reliance on its own version of Individualism was backstopped by other disciplines’ parallel reliance.

The interlock operated as follows:


	Economists assumed preference exogeneity (Assumptions 1 and 5) and justified this by pointing to psychology’s assurance that introspection was reliable (Assumption 2) and philosophy’s assurance that the autonomous self was real (Assumption 4).

	Psychologists assumed introspective access (Assumption 2) and justified this by pointing to philosophy’s concept of the rational agent (Assumption 4) and economics’ confirmation that revealed preferences were stable (Assumption 3).

	Philosophers assumed rational agency (Assumption 4) and justified this by pointing to psychology’s methodology of self-report (Assumption 2) and economics’ success with rational choice models (Assumption 3).

	Lawyers assumed transparent individual intentionality (Assumption 4) and justified this by pointing to all three disciplines’ convergent treatment of the Individual as the appropriate unit of analysis.



This interlock explains why Individualism persisted despite accumulating anomalies in every discipline. Questioning any single assumption required simultaneously questioning all five, because each was supported not by its own evidence base but by the other disciplines’ parallel assumptions. The anomalies (preference instability in economics, introspective unreliability in psychology, the Reflection Problem in social network analysis, emergent phenomena that resisted agent-based explanation) were treated as local measurement problems rather than symptoms of a foundational architectural mismatch.

AIM’s Camouflage Architecture (Layers 4 through 6) provides the structural explanation for the interlock’s persistence:


	Layer 4 (Disciplinary Priors) ensured that each discipline’s foundational assumptions about the autonomous Individual were treated as background facts rather than testable Hypotheses.

	Layer 5 (Disciplinary Boundaries) prevented the cross-disciplinary synthesis that would have revealed the assumptions’ mutual dependence.

	Layer 6 (Academic Camouflage) ensured that status within each discipline attached to working within the existing paradigm rather than questioning its foundations.



The interlock was not a conspiracy. It was the predictable output of Confabulation operating at institutional scale (Chapter 11), combined with disciplinary structures that prevented any single researcher from holding all five assumptions in view simultaneously. The dissolution required exactly what the Camouflage Architecture was structurally designed to prevent: a cross-disciplinary synthesis grounded in architectural evidence rather than philosophical argument.



The Individual-as-Object Principle (Chapter 8) provokes immediate moral resistance: “don’t treat people as objects” is among the most deeply held ethical intuitions across cultures and philosophical traditions. This resistance is normatively sound (instrumentalisation of persons is genuinely harmful) but descriptively obstructive. It prevents formulation of the Hypothesis that Decision Hubs process Individuals through the same integration architecture as any other Object, because formulating that Hypothesis requires using “Object” in its technical AIM sense (any target of motivational valuation) rather than its colloquial sense (a thing to be used without moral consideration). The moral intuition blocks the technical vocabulary. This is Layer 7 of the Camouflage Architecture (the Vocabulary Gap) operating in a specific domain: the word “Object” is semantically captured by its moral connotation, preventing its deployment as a neutral architectural descriptor. The result is that the most direct route to recognising relational constitution (the Individual is an Object in others’ Decision Hubs, and their social value is constituted by those others’ valuations) is blocked by a moral intuition that, however well-founded normatively, functions descriptively as concealment. The Camouflage Architecture did not need to be designed to produce this effect. It is sufficient that a morally loaded term happens to be the technically correct one. The moral loading provides the concealment automatically.

19.9 From Dissolution to Derivation: Relationalism as Logical Successor

The preceding sections established that Individualism’s five assumptions are empirically dissolved. The replacement is not a philosophical preference, a normative commitment, or an ideological alternative. It is the logically entailed consequence of accepting the five empirical findings that dissolved Individualism. If the architecture operates the way the evidence shows it operates, then a specific ontological and methodological position follows necessarily. That position is Relationalism.

The derivation

The derivation proceeds in three steps.

Step 1: The Relational Constitution Principle. If (a) mirror neuron systems transmit goal-directed valuations preconsciously at 60-340ms (Rizzolatti and Craighero, 2004), (b) the Decision Hub integrates these mimetic inputs into a Common-Currency Scalar and irreversibly destroys the source decomposition (Levy and Glimcher, 2012), (c) Confabulation generates post-hoc narratives attributing mimetically acquired desires to autonomous origins (Gazzaniga, 2000), (d) the ventral striatum encodes relative rather than absolute rewards (Fliessbach et al., 2007), and (e) the wanting-liking dissociation permits mimetic amplification independent of hedonic satisfaction (Berridge, 2004), then the Individual’s outputs (desires, Beliefs, choices, experienced identity) are constituted as much by mimetically transmitted inputs from other Individuals as by endogenous signals. This is the Relational Constitution Principle: a structural description of how the architecture empirically operates, not a metaphor, an ideological commitment, or a metaphysical claim.

Step 2: The Inadequacy of Methodological Individualism. If the Relational Constitution Principle holds, then any methodology that treats the Individual as a self-explanatory unit will systematically misattribute coupled phenomena as autonomous ones. This is not a philosophical preference for holism over atomism. It is a measurement claim: methodological individualism produces systematic error when applied to a system whose outputs are relationally constituted, for the same reason that a barometer produces systematic error when treated as a thermometer. The instrument is measuring the wrong property.

Step 3: Relationalism as Entailed Position. If Individualism’s assumptions are empirically dissolved (Sections 19.3 through 19.7), and if the Relational Constitution Principle describes the actual architecture (Step 1), and if methodological individualism produces systematic error when applied to that architecture (Step 2), then social theory requires a foundational unit that incorporates relational constitution rather than abstracting it away. Relationalism is this position: the ontological and methodological commitment to treating the relationally constituted Individual, rather than the autonomous Individual of Individualism, as the foundational unit of social theory.2

Relationalism holds that because mimetic transmission is preconscious (Axiom 7), source-opaque (Axiom 3), and reciprocally co-determining (Entanglement), any framework that begins from the autonomous Individual systematically misattributes coupled phenomena as autonomous ones and cannot recover explanatory adequacy without incorporating the relational constitution of desire, Belief, and identity.

Critically, Relationalism is an empirically grounded position. The relational constitution it describes is measured in milliseconds of neural activation (Rizzolatti and Craighero, 2004), demonstrated through observability-manipulation experiments (Lebreton et al., 2012; Campbell-Meiklejohn et al., 2010), and manifested in the chronic empirical failure to separate homophily from contagion in observational data (Manski, 1993; Shalizi and Thomas, 2011). The Reflection Problem, which AIM reframes not as a measurement failure but as an accurate observation of how desire actually works, is itself the empirical signature of Relationalism: the partition between “my preference” and “social influence on my preference” cannot be achieved because that partition does not correspond to any real distinction in the architecture.

Relational constitution removes the position from which an Individual could be measured. Individualism assumes such a position: a set of preferences, Beliefs and worth that belongs to the Individual before any interaction, so that the influence of others can be read as a departure from it. In a coupled system no such position exists. An Individual’s standing is computed against other Individuals, whose standing is computed in turn against that Individual (the Reciprocal Valuation Property). The Self-Model from which the Individual would take their own bearings is assembled from the same coupled inputs (Chapter 15, Section 15.2), so the Individual’s position relative to themselves is set by the positions of others. Every instrument an Individual could use to check a social valuation (introspection, a record of past correctness, the live encounter, the assessments of others) is constituted by the process whose output it would check, and within that regime there is no uncontaminated reference against which to calibrate (Chapter 15, Section 15.11).

Coupling supplies resting points, but a resting point is not a reference. A population coupled within itself settles at a Collective Fixed Point whose value is a property of the population rather than of the subject matter (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.10), and where reality-contact supplies no symmetry-breaking signal the coupled dynamics settle nowhere and drift indefinitely (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3).

The positions that hold across Individuals are those a Referent fixes. Where a Referent is present, reality-contact corrects every Individual’s Beliefs toward the same facts, and those Beliefs converge across Individuals for that reason (Chapter 15, Section 15.6). The A-source and the I-source answer to quantities the body and physical reality set. The M-source answers only to other Individuals’ valuations, and Status, which it tracks, is constituted entirely by those valuations. The architecture therefore offers no stable position on M from which a society could organise itself, and any order built on one is built on a position that moves whenever the positions around it move. The succession from Individualism to Relationalism is accordingly not a change in the methods of social theory alone but a re-evaluation of what an Individual is. The autonomous Individual is defined by the possession of a stable position. Without that position the definition has nothing to refer to, and what remains is an Individual whose position, including their position relative to themselves, exists only as a relation to other Individuals, anchored, where it is anchored at all, by contact with the body and physical reality.

The succession operates at every level of theoretical construction that depends on the autonomous agent. Individualism is the ontological base layer. The political-economic ideologies built on that layer, capitalism, Marxism, classical liberalism, libertarianism, and social contract theory, are therefore also succeeded by Relationalism at the points where their core reasoning depends on Individualism’s five assumptions. Relationalism does not replace these ideologies as a competing ideology. It replaces the architectural substrate they assume, and the ideologies either reconstruct themselves on the new substrate or collapse where reconstruction is not possible. The detailed analysis of which components of each ideology survive reconstruction, and which do not, is undertaken in Section 19.13.



The Individual-as-Object Principle (Chapter 8) provides the most direct and architecturally specific grounding for the Relational Constitution Principle. The three-step argument above establishes relational constitution through converging evidence (preconscious mimetic transmission, Source Opacity, Confabulation, relative reward encoding, the Reflection Problem). The Individual-as-Object Principle identifies the micro-mechanism through which relational constitution operates at the level of every dyadic encounter.

When Individual A encounters Individual B, A’s Decision Hub generates an Object-valuation of B that integrates A-signals, I-signals, and M-signals into a single Scalar. B simultaneously generates an Object-valuation of A. Both valuations are subject to Source Opacity: neither party can decompose their felt regard for the other into its A, I, and PM components. Both valuations generate behavioural outputs (attention, deference, narrative authority, positional concession) that the other party observes and incorporates into ongoing valuation. The result is a coupled system (the Reciprocal Valuation Property) in which neither party’s valuation of the other can be specified independently of the other’s observable response. This is Entanglement instantiated at the dyadic level, and it is the micro-foundation of the Relational Constitution Principle: the Individual’s social value (their Status) is constituted entirely by others’ valuations, which are themselves constituted partly by the Individual’s observable valuation of them.

The dual position this creates (every Individual functions simultaneously as subject and as Object) is the architectural basis for the dissolution of Individualism’s first assumption. The Individual is not a self-contained unit generating autonomous preferences that social interaction merely reveals. The Individual is an Object in others’ Decision Hubs, and their experienced identity, social position, and available opportunities are constituted by those others’ valuations, which they can neither directly observe, nor purchase, nor command. Preference Autonomy fails not as a philosophical claim about what humans ought to be, but as an architectural description of what Decision Hubs do: they process Individuals through the same integration system as any other Object, incorporating socially transmitted PM-valuation before conscious evaluation is possible.

19.10 What Relationalism Is Not

The most predictable misreading of Relationalism is that it argues for collectivism against individualism, or that it denies the reality of the Individual.

Relationalism is not collectivism. Collectivism subordinates the Individual to the group, treating the collective as the primary unit and the Individual as derivative. Relationalism does nothing of the sort. It preserves the Individual as the sole locus of motivational processing, the sole site of I-Override, and the sole recipient of the Knowledge Patch (Chapter 18). What it denies is that the Individual’s outputs can be understood without reference to the relational inputs that constitute them.

Relationalism is not social constructionism in the strong sense. It does not claim that the Individual is “nothing but” social relations, or that there is no endogenous motivation. Appetitive desires are endogenous (generated by the Individual’s own homeostatic systems). Intrinsic Motivation is substantially endogenous (generated by the Individual’s own competence and autonomy systems). Relationalism’s claim is specific: when w_M is non-zero (which is always in social environments), the Individual’s motivational outputs are partly constituted by mimetic transmission, and the partition between autonomous and mimetic components cannot be performed through introspection because Source Opacity has destroyed the source decomposition.

Relationalism is not determinism. The Individual retains I-Override: the capacity to subject mimetic signals to deliberative scrutiny and, where cognitive resources and structural vocabulary permit, to attenuate or redirect M-driven impulses. Relationalism describes the default operating mode of the architecture, not an inescapable fate. The Knowledge Patch (AIM Vocabulary Acquisition, Epistemic Suspension, the Two-Question Diagnostic, Behavioural Signatures, and the Presumption Against Scapegoating) exists precisely because I-Override is possible, even if it is structurally difficult.

Relationalism is not a political position, and it does not abolish political disagreement. It requires assent, because a description of the architecture that nobody holds changes nothing, which is why the Knowledge Patch is distributed rather than merely stated (Chapter 18). What it asks assent to is a claim about how the system runs, checkable against the world, and not a preference among the positions it dissolves. Its effect on disagreement is to move it rather than to end it: with a Referent in place, institutional questions that were argued as contests of position become questions of calibration and intervention design, and disagreement there is productive because it is answerable. Section 19.12 develops the consequence for institutional design, and Chapter 13, Section 13.8.5 supplies the reason the framework’s interventions are specified on rates and thresholds rather than on the content of anyone’s convictions.

Relationalism does not leave the Individual unaided. Because relational constitution is architectural rather than circumstantial, the response cannot be a simple instruction to introspect more carefully. The Knowledge Patch supplies a structured intervention that operates at every layer at which relational constitution occurs, with five distinct channels formally specified in Appendix A.6.4 and consolidated in Chapter 18. The five channels are not stylistic groupings; they correspond to the architectural layers (fast, slow, network) at which mimetic dynamics produce the phenomena Relationalism identifies. A treatment of Relationalism that engaged only the Individual-scale channels would understate the architecture’s reach in precisely the dimension (the network) where relational constitution is most consequential.

Channel 1 is the I-Override gate at the fast layer. The Patch installs a behavioural proxy (the Two-Question Diagnostic acting jointly with Epistemic Suspension) that allows the Individual to recognise when M-weighted action is occurring despite the architectural unavailability of direct introspective access to motivational source. Once the proxy is operative, the Individual can intercept M-weighted action before it executes, with the architectural effect that the effective fast-layer loop gain falls in proportion to the interception probability, which rises with the visibility of the pending action and the detectability of its source signature (Appendix A.6.4). Channel 1 is the channel that does the work Individualism mistakenly attributes to ordinary self-examination.

Channel 2 is Hypothesis-Space enlargement at the slow Bayesian layer. The Patch supplies the AIM vocabulary, principally the M Hypothesis itself, that was structurally missing from the Individual’s Belief Register before Patch adoption. The architectural effect is that evidence pointing toward a Mimetic source acquires a place to land. Without Channel 2, evidence for M is absorbed by whichever A-framed or I-framed Hypothesis fits it best, and the Vocabulary Gap perpetuates the very Confabulation the Patch is intended to interrupt.

Channel 3 is Interference-Term maintenance at the slow Bayesian layer. The Patch operationalises Epistemic Suspension, the practice of keeping the Belief Register from collapsing prematurely to near-certainty on any single Hypothesis. Without Channel 3, the order in which evidence happens to arrive determines which Hypothesis the Individual locks onto, and the lock-in becomes architecturally non-corrigible.

Channels 4 and 5 carry particular weight for Relationalism, because they operate at the network scale at which relational constitution is most directly instantiated. The Individual-scale channels (1 through 3) modify how a single Decision Hub processes the inputs it receives; the network-scale channels modify the relational field within which those inputs are generated and propagated.

Channel 4 is interpersonal evidence-coupling attenuation at the network layer. The Patch operationalises Patch-competent intake of evidence from other Individuals, with the explicit recognition that what one’s neighbours express is itself a coupling-mediated output rather than independent observation. The architectural effect is a reduction in the off-diagonal Evidence-coupling matrix at the network scale (Appendix A.7; A.8). Without Channel 4, Bayesian cascades through the network compound rapidly because each Individual treats neighbours’ expressed Beliefs as independent evidence, the precise error that Relationalism’s dissolution of Separability shows to be architecturally unavoidable in the unpatched configuration.

Channel 5 is Observability-channel reduction at the network layer. This channel is institutional rather than personal: it reduces the strength of the network’s Observability matrix, the structure that determines whose realised valuations propagate to whose Salience field. Channel 5 requires Patch-competent institutional designers to recognise why Observability Governance matters and to design the corresponding institutional architecture. Without Channel 5, even Patch-competent Individuals operate inside an environment whose network-level Salience structure continues to drive M-dynamics regardless of individual adoption, which is why the dissolution of Individualism cannot be carried by Individual-scale interventions alone. Channels 4 and 5 are the architectural correlates, at the institutional layer, of what Channels 1 through 3 deliver at the level of the single Individual; their joint operation is what makes Relationalism’s reform programme more than personal practice.



19.11 What Relationalism Preserves and What It Denies

Relationalism preserves:


	Physical independence. Each Individual possesses a physically independent body. This is not in question.

	Architectural separateness. Each Individual’s Decision Hub operates independently. Your integration of motivational signals occurs in your brain, not in mine. The processing is individual even when the inputs are relational.

	Moral responsibility. Relationalism does not eliminate moral responsibility. It reframes it through the AIM architecture. The Individual remains the locus of I-Override, the capacity to subject mimetic signals to deliberative scrutiny. Responsibility attaches to this capacity, not to the fiction of fully transparent autonomous agency.

	The Individual as locus of intervention. The Knowledge Patch is delivered to Individuals. Structural interventions work by changing the conditions under which individual Decision Hubs operate. The Individual remains the unit to which tools are given.

	The value of I-led autonomy. AIM’s normative goal is I-leadership: the condition in which Intrinsic Motivation leads the Individual’s choices despite the omnipresent background of mimetic signals (Deci and Ryan, 1985). This is a richer, more demanding, and more achievable conception of autonomy than Individualism’s assumption that autonomy is the default. The formal specification of I-leadership in the Appendix A parameter architecture, drawing on the I-Supremacy Result derived in Chapter 16, is the condition that I-mediated interception reduce the effective Decision Hub weight on the Mimetic channel far enough to hold the effective fast-layer loop gain below its critical threshold (Appendix A.6.4). I-leadership is therefore not a metaphor but a specifiable parameter condition: it obtains when I-mediated attenuation drives effective gain below the criticality threshold for cascade dynamics, even though the underlying coupling strength β remains non-zero.



Relationalism denies:


	Explanatory autonomy. The Individual’s outputs (desires, Beliefs, choices, identity) cannot be understood without reference to the relational constitution of those outputs through mimetic transmission. The Individual is the processing unit, not the self-explanatory atom.

	Introspective sovereignty. The Individual’s sincere reports about their own motivational sources are not reliable evidence about those sources, because Source Opacity and Confabulation structurally prevent accurate introspective access.

	Preference exogeneity. Preferences are not the Individual’s prior endowment that social interaction merely reveals. They are partly constituted by social interaction through preconscious mimetic transmission.

	The Individual as foundational unit of social theory. Social theory that begins from the autonomous Individual and constructs social phenomena from individual-level building blocks will systematically misattribute coupled phenomena as autonomous ones.



The distinction is between the Individual as site (preserved) and the Individual as source (dissolved). The Individual is where motivation is processed, where choices are made, where I-Override occurs. The Individual is not where all motivation originates, where all choices are transparently caused, or where preferences exist independently of social constitution.



19.12 Domain-Specific Consequences

The dissolution of Individualism’s five assumptions and the derivation of Relationalism produce specific, traceable consequences in each discipline that relied on them.

Economics

Preference exogeneity falls. The standard assumption that consumer preferences are given prior to market interaction and that market outcomes can be analysed as equilibria of these exogenous preferences is falsified by the relational constitution of desire. When preferences are endogenous to social dynamics (constituted through Entanglement), market outcomes are not equilibria of pre-existing preferences but emergent states of coupled mimetic systems.

The GDP decomposition framework (GDPA, GDPI, GDPM) becomes necessary: aggregate economic output must be disaggregated into Appetitive-serving (genuine needs), Intrinsic-serving (competence, creativity, mastery), and Mimetic-serving (status competition, positional goods) components. Without this decomposition, GDP growth that is entirely M-driven (the Mimetic Treadmill) is indistinguishable from GDP growth that improves wellbeing.

The Easterlin Paradox, the mismatch between the persistent within-country correlation of income with life satisfaction and the flat time series in which life satisfaction does not increase with national income beyond a threshold of material sufficiency (Easterlin, 1974), is explained by Relationalism as the predictable consequence of an economy that has shifted from A-serving to M-serving growth without the analytical tools to detect the shift. The shift from A-serving to M-serving growth is a Post-Appetitive Society: for most Individuals most of the time, Appetitive needs are reliably met, so marginal gains in income and production flow into Intrinsic pursuits and Mimetic competition rather than into survival.

The Mimetic Premium (PM, the Premium), the portion of any price attributable to M-driven demand rather than A-functional or I-functional value, becomes a measurable quantity whose extraction and distribution can be analysed. Housing markets, luxury goods, education, and healthcare all exhibit PM contamination that Individualism’s framework cannot detect because it treats all demand as autonomous.

Psychology

Introspective reliability falls as the gold standard for measuring internal states. Self-report remains useful as data about what the Individual believes about their motivational sources, but it cannot be treated as evidence about the actual motivational sources. Behavioural diagnostics (audience removal; testing for Private Persistence, the continued pursuit of an activity without audience or external reward; model-tracking; satiation dynamics) replace introspection as the primary method for identifying motivational composition.

The Conscious Override Function, demonstrated across the social comparison literature, provides a domain-specific illustration: conscious processes are deployed not to generate social comparison but to correct for it, meaning that the raw automatic comparison is the default and conscious correction is the exception, achieved only when cognitive resources, motivation, and conceptual vocabulary are simultaneously available (Gilbert, Giesler, and Morris, 1995; Epley and Gilovich, 2004).

Law

Transparent individual intentionality falls as the exclusive basis for legal responsibility. Legal frameworks must accommodate motivation that is neither fully voluntary (the Individual “chose” it in the sense that their Decision Hub produced a choice output) nor externally coerced (no one held a gun to their head), but rather mimetically constituted: the desire was transmitted preconsciously and source-opaquely from social models, then experienced as autonomous.

This does not eliminate legal responsibility. It enriches it. The Individual remains the locus of I-Override, and the capacity for I-Override can be assessed through structural conditions. But legal categories that assume a clean binary between “voluntary” and “coerced” cannot capture the intermediate category of mimetically constituted, which is neither.

Contract law’s doctrine of informed consent, for example, presupposes that the consenting party knows what they want and why they want it. Relationalism reveals that this presupposition fails architecturally: the consenting party’s wants are partly constituted by mimetic transmission they cannot detect, through a system that generates confabulated narratives of autonomous choice as its standard output.

Political philosophy

The social contract between “autonomous agents” becomes incoherent. If the consenting parties’ preferences are partly constituted by each other through preconscious mimetic transmission, the consent is not autonomous in the sense that social contract theory requires (Hobbes, 1651; Locke, 1689; Rawls, 1971).

This does not invalidate consent as a concept. It requires that institutional design account for the relational constitution of the parties whose consent is sought. The implication is not that consent is meaningless but that genuine consent (I-led consent, achieved through deliberative processing that has subjected mimetic inputs to scrutiny) is a structural achievement requiring specific conditions, not a default state that can be assumed whenever the Individual says “yes.”

A further consequence follows for how institutional questions are argued. Individualism supplied no Referent against which an institutional design could be checked, because the quantities that would settle the check (whose preferences are autonomously held, what a stated consent is worth, whether an arrangement is delivering what its participants actually want) were defined in terms the architecture makes unavailable. Design questions were argued as contests of position, each side asserting a preference and none able to be shown wrong. Relationalism supplies what the assumptions withheld. The architecture fixes what an institution is acting on: the sources feeding the Decision Hub, the weights the Decision Hub places on them, the coupling through which expressed valuation propagates, and the rate at which correction arrives (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.13.5; Appendix A, Sections A.5.5 and A.5.8.4). Those are measurable quantities, and an institutional design either holds them where the architecture requires or it does not.

Disagreement about institutional design does not diminish on that account. It relocates. What was a dispute between positions becomes a dispute about calibration and intervention design: what the Appetitive floor is in a given economy, how strong the coupling has become in a given information environment, how fast reality-contact has to arrive to stay ahead of a cascade, where the authority gate should sit and how tightly it should hold. Appendix A states its results qualitatively and defers every numerical value to the calibration programme of Section A.7 because these are the questions the architecture opens rather than settles. They are hard and they are contested, and they are answerable, which is what separates them from the disputes they replace.

Ethics

Moral responsibility persists but is reframed through the Relational Constitution Principle. The Individual remains the locus of I-Override and therefore the locus of moral agency. But moral evaluation must account for the fact that the Individual cannot introspectively detect M-dynamics driving their behaviour. Holding someone fully responsible for acting on a desire they could not identify as mimetically constituted, through a system that systematically prevents such identification, requires revision of the conditions under which full moral responsibility is attributed.

The Knowledge Patch (Chapter 18) changes the calculus. Once the Individual has access to structural vocabulary (the AIM concepts that make M visible as a category), their capacity for I-Override increases, and the grounds for moral responsibility strengthen. Moral responsibility is graduated by epistemic access: stronger when the Individual has the conceptual tools to diagnose mimetic contamination, weaker when they do not. That graduation is the Acquisition-Graduated Responsibility Principle.



19.13 Political-Economic Ideologies After Relationalism

19.13.1 Why Political-Economic Ideologies Inherit the Dissolution

The preceding sections established that Individualism is a set of five empirical assumptions about motivational architecture and that each assumption is dissolved by AIM’s architectural findings. Political-economic ideologies, the frameworks through which societies organise production, distribution, coordination, and governance, inherit this dissolution at the points where their explanatory or normative reasoning depends on one or more of Individualism’s five assumptions. The inheritance is architectural rather than ideological, and it operates symmetrically across ideologies regardless of their surface rhetoric. Libertarianism and classical liberalism inherit the dissolution because they foreground autonomous preference formation and transparent individual agency. Neoclassical capitalism inherits it because its micro-foundations presuppose preference exogeneity, revealed preference, and consumer sovereignty. Marxism inherits it because class consciousness presupposes Introspective Access at class scale, revolutionary agency presupposes Rational Agency at class scale, and species-being presupposes a recoverable autonomous desire freed of alienation. Social contract theory inherits it because its consenting parties are modelled as autonomous preference-generators whose consent can be specified independently of the social field that constitutes them.

The inheritance is not selective. Any framework that loads its explanatory or normative weight on one of the five dissolved assumptions loses that load-bearing capacity at the point where the assumption fails. Where a framework’s reasoning depends on multiple assumptions simultaneously, the dissolution compounds. Where reasoning depends on none of the assumptions, the framework is unaffected. Most political-economic ideologies depend on several.

19.13.2 Capitalism (Neoclassical)

Neoclassical capitalism is the paradigm case of dense inheritance. Preference Autonomy and Separability underwrite the treatment of preferences as exogenous inputs to market activity. Revealed Preference underwrites welfare analysis and the inference that observed choices track stable endogenous states. Rational Agency underwrites consumer sovereignty and the doctrine that markets aggregate individual preferences into collectively rational outcomes. Introspective Access underwrites stated-preference methodologies in applied economics. All four assumptions fall, and the frameworks built on them fail at the load-bearing points identified in Section 19.12.

Neoclassical theory treats Appetite as one preference among many, tradeable against Intrinsic and Mimetic satisfactions within a single utility aggregate. But Appetite is not a preference; it is a floored, exogenous constraint that answers to bodily reality and cannot be substituted away, and it is close to uniform across Individuals rather than a distribution of tastes. Entering it as one tradeable, heterogeneous consideration permits a model to report high welfare while a subpopulation’s Appetite floor is breached, because the trade-off formalism substitutes Mimetic satisfaction for unmet Appetite and the averaging conceals concentrated deficit. A correct account secures the Appetitive floor as a constraint that binds before the Intrinsic and Mimetic limbs operate and that they may not trade against, assessed at the worst-served Individual rather than at the population average: the floor holds only where it holds for each Individual.

The failure does not entail abandoning markets, property, or profit. It entails reconstructing the frameworks on the relational substrate. The AIM-aligned reconstruction preserves decentralised coordination through markets, profit incentives for innovation and efficiency, property rights enabling planning and investment, and voluntary exchange creating mutual benefit. It removes two architectural features that the current system treats as constitutive of capitalism but that are in fact the mechanisms by which capitalism fails its own stated ideals: interest extraction on surplus capital, which transfers wealth to surplus holders without productive contribution, and the Observability Gradient, which directs capital to high-visibility sectors regardless of Appetitive or Intrinsic demand. Both mechanisms are M-driven. Both are addressable through the price-disaggregation architecture specified in Sections 19.13.8 and 19.13.9.

The present system’s defenders and critics alike mistake a byproduct for the driver. Capitalism at its root is not the growth of a firm’s value as a realisable asset, and it does not require profitability in principle. Its starting condition is more than one Individual contributing to a joint venture under a shared vision, a structure that requires no capital at all, only joint ownership and the willingness to do the work together. The friends who open a cafe because they care about hospitality are the paradigm case. The enterprise is an extension of their Self-Models, the engagement it sustains is I-led and process-rewarding, and it persists in private in the diagnostic sense established in Chapter 7: it would continue, and frequently does continue at a loss, because the doing is where the founders’ Intrinsic Motivation lives. Profit is a survival constraint on such a venture, the threshold below which the activity cannot continue, not the end the activity serves. Extraction, on this account, is not the engine of the enterprise but what becomes available once an enterprise succeeds and becomes observable, the first surface on which the Mimetic Premium can begin to accrete.

The founder and the investor must not be collapsed into a single owner, because they enter the same venture from different motivational sources, and the architecture conceals the difference from both. The founder, in the paradigm case, is I-led: the venture is the Self-Model’s extension and profit is its constraint. The investor does the work of no I-domain in the venture and forgoes neither Appetitive provision nor Intrinsic engagement in supplying capital, so by the exhaustive A-I-M taxonomy any return sought above the genuine cost of the transaction is M-led, the Mimetic Premium on the common-currency scale that Chapter 12 derives as interest, and the investor’s relation to the founder’s enterprise is the Object Parasitism of that chapter: standing drawn through an I-led host the investor does not himself constitute.

Investors frequently do supply genuine service to the enterprise: mentoring, commercial advice, governance, the use of a network. Such service may be authentically I-led, and where it is, it is a real Intrinsic contribution to the venture. But it is contingent to the investor role, not constitutive of it. The capital supply alone carries no Appetitive or Intrinsic contribution, and the advisory engagement, where it exists, is a separable service running alongside the capital rather than a property of it. Two investors who supply identical capital, one passive and one actively advising, claim the identical return on that capital, which demonstrates that the return is levied on the capital and not on the service. The service, if it is genuinely I-led, would satisfy the Private Persistence diagnostic of Chapter 7: it would continue even absent the equity stake, because the advising is itself the rewarding activity. The return on capital satisfies no such diagnostic. It is the Mimetic Premium on the scale, and the I-led advice, however valuable, neither converts it into an Intrinsic contribution nor is required for the investor to claim it.

What reconciles the two roles within one venture is Confabulation. Asked why they fund a founder whose motivation differs from their own, investors do not report capture of a Premium routed through another’s Intrinsic engagement, because Source Opacity has stripped that source-tag at integration and the M-accurate account is unavailable as a template; they report, sincerely and under the Sincerity Guarantee, that they believe in the vision and back good people. The founder reads the capital as enablement of the I-process and reads the investor’s motive through his own, assuming a shared vision that may be only partly present. Neither party can detect that the capital arrives M-led where the engagement is I-led, and this mutual concealment is exactly what permits an enterprise to begin I-led and drift M-ward without anyone registering the shift: the investor’s Confabulation and the founder’s Confabulation jointly launder the migration into a story of shared provision.

This locates the pathology precisely where Section 19.13.7 places it and where Chapter 12 derives it: not in the venture, which is I-led and needs no interest to exist, but in what the Abstraction Layers do to the surplus once it exists, with M-led capital as the channel by which they reach down into the venture in the first place. Interest is not a feature of enterprise at all. It is the premium levied on access to the common-currency scale itself, a property of banking rather than of production, and this is the precise sense in which capitalism and financialisation are separable rather than identical. The cafe founders never built the extraction. The architecture found their successors’ assets, and it reached them first through the capital that funded them.

19.13.3 Marxism and the Intrinsic Channel

Marxism is commonly positioned as the opposing pole to liberal Individualism. Under Relationalism, the two traditions are revealed as sharing a deeper architectural commitment. Marxism inherits Individualism not at the micro-foundations, which it correctly rejects as atomistic, but at three load-bearing points: class consciousness, which presupposes Introspective Access at class scale; revolutionary agency, which presupposes Rational Agency at class scale; and species-being, which presupposes Preference Autonomy recast as the authentic self that emerges once alienation is overcome.

The concept of species-being is the most instructive of the three. What Marx diagnosed as the worker’s alienation from free creative activity, from productive self-expression, from the development of human powers as ends in themselves, is, in the vocabulary AIM supplies, the suppression of the Intrinsic Motivation channel under conditions where Appetitive insecurity and mimetic capture dominate the Decision Hub’s weighting. The phenomenon Marx identified is real. The architecture that generates it is the three-source motivational system. But the vocabulary to specify it was not available in the nineteenth century, so Marx reached for Hegelian species-essence in place of the compositional account that AIM now provides.

Once the target is correctly identified as the Intrinsic channel rather than as class consciousness, the proletariat and bourgeoisie partition loses its architectural justification. Source Opacity is class-invariant: the Data Processing Inequality operates identically in every human Decision Hub, and no class position grants privileged introspective access to motivational sources. Mimetic capture is class-invariant: w_M is non-zero for every Individual in a social environment, and apex proximity intensifies rather than attenuates StatusPM exposure. Intrinsic-suppression is class-invariant: the capitalist under M-dominance is also alienated from I-led activity, running on StatusPM accumulation with the same wanting-liking dissociation that produces non-satiation in any Individual. Confabulation is class-invariant: both revolutionary class consciousness and bourgeois ideology are confabulated narratives generated by the same cognitive machinery to fill the gap left by Source Opacity.

The Salient boundary under Relationalism is therefore not between classes but between Individuals operating with I-leadership, in which Intrinsic Motivation leads choice while Appetitive weight is regulated and Mimetic weight is bounded, and Individuals operating under M-dominance, in which Mimetic weight leads, the Intrinsic channel is suppressed, and Appetitive deficit is rationalised through mimetic narrative. This boundary cuts across classes. Class remains a useful descriptor at the Appetitive level, identifying who has A-floors secured and who does not, but it fails as an Intrinsic-level or Mimetic-level descriptor. Marxism’s attempt to make class the master variable for all three runs aground on this fact.

The strongest reconstruction of Marx under Relationalism therefore reads as follows. The current productive arrangement, under conditions of non-zero Mimetic weight and information-parasitic reference-point propagation, predictably suppresses I-led activity across all classes while concentrating Appetitive-floor insecurity in some classes and StatusPM pursuit in others. The prescription is not class struggle, which reproduces the Agent-Based Causal Default by designating a scapegoat-class and thereby installs at the political level the same architectural failure the diagnosis was meant to address. The prescription is Subcriticality Maintenance plus Appetitive-floor provision plus Intrinsic-domain protection, delivered through Institutional Buffering. This reconstruction preserves what Marx identified correctly (productive arrangements shape motivational architecture and alienation from creative self-activity is real and damaging) and discards what was architecturally wrong (that a class can see clearly what other classes cannot, that revolution restores authentic desire, that the bourgeoisie is the structural author rather than a co-captured participant in mimetic dynamics).

19.13.4 Classical Liberalism, Libertarianism, and Social Contract Theory

Classical liberalism in the Lockean and Millian tradition loads on all five of Individualism’s assumptions, with Preference Autonomy, Rational Agency, and Separability bearing the heaviest explanatory weight. Its central claim, that the free individual’s autonomous choices aggregate into the best available social arrangement, cannot survive the dissolution of Preference Autonomy. The reconstruction available within Relationalism preserves liberalism’s commitments to voluntary association, limited coercion, and the legitimacy of individual pursuits, while specifying that these commitments operate on the relationally constituted Individual whose I-led autonomy is a structural achievement rather than a default.

Libertarianism foregrounds a stronger version of the same claims, adding the assumption that non-coerced market outcomes are normatively privileged because they reflect the autonomous choices of the parties. The dissolution is correspondingly sharper. Mimetic transmission is neither voluntary nor coerced in the libertarian sense; it is preconsciously constituted. The non-coercion premise cannot do the normative work libertarianism requires because the architecture does not generate the autonomous choices the premise presupposes.

Social contract theory, from Hobbes through Rawls, loads on Rational Agency and Separability at the point where consent is modelled as autonomously given by parties whose preferences can be specified independently of the social field. Relationalism does not void the concept of consent. It specifies that consent, to be meaningful, must incorporate the architectural conditions under which I-led choice becomes possible, rather than presupposing those conditions as always already available. The reconstruction is available but requires explicit integration of Institutional Buffering and Subcriticality Maintenance into the conditions under which consent is deemed to have been given.

19.13.5 Taxonomy of Inheritance

The following taxonomy summarises the inheritance structure. Ideologies are listed with the assumptions on which their reasoning most heavily loads and with the reconstruction status under Relationalism. “Foundational” indicates that the ideology cannot survive the dissolution without fundamental reconstruction. “Partial” indicates that significant components survive but require reconstruction on the relational substrate. “Marginal” indicates that the ideology is largely preserved with minor adjustments.









	Ideology
	Principal assumptions loaded
	Reconstruction status





	Neoclassical capitalism
	Preference Autonomy, Revealed Preference, Rational Agency, Separability
	Partial (markets, property, profit preserved; extraction architecture removed)



	Marxism
	Introspective Access (class scale), Rational Agency (class scale), Preference Autonomy (species-being)
	Partial (Intrinsic-channel diagnosis preserved; class-based epistemology dissolved)



	Classical liberalism
	All five, Preference Autonomy and Rational Agency heaviest
	Partial (voluntary association and limited coercion preserved; autonomous choice rearchitected)



	Libertarianism
	All five, non-coercion premise heaviest
	Foundational (non-coercion premise cannot survive without Relationalism-compatible reconstruction)



	Social contract theory
	Rational Agency, Separability
	Partial (consent concept preserved, conditions for meaningful consent respecified)



	Communitarianism (Taylor, MacIntyre)
	Already partly anti-atomist
	Marginal (diagnosis largely preserved, architectural specification added)



	Critical theory
	Introspective Access (as emancipatory endpoint)
	Partial (relational diagnosis preserved, Introspective-Access endpoint dissolved)



	Austrian economics
	Preference Autonomy, Separability (methodological individualism)
	Foundational (methodological individualism dissolved by the Relational Constitution Principle)





The taxonomy assigns a reconstruction status, not a replacement. Nothing in it nominates a successor ideology, and Relationalism is not one, because the assumptions it dissolves are the assumptions on which an ideology of that kind would have to be built. What the reconstruction changes is the character of the dispute the traditions conduct. Each argued from a substrate it could not check, so its claims about what people want, what their consent is worth, and what an arrangement delivers were assertions of position. With the substrate specified those claims acquire Referents, and the disputes become disputes about quantities: where the Appetitive floor sits, how strong the coupling has become, how fast correction has to arrive, how tightly authority should be gated. Section 19.12 develops that shift, from political position to calibration and intervention design. It is a change in where the argument happens rather than an end to arguing.

19.13.6 Relationalism as Successor, Not Rival

Relationalism is not itself a political-economic ideology. It is the ontological substrate on which the next generation of such frameworks must be built if they are to track human motivational architecture rather than a fiction of it. This distinguishes Relationalism from capitalism, Marxism, and every other ideology in the taxonomy above. Those frameworks compete for the role of describing, prescribing, or organising economic life. Relationalism does not compete with any of them because it operates at a different level: it specifies the architectural substrate on which any such framework must operate if it is to explain or prescribe correctly.

The closing arc of this section accordingly does not advocate for one ideology over another. It describes what delivery of either capitalism’s or Marxism’s ideals looks like once the architectural substrate is correctly specified, and it describes the transition pathway by which the current arrangement moves to that substrate without requiring rupture, divestment, or the voiding of entitlements presently held.

19.13.7 Capitalism Without Classes, Capitalism Delivered

Once Relationalism replaces Individualism as the operative ontology, and once the AIM-derived architectural interventions are implemented across the economy (disaggregation of price into PA, PI, and PM components; abolition of interest extraction on surplus capital; attenuation of the Observability Gradient; Appetitive-floor provision; Intrinsic-domain protection; Institutional Buffering against mimetic cascade), capitalism’s stated promises become, for the first time, architecturally deliverable rather than rhetorically asserted. AIM-aligned capitalism is not capitalism constrained but capitalism completed, and the completion happens precisely because the class structure onto which the current system externalises its costs dissolves.

The argument proceeds in three steps.

First, the class structure is a consequence of architectural failure, not a necessary feature of markets. Classes, as they currently operate, are not pre-existing strata onto which market outcomes are distributed. They are the compounding output of two M-driven mechanisms: interest extraction, which transfers wealth from borrowers to surplus holders regardless of productive contribution, and the Observability Gradient, which directs capital to visible sectors regardless of Appetitive or Intrinsic demand and starves essential provision accordingly. The stratification these mechanisms produce, compounding across generations through PM-ownership, PM-portfolio (the Portfolio Signal), and PM-interest layers, is the thing the current system calls class. It is not a natural formation. It is an architectural consequence of allowing Mimetic weight to operate unregulated on surplus capital and informational infrastructure.

Second, once the architectural failures are addressed, the classes onto which costs are currently externalised no longer exist in the same form. Disaggregation of price into PA, PI, and PM components makes the Mimetic Premium visible and therefore taxable or bounded. Abolition of interest extraction removes the compounding mechanism by which surplus capital converts into permanent positional advantage. Appetitive-floor provision removes the precarity that forces participation in PM-extractive arrangements. Intrinsic-domain protection restores the substrate on which Intrinsic Motivation can lead choice rather than being suppressed by Appetitive deficit and Mimetic dominance. The cumulative effect is that the architectural conditions under which classes reproduce themselves are interrupted. What remains is difference in Appetitive circumstance (temporary and addressable through provision), difference in Intrinsic specialisation (productive and non-hierarchical), and difference in contribution (legitimate basis for profit decomposed into A and I components). None of these reconstitute the class structure that the current system requires.

Third, with no classes to externalise costs onto, capitalism’s promises become deliverable. Capitalism’s stated ideals are genuinely appealing and the AIM Framework does not reject them: returns that reward productive contribution, capital that flows to highest value creation, voluntary exchange enabling mutual benefit, innovation incentivised by profit, merit-based success through effort and skill. Each of these ideals fails in the current system because cost externalisation onto lower classes is the concealed mechanism by which the ideals’ appearance is maintained while extraction continues. When the AIM-aligned interventions remove both the extraction architecture and the class structure that absorbs its costs, the ideals no longer require concealment to appear satisfied. They are satisfied.

Effective markets operate because decentralised coordination, profit incentives, property rights, and voluntary exchange are preserved. Pooling of capital to undertake ambitious entrepreneurial projects remains available and, for the first time, operates on its stated logic: capital pooled to build houses, infrastructure, research, or productive capacity is A-I investment, and the return compensates genuine sacrifice (labour, materials, skill, risk) rather than surplus position. Risk-bearing, specialisation, and coordination at scale remain legitimate bases for differential reward, and are not class-producing under the AIM architecture because they do not compound through PM extraction. Innovation is more strongly incentivised, not less, because capital no longer flows preferentially to high-visibility sectors regardless of Appetitive or Intrinsic demand, and no longer compounds through extraction independent of contribution.

Defenders of the current system will call Relationalism anti-capitalist. This is precisely backwards. Relationalism, once AIM-aligned interventions are in place, delivers what capitalism has always promised and what the current system architecturally cannot deliver. The removal of the class structure is not a cost of this delivery but a necessary condition of it, because the current system’s concealed mechanism for appearing to satisfy its own ideals is cost externalisation onto lower classes. When there are no lower classes to externalise onto, the ideals must either be satisfied directly or abandoned. Relationalism, properly implemented, makes direct satisfaction architecturally possible for the first time.

This is capitalism’s completion, not its rejection, and it is simultaneously Marxism’s completion, not its rejection, because what Marx was reaching for (the liberation of I-led creative self-activity from the conditions that suppress it) is delivered by the same interventions that deliver what capitalism was reaching for (effective coordination of productive activity through decentralised exchange). The two traditions converge under Relationalism because both were diagnosing, from opposite vantage points, the architectural failures that AIM identifies. Neither could deliver on its ideals while operating on Individualism’s assumptions. Both become deliverable once the architecture is correctly specified.

19.13.8 Money as externalised common currency

The transition operations described in the following subsection are coherent because money is the institutional externalisation of the same integration architecture that Common-Currency Integration performs inside the Decision Hub. Chapter 9 established that the Decision Hub integrates qualitatively distinct motivational signals (Appetitive, Intrinsic, Mimetic) into a single Scalar, and that this many-to-one map irreversibly destroys the source decomposition under the Data Processing Inequality. Money performs the structurally identical operation at the social scale. It reduces qualitatively distinct sources of economic value (functional adequacy, intrinsic-value engagement, positional premium) to a single scalar price, and that reduction irreversibly destroys the compositional information about what the price is paying for.

This identification is not metaphorical. The two operations share the same architectural signature: qualitatively distinct inputs, Common-Currency Scalar output, irreversible source-tag destruction, and downstream processing that operates on the integrated Scalar without access to the composition. The Decision Hub’s integration is neural. Money’s integration is institutional. Both reduce multi-source value to single-scalar value, and both leave the downstream system (conscious introspection in the Decision Hub case, market allocation in the monetary case) unable to recover the composition from the output.

This identification has three consequences that structure the transition analysis in Section 19.13.9.

First, the opacity of price is not a market failure but a structural consequence of what money is. Critics of capitalism have long noted that prices conceal the conditions of production. Prices conceal because money, like the Decision Hub, is a common-currency integrator, and common-currency integrators destroy source-information as a matter of architectural necessity, not contingent design.

Second, disaggregation of price into PA, PI, and PM components is the institutional analogue of the Knowledge Patch described in Chapter 18. The Knowledge Patch does not restore introspective access to pre-integration signals inside the Decision Hub (which Source Opacity renders architecturally impossible). It routes around Source Opacity through behavioural evidence and vocabulary acquisition. Price disaggregation operates identically at the institutional level: it does not recover the pre-integration composition of a price (which monetary integration has destroyed), but it reconstructs the composition through institutional measurement, reporting, and behavioural evidence, routing around the opacity that money structurally produces.

Third, because money inherits Common-Currency Integration’s source-opacity, every market phenomenon that depends on compositional information being accessible at the point of transaction is vulnerable to mimetic capture at the institutional level in the same way that every introspective phenomenon is vulnerable to mimetic capture at the individual level. The observability gradient, interest extraction, and PM inflation are institutional expressions of the same architectural vulnerability that, at the individual level, produces the Romantic Lie.

19.13.9 Transition Without Divestment

The transition from the current paradigm to a Relationalism-aligned economy is, in its essential mechanism, administrative rather than expropriative. It does not require anyone to divest property, surrender contracts, or forfeit entitlements already held. It requires the economy to be reorganised along a different set of measurement, pricing, and allocation conventions, with downstream adjustments that follow from those conventions but do not operate through confiscation. This distinguishes the Relationalism transition from every prior attempt to address the pathologies of capitalism (nationalisation, collectivisation, expropriation) and from every revolutionary programme that assumed rupture was necessary because the architectural specification required for non-rupturing reform was not available.

The transition therefore does not pursue Equality as equal piles of goods or matching Status positions. Equality, in the AIM Framework’s sense, is equality of motivational conditions: guaranteed Appetitive Floors, real access to Intrinsic domains, and protection from status-crushing Mimetic escalation. Fairness is the refusal to prefer one Individual’s motivational claims over another’s on the basis of who they are, their Status, or the Salience of their wanting. Fairness is not a refusal to prefer Appetites and Intrinsic Motivation over Mimetic Desire. Both follow from the ignition condition rather than from a preference about distribution. The three conditions Equality names are the three whose absence forecloses I-led action, so Equality is the conditions of Freedom quantified over a population rather than a commitment held beside them. And the deficit that carries a population across the threshold is referenced to the worst-off Individual rather than to the mean (Appendix A, Section A.5.8.7), so an allocation that ranks claims by Status leaves the worst-off breached while the average reads sound: the refusal Fairness names is what the ignition condition requires, not what even-handedness recommends. The second limb follows from the same place, since satisfying an Appetitive claim corrects a deficit and terminates while the Mimetic channel has no closure condition at any level of provision (Axiom 6).

The transition operates through four principal levers, none of which require divestment.

The first lever is disaggregation of price. The total price of any sale, P, is decomposed into its A-adequate component PA, its I-adequate component PI, and its Mimetic Premium component PM, such that P equals PA plus PI plus PM. Disaggregation is a measurement and reporting operation. It does not alter what people own. It renders visible what the current system conceals. Once PA, PI, and PM are measured and reported alongside P, the subsequent interventions become possible, but the disaggregation itself changes no holdings.

The second lever is national accounts reorganisation. Gross Domestic Product is similarly decomposed into GDPA, GDPI, and GDPM, with the same status: a measurement operation that renders visible the compositional structure of aggregate economic activity. Policy decisions subsequently take account of the decomposition, because capital allocation to A-I provision rather than M-extraction becomes measurable and therefore targetable, but the national accounts themselves are a reporting framework, not a confiscatory mechanism.

The third lever is taxation of the PM component. The M-tax applies to the PM component of transactions. It does not touch the PA or PI components. This is architecturally important for two reasons. First, PA plus PI covers precisely the cost of production, distribution, and supply up to the point of sale, so the profit available to a business is structurally located in the PM component. If PM were taxed at 100 percent there would be no residual on which profit could accrue, and the profit motive necessary for the efficient functioning of markets would be eliminated.

This is not the proposal. The M-tax taxes a proportion of PM, not its entirety. Some portion of the Mimetic Premium must remain available to the business owner as the residual from which profit accrues, compensating risk-bearing, rewarding enterprise, and preserving the incentive to bring productive activity to market. The specific rate is a policy parameter to be calibrated against observed market behaviour, not an architectural fixed point. What the architecture specifies is that PM is the component on which M-taxation operates, that full taxation of PM would destroy the profit motive, and that the M-tax rate must therefore be set below the level at which profit incentives collapse. The distinction between profit (return on productive enterprise, decomposable into A, I, and M components with the first two legitimate in full and the third partially retained as the profit residual) and interest (return on surplus capital without A-I sacrifice, which is pure PM on extraction rather than on production) is carried through from the price-disaggregation architecture.

Expansion 19.1: Interest as 100 Percent Mimetic Premium by Categorical Elimination

The categorical status of interest as pure Mimetic Premium follows directly from the price decomposition. Every transaction price P decomposes into PA plus PI plus PM. The return to any party in a transaction must therefore be located in one or more of these three components. For the lender of surplus capital, neither PA nor PI is structurally available. PA compensates Appetitive sacrifice, the expenditure of labour, materials, or bodily resource, and the lender of surplus capital sacrifices none of these. PI compensates Intrinsic sacrifice, the expenditure of skill, craft, creative engagement, or problem-solving effort, and the lender of surplus capital, qua lender, contributes none of these either. Administrative costs of lending and genuine risk-bearing are PA and PI components respectively, but they are small, bounded, and separable from interest as ordinarily charged. The residual return that interest captures, over and above administrative and risk compensation, is located exclusively in PM because that is the only structurally available category left.

The residual isolated here as administrative and risk compensation is the same residual that Chapter 12 §12.20 resolves into its three bounded, terminating components (inflation adjustment, the operational labour of intermediation, and mutualised expected-loss-sharing), none of which is Mimetic by the boundedness criterion, and none of which is interest. These are bounded costs recoverable as fees: work compensated as work, and a pool pricing its own losses. Neither requires nor licenses a charge in the form of interest. The price-decomposition used here and the four-limb partition used there are not competing derivations but two views of one result: the decomposition locates the Premium as the only category structurally available to PM, while the partition demonstrates limb by limb that nothing in interest survives in PA or PI. Interest is therefore demolished in its entirety: the Mimetic Premium is the whole of it, though not confined to it, since the same charge on the Scalar accretes wherever position can be priced. The residual return that interest captures is Mimetic Premium in its entirety, because PM is the only structurally available category once PA and PI are exhausted, and the bounded costs that remain (inflation adjustment, operational labour, and pooled-loss) are recoverable as fees rather than as interest, so no portion of interest as such survives.

The price-decomposition and the four-limb partition are both applications of the Two-Logic Diagnostic derived in Chapter 12. The borrower’s demand on the loaned sum is bounded and correction-seeking, the lender’s return on surplus or created capital is positional, and everything the lender captures above the recovery of genuine input cost, administration and bounded risk-sharing, is Mimetic Premium by that test.

The parasitic character of interest follows from the same decomposition. The borrower seeks access to A and I goods: shelter, food, education, productive tools, medical care. The lender contributes surplus capital that functions, in the transaction, as a toll-gate rather than as a productive input. The borrower’s A-I access is made contingent on PM payment to the lender. The lender extracts PM without contributing to the A-I production that the borrower is ultimately pursuing. This is the architectural meaning of parasitism in the AIM vocabulary: PM extraction that operates on an Individual’s access to A-I provision without contributing to the provision itself. Interest is the paradigm instance. The parasite does not produce the host’s shelter. It charges for the host’s access to shelter.

Expansion 19.2: The Time Value of Money as Confabulation

The standard defence of interest invokes the time value of money, the proposition that a dollar today is worth more than a dollar tomorrow, and that interest compensates the lender for the deferral of present consumption. Under the decomposition established above, this defence does not survive scrutiny. It is a confabulation in the precise architectural sense developed in Chapter 11: a post-hoc narrative generated to fill the information gap left when the actual source of a return (PM extraction) is not available as an explanatory category in ordinary economic vocabulary. The confabulation is sincere, socially ratified, and structurally inaccurate in the same way that introspective reports on preference formation are sincere, socially ratified, and structurally inaccurate.

The time value of money proposition conflates four distinct phenomena that the decomposition separates. Each requires independent analysis, and none, singly or in combination, supports interest as ordinarily charged.

The first phenomenon is genuine opportunity cost. If the lender would otherwise have deployed the capital in A-I productive activity of their own, lending it to another party forgoes that productive return. But the forgone return, if it existed, would itself have decomposed into PA, PI, and PM. Compensating the lender for the forgone PA and PI components is legitimate because those components represent genuine A-I sacrifice that the lender has redirected. Compensating the lender for the forgone PM component reproduces the extraction at one remove rather than justifying it. More fundamentally, the opportunity-cost argument applies only to capital the lender would actually have deployed productively. Surplus capital is, by definition, capital for which no productive deployment is foregone, so the designation of capital as surplus is equivalent to the stipulation that its opportunity cost is zero. The category of surplus capital is precisely the category where interest is most systematically charged and least justifiable on opportunity-cost grounds.

B.2.1 The category error at the heart of the opportunity-cost defence

The opportunity-cost defence of interest contains a category error that the decomposition makes explicit. Opportunity cost presupposes a foregone productive deployment, and surplus capital is precisely that category of capital for which no productive deployment is foregone. If a productive deployment were foregone, the capital would not be surplus, it would be working capital redirected, and the lender’s return would decompose into the PA and PI components of that redirected activity in the ordinary way. The designation of capital as surplus is therefore equivalent to the stipulation that its opportunity cost is zero. Invoking opportunity cost to justify interest on surplus capital is architecturally incoherent, it asserts a foregone return on capital whose very status as surplus entails that no return was foregone. The argument is not that opportunity cost is small in this case, it is that opportunity cost is categorically unavailable because the premise of surplus excludes it by definition.

B.2.2 Endogenous money creation and the collapse of the temporal premise

A second and deeper failure of the opportunity-cost defence arises under endogenous money creation, the institutional reality that the overwhelming majority of the money supply in contemporary economies is brought into existence by commercial banks at the moment of lending rather than intermediated from pre-existing deposits. The opportunity-cost argument, like the time-preference argument it supports, presupposes that the money lent existed prior to the lending transaction and that the lender elected to defer an alternative use of that pre-existing stock. Under endogenous money creation, neither presupposition holds. The money was not present before the loan, it was created for the loan, and it was created for the specific purpose of generating an interest return on its creation. There is no pre-existing stock whose alternative deployment was foregone, because there was no pre-existing stock. There is no deferral of present consumption by the lender, because the lender consumed nothing, the lender conjured a ledger entry whose sole economic function, at the moment of conjuration, was the extraction of PM from the borrower over the life of the loan.

This collapses the temporal premise on which the time-value-of-money doctrine rests. Time value presupposes a holder of present value who forgoes its present use by lending it, and the holder’s forgone present use is the architectural source of the claim to compensation. When the lent sum is created at the instant of lending, the holder held nothing before the loan, forwent no present use, and deferred no consumption. The interest return cannot compensate a sacrifice that was structurally unavailable to be made. What the return actually compensates, in the only category the decomposition leaves architecturally available, is the borrower’s A-I dependence on access to the created medium of exchange, which is PM extraction in the precise architectural sense, toll-gate compensation for access to a resource the lender did not produce and did not forgo.

B.2.3 The inverted temporality of the time-value-of-money doctrine

The time-value-of-money doctrine compounds its opportunity-cost failure with a further architectural inversion, it attributes temporal urgency to the lender rather than to the borrower, when the decomposition shows that urgency is the defining property of the borrower’s position and its structural absence is the defining property of the lender’s. The doctrine is ordinarily presented as follows, the lender possesses present value, the lender could consume that value now, the lender instead elects to defer consumption by lending, the deferral is a sacrifice, and interest compensates that sacrifice. The phenomenology of this account locates patience, forbearance, and the temporal virtue of waiting on the side of the lender, and locates a corresponding debt of gratitude, or at least of compensation, on the side of the borrower. The moral architecture of the doctrine tracks its temporal architecture, the lender is superior because the lender can wait.

The decomposition inverts this entirely. Borrowers approach lenders because their Decision Hubs are registering urgency driven by A and I inputs, shelter, transport, medical care, education, productive tools, business inputs required to meet genuine appetitive or intrinsic needs. Very few borrowers approach a bank for a purely M-driven status signal, and where they do, the analysis of PM extraction below applies with additional force. The borrower’s temporal position is defined by the presence of urgency, the A and I signals arriving at the Decision Hub demand action within a timeframe the borrower’s present resources cannot meet, and it is precisely this mismatch between need-timing and resource-timing that constitutes the architectural reason the borrower is at the lender’s counter at all. Urgency is the borrower’s condition, it is not an incidental feature of their situation, it is the necessary and sufficient condition for the transaction to occur.

The lender’s position is architecturally the reverse. As Subsections B.2.1 and B.2.2 have established, the capital the lender deploys is either surplus, in which case its opportunity cost is zero by definition and it can sit fallow without cost to the lender, or it is created at the moment of lending, in which case it did not exist to be held, deferred, or consumed prior to the transaction. In both cases, the lender’s Decision Hub is not registering the kind of temporal urgency the doctrine requires. The surplus holder experiences no pressure to deploy the surplus because surplus is the category of capital whose deployment is not needed, the credit creator experiences no deferral because there was nothing to defer. The lender’s patience, which the doctrine elevates to a virtue deserving of compensation, is not a sacrifice borne under temporal pressure, it is the structural absence of temporal pressure, miscategorised as forbearance.

The doctrine therefore has its temporal architecture exactly reversed. The party with real, measurable, architecturally grounded temporal urgency is the borrower, whose A and I Decision Hub inputs generated the urgency that produced the approach to the lender. The party without temporal urgency is the lender, whose surplus or created capital is, by the definitions established above, structurally insulated from urgency. The compensation that the doctrine claims flows from borrower to lender as payment for the lender’s temporal sacrifice therefore runs in the wrong direction along the wrong axis, it charges the urgent party a premium for access to capital held by the non-urgent party, on the theory that the non-urgent party is the one bearing the temporal cost. The architectural Truth is that the urgent party bears the temporal cost, the non-urgent party captures a return on that cost, and the doctrine of time value serves to confabulate the transfer as compensation for a sacrifice that the non-urgent party did not make.

Restating the decomposition in temporal terms

Where the borrower’s urgency is temporal and architecturally real, and the lender’s waiting is not a sacrifice but the absence of a pressure that would have required action, the interest payment cannot be characterised as compensation for the lender’s deferral. It can only be characterised, within the categories the decomposition admits, as PM extraction licensed by asymmetric access to the medium of exchange. The lender controls the gate through which the borrower must pass to meet A and I needs whose timing the borrower cannot control, and the lender’s return is the toll levied at that gate. The temporal virtue that the doctrine attributes to the lender is in fact a structural privilege, the privilege of not being urgent, and the charge the lender imposes is compensation for granting access to urgency-relief rather than compensation for bearing urgency oneself.

This reading is not an imposition of external moral categories on the transaction, it is the direct consequence of applying the AIM decomposition to the architectural facts of each party’s position. The borrower’s A and I signals are measurable in the ordinary way, food security, shelter security, health-related urgency, time-sensitive productive opportunity. The lender’s position, whether holder of surplus or creator of credit, has been shown in the two preceding subsections to exclude the temporal pressure that the doctrine attributes to it. The inversion is therefore not a matter of framing, it is a matter of where urgency architecturally resides, and the doctrine places it on the wrong side of the ledger.

B.2.4 The dissolution of the risk-premium pillar under Cascading Support

AIM’s institutional architecture includes Cascading Support (derived in Chapter 16; defined in Chapter 2), the principle that persons who suffer loss through the operation of systems they did not design and could not have controlled are made whole through non-inflationary QEIR (Chapter 2) disbursement by the state. Applied to lending markets, this principle entails that the rare case of catastrophic borrower default, in which the lender loses the entire principal, is an event the state is structurally equipped to absorb rather than an event the lender must price into every loan through a risk premium extracted from every borrower. The asymmetry is architecturally significant, under the existing institutional arrangement, risk premium is socialised across borrowers through the interest rate, with every borrower paying a premium to compensate the lender for the statistically rare losses caused by other borrowers’ defaults, whereas under Cascading Support the rare loss is absorbed by the state’s fiscal capacity at the point it occurs, without requiring a standing levy on the non-defaulting borrower population.

The consequence for the decomposition is that the risk-premium component of interest, which survives the first three movements as an in-principle legitimate charge, becomes an in-practice redundant one once Cascading Support is institutionally available. The lender does not need to price borrower-default risk because the lender is not architecturally required to bear borrower-default risk, the state absorbs the rare catastrophic loss through the same mechanism that absorbs any other systemically generated harm to a party who could not reasonably have avoided it. Residual administrative costs, loan origination, servicing, and the narrow operational risks specific to the lender’s own operations, remain real and remain legitimately priced, but these are ordinary service-pricing components, not a risk premium in the substantive sense the time-value-of-money doctrine requires. Inflation adjustment also remains, but it too shrinks under AIM’s broader monetary architecture to the residual indexation required to preserve real value, rather than a compensatory component of a sacrifice-based interest charge.

The second phenomenon is genuine risk-bearing. Lending carries default risk, and compensation for default risk is a legitimate PA or PI component (depending on whether the risk-management activity is routine administrative work or skilled analytical work). But actuarially appropriate default-risk compensation is small, bounded, and calculable from observed default rates in the relevant lending category. It is not interest. Observed interest rates on most lending categories, particularly consumer credit, mortgages, and business lending to established borrowers, vastly exceed actuarial default-risk compensation. The residual above actuarial risk compensation is PM by elimination, not risk premium.

The third phenomenon is inflation adjustment. If the purchasing power of the principal declines between lending and repayment, the lender is made whole only by being repaid in units of constant purchasing power. Inflation adjustment is a legitimate accounting operation that preserves the nominal value of the principal. It is not a return in the economic sense because it delivers no gain to the lender; it merely offsets the monetary unit’s erosion. Treating inflation adjustment as part of interest conflates preservation of principal with extraction of return. The decomposition separates them: inflation adjustment is a zero-return operation, and whatever is charged above inflation adjustment is the category that requires PA-PI-PM analysis. Applied to surplus capital, that residual is PM in full.

The fourth phenomenon is time preference itself, the claimed preference for present over future consumption. This is the component of the time value of money doctrine that purports to be architectural rather than circumstantial, and it is the component that collapses most completely under the AIM analysis. Time preference, as ordinarily modelled, is treated as a parameter of individual preference over consumption timing. Under the dissolution of Preference Autonomy in Section 19.3, preferences are not self-generating inputs to economic activity but the integrated output of a three-source motivational system whose composition is structurally unrecoverable from choice data. Observed time preference is therefore not a pure property of individual temporal orientation but the behavioural output of A-deficit intensity (Appetitive urgency collapses time horizons), I-engagement availability (I-led activity naturally extends time horizons because intrinsic engagement is sustained by process rather than by outcome), and M-capture (mimetic exposure to present-biased consumption models). Measured time preference in the current economy is therefore substantially a symptom of A-precarity and M-saturation, not an architectural property of individual motivation.

Under Relationalism-aligned conditions (A-floors secured, I-domain protected, mimetic exposure bounded), the empirical magnitude of observed time preference would be expected to attenuate, because two of its three drivers are conditions the reformed architecture removes. What remains is a small, bounded component reflecting genuine temporal discounting under secured conditions, which is itself a candidate PI-component to the extent it reflects Intrinsic valuation of present engagement, and a small PM-component to the extent it reflects residual mimetic exposure. Neither is large enough to justify interest as ordinarily charged.

B.2.5 Consolidation across four movements

The decomposition now closes the time-value-of-money doctrine across four successive movements. First, opportunity cost is categorically unavailable on the stock of pre-existing surplus, because the designation of capital as surplus is equivalent to the stipulation that its opportunity cost is zero, and surplus capital can sit fallow without cost to its holder. Second, opportunity cost is temporally unavailable on the flow of newly created credit, because capital that did not exist prior to the lending transaction cannot have had an alternative deployment whose foregoing would constitute a cost. Third, the time-preference pillar rests on an inverted temporal attribution, it locates urgency on the lender’s side when urgency is architecturally the borrower’s condition and its absence is architecturally the lender’s, so the compensation the doctrine claims for the lender’s patience is compensation for a sacrifice the lender did not make. Fourth, the risk premium that ordinarily survives these three movements is itself largely dissolved once the institutional architecture of Cascading Support is brought into view.

The architectural measure of PM extraction, restated

The gap between observed interest rates and the sum of narrow administrative costs and residual inflation indexation is therefore the architectural measure of PM extraction in lending markets, and this gap is substantially the whole of observed interest in contemporary arrangements. The time-value-of-money doctrine is revealed as the confabulation that conceals that gap behind the language of sacrifice, patience, deferral, and risk, each of which has now been shown either to be categorically unavailable to the lender, temporally unavailable to the lender, attributed to the wrong party, or institutionally redundant under Cascading Support. What the doctrine presents as a composite of four justified components is, on decomposition, a composite of four failures of the doctrine, and the observed interest charge stands revealed as a toll levied by the holder of asymmetric access to the medium of exchange on the party whose A and I needs generated the urgency that brought them to the gate.

Normative and institutional entailment

This decomposition does not entail the abolition of lending, it entails the restructuring of lending as a service-pricing activity rather than a return-on-sacrifice activity, with the state’s Cascading Support architecture backstopping the rare catastrophic loss and the lender’s charges limited to the administrative and operational costs of the service they actually provide. The lender in this reconstructed arrangement performs a real and socially necessary function, the allocation of access to the medium of exchange to persons whose A and I needs require it, and is compensated for that function at the architecturally legitimate rate, the cost of provision. What is removed is not the lending function but the PM extraction presently disguised as compensation for sacrifices the lender does not make, risks the lender need not bear, and patience the lender does not exercise.

The fourth lever is contract preservation and the debt jubilee as administrative closure. Existing contracts are respected. Loans in place at the transition are paid out in full, not voided. This is possible because the surplus capital from which those loans were extended was, under the current system, M-extracted against borrowers who paid interest without receiving A-I sacrifice in return. Paying out the principal closes the contract on its stated terms. What lies fallow after closure is the surplus itself, which, absent the extraction architecture, no longer functions as a wealth-compounding instrument. The provision of A and I goods continues uninterrupted because those goods are produced by labour, materials, skill, and risk-bearing, and none of those productive inputs are withdrawn by the closure of extraction contracts. The jubilee is therefore administrative closure of a mechanism that will no longer operate going forward, not confiscation of wealth presently held.

Property rights are preserved throughout. Existing holdings remain as they are. What changes is the structural conditions under which those holdings generate returns going forward: the production-side PM is taxed partially (leaving a profit residual), interest on surplus capital is discontinued for new lending, the Observability Gradient is attenuated through the Coupling-Decoherence Content Qualification Gate and related Institutional Buffering mechanisms, and the national accounts reflect the A-I-M decomposition of aggregate activity. The holder of significant existing wealth retains that wealth. What they lose is the capacity to compound it through extraction mechanisms that the reformed architecture no longer supports. That loss is prospective, not retrospective, and operates at the level of the system’s architectural rules, not at the level of individual holdings.

This has three consequences.

The transition does not require anyone to be dispossessed. The reform can be legislated as a set of measurement, taxation, and allocation conventions. It does not require a revolutionary moment, a transfer of ownership, or the voiding of entitlements presently held.

The profit motive remains intact. Markets coordinate through decentralised price signals. Entrepreneurs are rewarded for A-I value creation in full and for a retained portion of production-side PM. Risk-bearing, specialisation, and coordination at scale are compensated according to productive contribution and retained Mimetic Premium. What is removed is the extraction component that has always operated in parallel with productive activity and that the current system cannot separate from it because the price-disaggregation architecture was not available. Once PM is measured separately, it can be taxed partially and separately, and profit on the A-I components and on the retained portion of PM is preserved.

The transition is therefore compatible with both the rule of law and the legitimate expectations of existing property-holders. It operates through ordinary legislative and administrative mechanisms. It respects contracts, preserves property, and changes the rules of future play rather than voiding the record of past play. This distinguishes it fundamentally from every prior structural critique of capitalism that required, as its transition mechanism, a rupture that its architectural specification could not avoid because the reformist alternative had not been identified.

Relationalism’s status as the logically entailed successor to Individualism does not carry a revolutionary implication. It carries a reformist one, because the architectural specification AIM supplies makes visible the components of the current system that must change and the components that can remain in place. Disaggregation is the key technical operation. Once it is in place, the other interventions follow as administrative consequences rather than as rupturing events. The transition is, in this sense, the most conservative programme available for addressing the pathologies the dissolution of Individualism exposes, because it preserves the greatest amount of existing structure consistent with the architectural corrections that Relationalism requires.



19.14 Network-Layer Formalisation of Relational Constitution

The Relational Constitution Principle has been stated and motivated through the dyadic case (mirror neuron transmission between observer and Model, Individual-as-Object valuation between A and B). The dyadic case is sufficient to dissolve Individualism’s five assumptions, but it understates the formal reach of the principle, which is fully general across networks of arbitrary size and topology. The network-layer formalisation draws on the parameter architecture of Appendix A.7 and A.8.

At the dyadic level, the Relational Constitution Principle is the assertion that non-zero coupling strength between two Individuals is the necessary and sufficient condition for relational constitution. At the network level, the principle generalises to the assertion that every distinct pair of Individuals across any non-trivial social neighbourhood carries non-zero coupling, recorded in the Evidence-coupling matrix of Appendix A.5.7. The off-diagonal entries of that matrix are the network-layer correlates of the fast-layer Decision Hub weight on the Mimetic channel that appears in the single-Individual specification; the diagonal carries the Individual’s Self-Coupling to their own past states, which is strictly positive and structurally irreducible (Appendix A.5.7.3).

The substantive claim of Relationalism at the network scale is that K is universally non-zero off-diagonal for any social network of Individuals embedded in a shared environment. This is not an empirical Hypothesis to be tested network by network; it is an architectural entailment of the Relational Constitution Principle. Whenever two Individuals exist in a social environment in which one’s realised valuations are observable to the other, the coupling parameter between them is non-zero, and the resulting matrix K has no off-diagonal zeros over the connected component of the Observability graph.

The consequence for cascade dynamics at the network layer is summarised in the slow-channel network gain of Appendix A.5.7.4: the spectral radius of the off-diagonal Evidence-coupling matrix, compounded with the sensitivity of each Individual’s likelihoods to neighbours’ emitted Evidence, the Decision Hub weight β applied to the sensitivity of the Observer’s template-coded forcing to the Belief Register, and the population-averaged Evidence-emission coefficient: the last being the quantity Patch-competent Epistemic Suspension reduces. The architectural significance is that the network-scale criticality condition involves the spectral radius of the whole Evidence-coupling matrix rather than any single pairwise coupling strength, which formalises in the parameter architecture the intuition that relational constitution is a network property, not a sum of dyadic ones.

This formalisation reframes three of Relationalism’s domain-specific consequences (Section 19.12) at a level that the dyadic statement could only gesture toward. First, in economics, the impossibility of stable equilibria under an unbounded spectral radius of the off-diagonal Evidence-coupling matrix explains why preference data aggregated across populations cannot be treated as independent draws from a stationary distribution; the off-diagonal coupling structure of the population is part of what is being measured, and movements in that spectral radius are not measurement noise but the network-scale signature of the cascade dynamics that produce observed preference shifts. Second, in psychology, the network-layer specification clarifies why peer-effect estimation in observational data is architecturally non-identified rather than merely under-identified; the Reflection Problem is the empirical signature of an off-diagonal Evidence coupling whose spectral radius is above zero, in a system whose underlying coupling matrix is not directly observable. Third, in political philosophy, the network-layer specification supplies the formal answer to the question that the dyadic statement leaves open, which is whether Relationalism’s critique of methodological individualism extends to small-group reasoning. It does, because that spectral radius is above zero at every scale at which the Evidence-coupling matrix has off-diagonal entries, and small groups have the same off-diagonal non-zero structure as larger ones.

The network-layer formalisation also clarifies the operating envelope of the Knowledge Patch’s network-scale channels (4 and 5 in Section 19.10). Channel 4’s architectural effect is the reduction of off-diagonal entries in the Evidence-coupling matrix (the network-scale analogue of the slow-Bayesian layer in the single-Individual specification); Channel 5’s architectural effect is the reduction of edge weights in the Observability matrix Λ, with the corresponding cascade-control condition governed by the fast-channel network gain of Appendix A.5.7.4: the ignition gain, the Decision Hub weight on the Mimetic channel, the spectral radius of the Observability matrix, and the salience-emission slope at the operating point, compounded. The two network-scale channels therefore correspond to interventions on two distinct matrices (the Evidence-coupling matrix at Channel 4, the Observability matrix at Channel 5), and their joint operation lowers two distinct spectral radii, which is the architectural reason why neither channel suffices for the network-scale work Relationalism’s reform programme requires.

The universal non-zero off-diagonal structure of the Evidence-coupling matrix does not entail that all Individuals are equally coupled to all others, nor that cascade dynamics are uncontrollable. The spectral radius of the off-diagonal Evidence-coupling matrix is bounded above by the largest total weight any one Individual places on others’ Evidence, and those totals are themselves bounded by the Observability structure: an Individual is only coupled to those whose realised valuations are observable to them. The architectural goal of Subcriticality Maintenance, accordingly, is not to drive κ to zero (architecturally unavailable) but to keep the spectral radii of the off-diagonal Evidence-coupling matrix and of the Observability matrix below the network-layer critical thresholds at which Bayesian cascades become self-reinforcing. The network-layer formalisation makes precise what Subcriticality Maintenance requires of institutional design, and it locates the work of Channels 4 and 5 in the parameter architecture rather than leaving it as a verbal commitment.

The derivations are carried out in Appendix A.7 and A.8; what is recorded here is that Relationalism’s commitment to relational constitution is fully general across networks, that the Evidence-coupling matrix, which holds the weight each Individual places on each other Individual’s Evidence, is the formal object on which that commitment operates, and that the network-scale cascade-control quantities (the spectral radii of the off-diagonal Evidence-coupling matrix and of the Observability matrix, the slow-channel and fast-channel Network Loop Gains, and the Critical Coupling Strength) are the objects on which Subcriticality Maintenance acts.



Chapter Closing

Establishment Summary. This chapter has demonstrated that Individualism rests on five interlocking empirical assumptions (Preference Autonomy, Introspective Access, Revealed Preference, Rational Agency, Separability), that the AIM Framework’s independently verified architectural findings dissolve each assumption from below, that the assumptions formed a mutually reinforcing structure maintained by Camouflage Architecture Layers 4 through 6, and that Relationalism follows as the logically entailed successor ontology. Relationalism preserves the Individual as the processing site of motivation (the locus of I-Override) while denying that the Individual is the self-explanatory source of motivation. Domain-specific consequences were traced across economics, psychology, law, political philosophy, and ethics.

The succession traced in Section 19.13 establishes that Relationalism operates not only as successor to Individualism at the ontological level but as successor to every political-economic ideology, capitalism, Marxism, classical liberalism, libertarianism, and social contract theory, whose load-bearing reasoning depends on Individualism’s five assumptions, with each ideology either reconstructing itself on the relational substrate or collapsing at the points where reconstruction is not possible, and with a transition pathway (Section 19.13.9) that preserves property, respects contracts, and retains the profit motive through partial rather than total taxation of the Mimetic Premium. Section 19.14 states the network-layer formalisation of the Relational Constitution Principle in the parameter architecture of Appendix A.7 and A.8, recording that the Evidence-coupling matrix is universally non-zero off the diagonal in social networks and that the cascade-control quantities (the spectral radii of the off-diagonal Evidence-coupling matrix and of the Observability matrix, the slow-channel and fast-channel Network Loop Gains, and the Critical Coupling Strength) are the objects on which Subcriticality Maintenance operates.

Axiomatic Recap. The chapter’s central claims were derived from Axiom 3 (Source Opacity), Axiom 4 (Confabulation), Axiom 7 (Preconscious Transmission), Axiom 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics), and Axiom 9 (Agent-Based Causal Default), with the Data Processing Inequality providing the formal guarantee of irreversible source-tag destruction and the Reflection Problem (Manski, 1993; Shalizi and Thomas, 2011) providing the empirical signature of relational constitution.

Forward Connection. The dissolution of Individualism and the derivation of Relationalism complete the foundational arc of Part I. Chapter 20 derives the governance architecture the framework requires, and it proceeds from the relationally constituted Individual rather than the autonomous Individual as its foundational unit. That substitution is what makes the derivation possible: an architecture designed to hold authority safely cannot be built on a unit whose constitution the preceding chapter has shown to be false.

Falsification Reference. The criteria for disconfirming this chapter’s claims are stated in the chapter’s What Would Falsify This? section; Tier 1 conditions are consolidated at Appendix B, Section B.2.



What Would Falsify This?

The dissolution of Individualism and the derivation of Relationalism are empirically grounded and therefore empirically falsifiable. Three of the conditions under which the dissolution would fail are Tier 1 and are consolidated at Appendix B, Section B.2. Two findings disconfirm the third commitment, Source Opacity, and would make Introspective Access architecturally possible: an integrated Scalar shown to retain information about which input, A, I, or M, contributed what proportion; and Individuals shown to identify the motivational sources of their desires accurately under conditions where source composition is experimentally known. One finding disconfirms the second commitment, preconscious transmission, and would restore Preference Autonomy as a defensible default: mimetic signals shown to require conscious awareness and deliberate processing to influence an Individual’s motivational system.

Each criterion below is Tier 2 or Tier 3: its failure revises the claim it names and leaves the architecture intact. Individualism’s assumptions would be restored and Relationalism’s derivation would fail if any of the following were demonstrated:


	Absolute reward encoding. If the ventral striatum were shown to encode absolute rather than relative rewards in social contexts across multiple well-powered neuroimaging studies, the relational constitution of Status would be falsified, and preferences could potentially be treated as endogenous to the Individual rather than to the social comparison structure (contra Fliessbach et al., 2007).


	Reflection Problem resolved. If clean instrumental variables consistently achieved full identification of peer effects in observational network data, demonstrating that preference can be cleanly partitioned into autonomous and social components, Separability would be restored and the Reflection Problem would be a measurement limitation rather than an architectural feature (contra Shalizi and Thomas, 2011).


	Class-differentiated architecture. If controlled experiments demonstrated that Source Opacity, preconscious mimetic transmission, or Confabulation operates systematically differently across economic classes such that one class has architecturally privileged introspective access to motivational sources, the claim advanced in Section 19.13.3 that Marxism’s class distinction dissolves under AIM would be falsified, and a class-relative epistemology could be defensibly reinstated.


	Transition architecture. The claim advanced in Section 19.13.9 that the transition to a Relationalism-aligned economy does not require divestment would be falsified if disaggregation of price into PA, PI, and PM components were shown to be architecturally incapable of separating the three at the level of individual transactions, or if partial PM taxation were shown empirically to suppress A-I profit motivation in practice at rates below the level at which PM taxation approaches 100 percent.


	Time preference under reformed conditions. The claim in Section 19.13.9 that observed time preference is substantially a symptom of A-precarity and M-saturation would be falsified if longitudinal studies of individuals transitioning from A-precarity to A-security showed no attenuation in measured time-preference rates, or if individuals in high-I-engagement activities showed no extension of time horizons relative to matched controls in low-I-engagement activities.


	Money as externalised common currency. The claim in Section 19.13.8 that money is the institutional externalisation of Common-Currency Integration would be falsified if the source-opacity of price were shown to be architecturally dissociable from monetary integration (for example, if a monetary system could be specified that delivered integrated scalar prices while preserving source-information at the point of transaction), because this would demonstrate that the opacity of price is a contingent design feature of current money rather than a structural consequence of common-currency integration at the institutional level.




Each falsification condition is specific, empirically tractable, and independent of the others. The dissolution stands until one or more of these conditions is met. Partial falsification (for example, demonstrating absolute reward encoding while Source Opacity persists) would revise the scope of the dissolution without restoring Individualism as a complete framework. None of the conditions is already confirmed by phenomena this chapter explains.
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	In the parameter architecture of Appendix A, the Relational Constitution Principle corresponds to the condition that the coupling strength between Individuals at the fast layer is non-zero, as the necessary and sufficient condition for relational constitution. At the network layer the condition generalises to non-zero coupling between every distinct pair of Individuals across any non-trivial social neighbourhood (Appendix A.5.7). Architectural exemption from this condition is unavailable to Individuals embedded in a social environment, which is why the Relational Constitution Principle is not a contingent feature of particular social configurations but a structural property of the embedded Decision Hub.↩︎


	The transition from an unpatched relational configuration to a Patch-competent one is, in the parameter geometry of Appendix A, a Saddle-Node (Fold) bifurcation rather than a Hopf bifurcation. The Saddle-Node type is the architecturally appropriate bifurcation for systems whose state collapses to a single attractor on either side of a critical loop-gain threshold, which is precisely the structure of the dissolution-and-succession dynamics described in this section (Appendix A.4). The Hopf Sub-Case (sustained oscillation between attractors) is architecturally inaccessible in the three-node skeleton of the AIM Decision Hub without introducing a new dynamical variable carrying intrinsic negative feedback; the inaccessibility is established formally in Appendix A.5.3. Relationalism’s succession to Individualism is therefore a fold in the parameter geometry, not a cycle: once the critical conditions for relational reconstitution of social theory are crossed, return to the Individualism attractor is architecturally precluded so long as the empirical findings (Sections 19.3 through 19.7) remain in force.↩︎







Chapter 20: The Governance Architecture

What Must Be Built So That What the Architecture Does Is Survivable

Position Statement

This chapter derives the institutional form the preceding chapters establish is required. It establishes that the architecture carries three obligations rather than one, and that each of the three answers a condition the other two cannot reach. An arrangement that discharges any one of them while failing the others is incomplete in a way the framework can state exactly, and that statement is the Governance Completeness Condition. It further establishes that the structure now deciding what a population sees carries no reading of whether what it circulates stands in any relation to a governing fact, that this is a design choice rather than an architectural necessity, and that it is therefore answerable. The property is Referent Blindness, and the practice standing against Referent Blindness is Epistemic Hygiene.

Dependency Statement

This chapter requires prior understanding of:


	The Ascent Selection Principle and its three design results (Chapter 8, Section 8.12.4)

	The three management regimes and the Governed Band (Chapter 13, Section 13.10)

	The Relational Subcriticality Principle, the identity of the couplings through which Individuals constitute one another with the loops whose gain a population must hold down (Chapter 16, Section 16.14)

	The Leadership Compression Principle, which fixes what concentrated authority can impose whatever a population believes, together with its Time-Buying Principle (Chapter 17, Sections 17.7 and 17.7.6)

	The Dual-Locus Ignition Theorem (Chapter 17, Section 17.7.8)

	The Hardness–Referent Matrix and its Referent-governance axis, together with the Aesthetic Drift Principle that fixes the off-grid condition (Chapter 14, Sections 14.8.3 and 14.8.4)

	The five channels of the Knowledge Patch (Chapter 18, Section 18.14)

	The relationally constituted Individual established in Chapter 19



It draws most heavily on three axioms: Axiom 3 (Source Opacity), Axiom 6 (Differential Satiation Dynamics) and Axiom 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics). It draws on Axiom 4 (Confabulation) and Axiom 9 (Agent-Based Causal Default) for the removal instruments.

Derivation Preview

The chapter derives its central claims from six established results.


	The Dual-Locus Ignition Theorem fixes where the capacity to ignite a collective transition sits.

	The Leadership Compression Principle and its Time-Buying Principle fix what an operation on authority can and cannot achieve.

	The Saddle-Node Default, the finding that a system of this kind goes over like a switch rather than swinging back, and the Incidental Buffer Principle fix what a structure must contain to convert the crisis geometry rather than defer it.

	The Ascent Selection Principle fixes what selection can be made to do.

	The Relational Subcriticality Principle grounds the obligation to build any of the architecture.

	Axiom 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics) and the Hardness–Referent Matrix fix what a Belief-transmitting structure can and cannot read about what it circulates.



The chapter derives the Governance Completeness Condition, Referent Blindness and the practice of Epistemic Hygiene that stands against Referent Blindness, the Subcriticality Precondition, which fixes the terms on which an engineered structure may carry a restoring sign, and the Admissible Indicator with its four conditions.

Chapter Preview

Section 20.1 demonstrates that provision closes one route into crisis and cannot reach the other, so that the remaining lever on the second is the authority gate. Section 20.2 establishes that a gate acts on the interval before a decision becomes consequence and does not act on the couplings that determine whether the underlying instability persists, so a second and independent structure is required to convert the geometry. Section 20.3 shows that the arrangements a durable society accumulates are candidates for that structure and do not convert, and that the arrangement most widely credited with self-correction fails the test decisively and in a direction that makes matters worse. Section 20.4 finds one structure that already satisfies two of the three conditions at population scale while carrying the wrong sign, so that the design question there is reversal rather than invention.

Section 20.5 develops the four architectural requirements into institutional form, once selection, removal and irreversible authority are treated separately. Section 20.6 establishes that both the gate and the converting structure must be readable from outside, which places a condition on measurement that has to be satisfied before authority is granted rather than after. Section 20.7 derives the obligation to build the architecture from the persistence condition of the field itself rather than from a moral premise added to it. Sections 20.8 to 20.10 turn the framework’s own tests on the framework, bound what the chapter does not claim, and state the criteria that would disconfirm it.



20.1 What Provision Cannot Reach

A society can feed and house its way out of one route into crisis. The other route it can only govern its way out of.

Not everyone is in a position to start a collective crisis. The capacity sits in two places and is largely absent in between, which is the Dual-Locus Ignition Theorem (Chapter 17, Section 17.7.8; Appendix A, Section A.5.8). One place is the floor, meaning the worst-off part of a population. The other is the apex, meaning whoever holds concentrated power at the top.

At the floor, sustained deprivation does two things at once. Comparison between people intensifies and begins to feed on itself faster, and the ordinary processes that talk a population down from a false conclusion get slower. There is a depth of deprivation at which the first outpaces the second whatever the population currently believes, and below that depth the crisis builds itself.

At the apex, a single Individual can impose a crisis on everyone else, provided four things hold of their position: they command the resources a crisis turns on, they control the channels through which most people learn what is happening, they appoint the people who hold the other offices, and those below them depend on them for their livelihoods and their safety. If that person’s motivation has come to be dominated by status comparison rather than by bodily need or genuine interest, those four capacities are sufficient. What everyone else believes does not enter into it.

The A-Floor drive can be taken to zero. Hold the worst-off above the Appetitive floor, the level at which bodily needs are met, and the forcing disappears. This is why the framework treats universal security of that floor as something the architecture requires rather than as a value held alongside it. It falls out of what keeps the system stable, and it holds regardless of whether anyone finds it reasonable, or even desirable.

The mimetic drive to reach the apex cannot be taken to zero, and not because appetitive provision there is hard. Appetitive provision there is complete in what the position commands, food and shelter and the means of rest, though a crisis can deny its holder the last of these. Fatigue at the apex supplies no third candidate. It narrows the capacity that carries the I-Override (Appendix A, Section A.2.2), so it changes how securely the dominant source is held in check, not which source dominates. Whoever holds the apex commands the resources a crisis turns on, which is the first of the four capacities, and commanding them entails being fed by them: no president or king has starved in office while exercising full control of the governance apparatus (i.e. not technically in power while imprisoned or under siege). The one Individual whose motivation provision cannot reach is the one Individual whose Appetitive floor was never in doubt.

This also fixes what an apex composition can be. With the Appetitive channel satisfied by the position itself, the dominant source in whoever holds that position is either Intrinsic Motivation or Mimetic Desire, and there is no third candidate. The apex condition is a question with two answers rather than three.

What remains is a drive with no stopping point. Appetites stop when they are met: eat enough and hunger goes. Status comparison does not, because what counts as enough is set by where everyone else stands, and that keeps moving. This is Differential Satiation Dynamics (Axiom 6). Appetitive or Intrinsic provision at the apex is therefore not insufficient. It is fulfilled and it was fulfilled before any policy was written. And because the person carrying the drive can reach the point of acting on evidence they have produced themselves, nothing the population thinks slows them down.

Provision closes the first route and passes straight through the second.

What remains in the apex condition is authority. It is the only part of that condition a society can get hold of, and set the criteria for, which is why all four architectural requirements below operate on authority and none operates on the drive. Provision matters no less than governance. Provision also funds what governance asks of a population. The vocabulary, the Epistemic Suspension and the audit the later sections require are spent out of the same finite envelope as everything else, and that envelope bounds the capacities they run on (Chapter 9, Section 9.13; Appendix A, Section A.2.2). A population held below its A-Floors cannot afford them. In the governance case, provision is simply already a solved issue.

Imposition through concentrated authority runs on a timescale of days to months: an order is given, an appointment is made, a broadcast channel is controlled. Correction at population scale runs on months to decades, because vocabulary has to reach people, A-Floors have to be built, space and resources for genuine interest have to be protected, and visibility arrangements have to be legislated (Chapter 17, Section 17.7.2). The floor locus arms slowly and in public, so there is time to see it and act. The apex locus arms inside one person’s mind, and since the cascade there feeds on evidence that person produces themselves, its timing has nothing to do with how large the population is, how sceptical, or how well informed.

One objection from the historical record says the gap is narrower than that. An imposed decision still has to pass down through people who carry it out, and a single refusal anywhere in the chain stops it. That is an accurate account of what has happened and a poor account of what can be relied on. Refusal is absent by construction wherever execution is automated. It is weakened wherever appointments have been made on loyalty, which is the same appointment power the apex condition already names. And it cannot be counted on at population scale, because nobody designed it: it is a lucky property of how a particular chain of command happened to be staffed (Chapter 17, Section 17.7.6). A society surviving on it is not protected. It is lucky.



20.2 What a Gate Does, and What It Cannot Do

Authority is the only part of the apex condition a society can act on (Section 20.1).

Spreading the four capacities across many hands constrains the apex directly. Where command over resources, control of information, appointment power and economic leverage sit with different people, each of whom can refuse, no single one of them can shorten the gap between a decision and its consequences below the time a correction needs. That is the Time-Buying Principle (Chapter 17, Section 17.7.6), and what it buys is the time, not the correction.

Separation of powers was designed for precisely this purpose: put the capacities in different hands so that any one holder can refuse what another proposes. It works only where the holders differ in the respect that matters. A filter stops what it would object to, so where everyone holding one of the offices shares the relevant beliefs about what is happening and the relevant desires about what should be done, none of them objects, and authority spread across many hands behaves exactly as it would if one person held all of it. The number of offices has not changed. What the offices do has, and the arrangement looks identical either way.

Independent filters compound: the chance the imposition of a crisis gets past all of them is the product of the chances that each one of the filters fails to stop it, so every additional filter designed to avoid a crisis by its own set criteria drives the total down steeply rather than by a fixed amount. That multiplication is valid only while the filters are independent. Office-holders who share their beliefs are correlated, and a set of correlated filters is many filters acting as one as porous as the first, whatever the constitution says about how many there are. What decorrelates the filters is what each office is required to be good at. A criterion tied to a role’s own craft cannot be satisfied by holding the right beliefs, where a criterion of general political judgement can, so offices selected and held to account against separate craft standards are filters that genuinely multiply while offices selected on a shared political test are one filter wearing several names. The design that follows from this is developed at Section 20.5.

What none of this touches is the feedback loop. A microphone held too close to its own speaker picks up what the speaker plays, feeds it back in, and plays it louder still. Whether that ends in a squeal or dies away turns on one quantity: how much of the original sound comes back around each pass. Below one, each pass is quieter than the last and the sound fades. Above one, each pass is louder, and a cough becomes a scream. Human wanting runs the same circuit. One person’s visible wanting of an Object raises another’s, whose visible wanting raises the first’s again, and the fraction that returns each time round is the loop gain. Everything the framework says about crisis is a statement about whether that loop gain can rise above one or stays below it.

Two operations are available and they are not substitutes. Distributing authority acts on how fast a decision can become irreversible. Reducing the five channels through which comparison compounds acts on the loop gain itself, and removes the configuration that produces the dangerous decision at all. They run on timescales an order apart: lowering the gain is the work of a generation, and distributing authority can be begun in the time it takes to make one decision. The first holds a population together long enough for the second to finish, and the second is what eventually ends the dependence on the first.

A gate cannot do the second job of lowering the loop gain. Four quantities multiply together to decide whether comparison decays or escalates: how strongly the Salience already standing around an Object drives a person’s wanting of it; how much status comparison contributes to the Decision Hub when the mind totals up what it wants; how much a person’s realised wanting of an Object raises the Salience and standing that Object carries; and how steeply that Salience responds at the level the population is currently running at. Who holds which office is not among those quantities, and no rearrangement of offices puts it among them. An arrangement that changes office-holders has altered a quantity the loop does not contain, so the loop pushes on that quantity and receives nothing back from it. Distributing authority, however thoroughly it is done, leaves the instability exactly where it was, and a society that has done it well has bought time rather than removed the danger.

Converting the geometry of crisis requires something the architecture does not contain. A system can lose its stability in two ways. It can begin to swing, in a pattern that stays within bounds and passes back through where it started. Or it can go over like a switch, in one direction, to a place from which returning the pressure to its former level is not enough to bring it back. This is a collapse. The three components that close the fast loop supply no restoring force of their own, so the second (the collapse) is what the architecture does by default, which is the Saddle-Node Default (Appendix A, Section A.5.3). Reducing the existing couplings, short of bringing the loop’s capacity below one, lengthens the run and lowers how far the population climbs before it arrives, and it leaves the destination where it was.

What changes the destination is a structure with three properties. It carries a state of its own that moves over time. Its response acts on one of those four multiplying quantities rather than beside them. And it pushes back against the loop rather than with it. A structure with all three holds the population in a Governed Band: kept below the Salience Ceiling by something actively pushing back, with room to move along the slope still live, rather than pinned at the ceiling because it has run out of room to climb. In that condition the population is still responsive, there is still margin before the collapse, and the way back is still open (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.13; Chapter 13, Section 13.10).

Three obligations therefore fall on the architecture.


The three obligations follow from four established premises:

From the Dual-Locus Ignition Theorem: the apex route is a point source that one Individual suffices to open, and the only controllable term in it is authority.

From the Time-Buying Principle: an operation on authority acts on the interval between decision and consequence, and authority appears in no coupling forming the Internal Loop Gain, so no such operation converts the geometry.

From the Saddle-Node Default: the geometry is converted only by a structure carrying a variable of its own whose feedback acts against a coupling in the Internal Loop Gain or the Network Loop Gain, and by nothing else.

From Source Opacity (Axiom 3): the quantity requiring damping is not readable from inside the Individual carrying it, so a structure supplying the damping must have its own state read from somewhere other than itself.

Given these premises, an adequate architecture must gate the authority, convert the geometry, and be read from outside; no one of the three substitutes for another, and the third is a condition on the first two rather than an addition to them.



This is the Governance Completeness Condition. What is complete is the list of obligations, not any specific design that meets them. The condition says what an adequate architecture must contain. It does not say that containing those things is enough, and an architecture can hold all three and still be badly built. An architecture missing any one of the three is inadequate for a reason that can be stated rather than for one that has to be argued case by case.

The list is exhaustive over what the framework licenses. An architecture with a gate and no converting structure holds a population whose loop gain is above one at arm’s length indefinitely, and depends on the gate never once failing. An architecture with a converting structure and no gate leaves open a route into crisis that one person can take whatever the loop is doing. And an architecture with both, read only by itself, has installed an actor of great authority whose conduct cannot be checked, which is worse than having installed nothing, for the reason Section 20.6 develops.



20.3 Why What Exists Does Not Qualify

The arrangements a durable society accumulates are candidates for the converting structure, and none of them converts.

Courts that can strike down an unconstitutional Act, a press that can publish a story that a Government office would rather suppress, powers divided so that each holds a check on the others, professional bodies with standards of their own, insurance funds held against the worst outcomes of a bad year. Some of these introduce a variable of their own and some hold a setting; some act on the couplings that form the loop gain and some act on coordinates the loop does not contain; and where all three conditions of Section 20.3.1 are met, they are met at strengths chosen for other purposes and engaged after the event they would have damped rather than before it. They are not nothing. Most simply don’t act on the generating forces that produce crises themselves. They place obstacles in the way of a stream that the stream will inevitably find its way around.

What they do not do is convert. Those that hold a setting, or land on a coordinate the loop does not contain, fail a condition outright, and fail it however strong their action (Section 20.3.1). Those that meet all three fail to convert for the reason the Incidental Buffer Principle gives (Chapter 17, Section 17.17.5), which holds that every arrangement ever known to have slowed a mimetic build-up was built to answer a society’s own account of what ailed it rather than to act on the loop that produced it. Each was calibrated to that account: legality, liberty, accountability, restraint, security against misfortune. None was calibrated to the couplings that determine whether Mimetic compounding decays or escalates, because a structure cannot be calibrated to a quantity that has not been identified.

Each therefore damps the quantity that matters by accident, and its strength drifts with the account that sustains it rather than with the danger it reduces. That is what makes such a structure erodible. A court is funded, staffed and defended because a population wants lawful government, so it is replenished when lawful government is wanted and left to thin when faith in the rule of law dwindles, and the loop it happens to damp appears in nobody’s reason for keeping it. A guardrail nobody knows they are paying for is a guardrail nobody defends.

20.3.1 The three conditions

What is required is a Restoring Node, a structure added to the architecture from outside that carries a reading of how hard the loop is running and pushes back in proportion to what it reads. A candidate qualifies as a Restoring Node when three conditions hold together.

Novelty. The candidate introduces a state variable, meaning a quantity of its own that changes over time, that is not already in the architecture that population runs on. A social norm held at a fixed level fails this, however low the level.

There are two ways of controlling a door. A doorstop wedged under it holds the door at one angle, and it holds at that angle whether the air is still or a gale is blowing: the harder the wind pushes, the harder the door strains against the wedge, and nothing about the wedge changes. A door-closer, the sprung arm fitted at the top of a heavy door, pushes back in proportion to how far the door has been pushed open, so a hard shove meets a hard return and a light one meets a light return. Both hold the door in still air. Only one of them answers the wind. A doorstop is a constant and a door-closer is a function, and that is the difference between a norm and a governor. Editorial restraint that holds amplification down is genuinely useful, and it does not push harder when things get worse. Pushing harder as the state deteriorates is what a correcting mechanism does. Usually what happens when a norm fails to be observed or respected is that it is simply abandoned. The doorstop is removed.

Closure. That variable’s feedback acts on one of the couplings whose product forms the Internal Loop Gain, or on the corresponding network-scale quantities. The Internal Loop Gain is the loop gain of the circuit running inside a single Individual. A structure whose restoring force lands on a coordinate the loop does not contain fails this however genuine and however strong the force is. A court that strikes down an unlawful act by the holder of an office has restored legality, which matters, and has not touched how strongly the Individual’s visible choices drive another’s wanting. The force was real. It landed somewhere else. The wanting does not subside with the ruling, so the Individual will search for another means to meet it. The wanting is not closed by the ruling.

Sign. The action is restoring rather than amplifying, which is to say the structure pushes against the direction of the loop rather than with it. This is a property of the arrangement rather than of anyone’s intentions, so a structure designed to correct may carry amplifying sign and a structure built for unrelated purposes may carry restoring sign. The failure here is not symmetrical with the others. A candidate that satisfies Novelty and Closure while carrying amplifying sign is worse than no candidate at all, because it delivers force into the loop in the compounding direction while presenting as a corrective structure. It has the reach of a governor and the direction of an accelerator.

Qualification is not conversion. A qualifying node alters the geometry only at moderate gain and lag, and it fails to convert in three ways (Section 20.10, criterion 2). Where it pushes too weakly, under-gain leaves the terminus where it was while producing every appearance of working. Where it pushes too hard, over-gain suppresses Observability, meaning how much of what other people choose and value is visible to everyone else, and Observability is what carries legitimate social learning and well-functioning communities, so the node destroys the function it was built to regulate. Where it answers too late, over-lag documents the collapse rather than preventing it.

20.3.2 Two-party alternation

The arrangement most widely credited with self-correction is two parties alternating in office, or the dual factions that power struggles converge on wherever they occur. The pattern is durable, it recurs, it responds to conditions with a lag, and it looks from a distance exactly like a society correcting itself.

It passes Novelty. Incumbency is a genuine state variable with dynamics of its own, and the electoral lag is real.

It fails Closure. Replacing an incumbent changes none of the couplings whose product forms the Internal Loop Gain. Office-holding appears in no term of the Internal Loop Gain, so the loop drives the electoral variable while the electoral variable returns no damping. Drive is not feedback. Losing an election does not stop the wanting to win the next one.

It fails Sign. A two-party structure projects every conflict onto a single axis, and each cycle stages a mutual demonstration of hostility between the two camps. What that supplies is evidence. That evidence does not drive down the wanting. It is simply metabolised in the usual Bayesian way, and the update runs in one direction.

The protection a population gets from disagreement comes from having many competing accounts of what has gone wrong. Where a dozen groups each blame a different culprit, the accounts interfere with one another and none of them accumulates enough weight to move a population to decisive action. That interference is the Belief Heterogeneity Buffer, the safety a population draws from the fact that its blame is scattered. Two camps blaming each other is the opposite arrangement, because each camp’s hostility is genuine and is therefore genuine evidence for the other camp’s account of it. The Belief Heterogeneity Buffer does not merely weaken under those conditions. It inverts, and what was friction, the competing beliefs, becomes the fuel for the crisis.

The general test is not whether alternation occurs but whether the population returns to a prior operating point when it does. A genuine cycle recurs in the variables that matter. A Counterfeit Limit Cycle swings back and forth in one quantity while a different and dangerous quantity climbs steadily beneath it, and the two are indistinguishable within any single cycle and separable across many. Where each swing ends further along than the last, what is being watched is a ratchet wearing the costume of a cycle.

A cycle that passes this test is genuine, and it is not thereby governed. The architecture supplies no sustained cycle of its own. The memory channel through which an Individual’s own earlier Beliefs are recalled and re-enter as Evidence supplies no rotation at any recall lag, and a system whose couplings all reinforce one another settles rather than swings, so a bounded cycle in a population requires a negative feedback acting on it somewhere (Appendix A, Sections A.5.3, A.5.6 and A.5.7.6). That feedback need not belong to the structure being credited, and a swing can also be imposed by a calendar, the electoral calendar among them, which drives the variable on a schedule and returns no damping. What separates a Governed Band from either is where the bound comes from. A Governed Band is bounded by an identifiable structure whose feedback acts on a coupling in the Internal Loop Gain or the Network Loop Gain. So a genuine cycle is credited to a structure only where the structure has been found and its three conditions established independently of the cycle.

20.3.3 The condition a society is actually in

Some populations are supercritical, meaning the loop’s capacity sits above one so that an inflated resting state exists, and they are nonetheless not visibly escalating. A loop with that capacity amplifies wherever its response is still steep, so something must be holding them where they are. Two candidates are available, and they are opposites.

Two halls are running a concert and a meter in each reads ninety decibels. In the first hall the sound is loud and every instrument is audible, and an audience can sit in the hall comfortably for an evening. A limiter is holding the output at ninety while the equipment is still able to produce more. In the second hall ninety decibels is a howl. The microphone gain is set exactly where the gain is set in the first hall and the same signal is passing through every part of the chain, but there is no limiter, so the loop closes and the system clips. The meters agree, and what the meters agree on tells nobody anything.

The second hall has not become louder. The second hall has become useless. The ceiling fixes how much sound the room can hold, and in the second hall the whole of that capacity is filled by the system’s own output returned. The music is still being played. The music cannot be heard, because there is no room left for the music. And because there is no limiter, no build-up was required to arrive here: a single transient was enough to start the howl, and one cough at the wrong moment would have done it. The audience puts its fingers in its ears and looks toward the sound desk, because the sound desk is where the remedy is believed to sit.

What corresponds to the sound in a population is Salience, and the question this chapter has to answer is Salience of what. The answer is the Salience of those who hold the apex: the officeholders, the parties contesting the office, and the contest itself, held as the Objects on which a population’s problems are believed to turn.

Two things drive that Salience up and they are independent. The first is A-Floor erosion. Where the A-Floors are met, little turns on who holds the apex and the apex draws correspondingly little notice; where the A-Floors are eroded, attention moves to whoever is believed to control access to them, and the apex reaches maximal Salience because the apex stands between a population and what its members need. The second is that the problem of provision never reaches the apex occupant at all. The one Individual whose motivation provision cannot reach is the one Individual whose Appetitive floor was never in doubt (Section 20.1), so the apex remains an ignition locus whether the A-Floors are met or not. Meeting the A-Floors removes a source of apex Salience. Meeting the A-Floors does not remove the apex.

An Object can only be so salient. Past a point the apex is already drawing all the notice a population has to give, and holding the office in higher regard adds none. The level of realised valuation at which that mapping has flattened to nothing is the Salience Ceiling, and with respect to those in power the Salience Ceiling is reached early, by ordinary deprivation rather than by any crisis of governance.

One candidate is the first hall. A structure is holding the population below the Salience Ceiling and pushing back in proportion, the slope is still live, and what holds the population is the structure rather than exhaustion. Margin to the collapse is preserved. That is a Governed Band, and a Governed Band is what the architecture is being asked for.

The other is the second hall. The population has run out of headroom, the slope has flattened on its own, and nothing is regulating the population. The population is held at the Salience Ceiling rather than governed below the Salience Ceiling, stopped by a quantity the population exhausted rather than by one anybody set. That is Saturation Hold, and Saturation Hold is the condition the framework diagnoses in the present.

Saturation Hold is not a milder condition that a further push would worsen. The way back is longer than the way in. Returning the forcing to the level at which the feedback began will not stop the feedback, any more than returning the volume knob to that setting silences the room, and by the Ignition-Release Asymmetry the release level sits below the ignition level with the gap widening as the loop’s capacity rises (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.13; Appendix A, Section A.5.3). Equipment held against its ceiling eventually fails, and that failure is the breakage the Saddle-Node Fold names.

What follows for governance is a requirement rather than a design preference. With the A-Floors met and the Salience Ceiling still reached, the term that remains for governance to act on is Observability, the structure determining whose realised valuations propagate into whose Salience field. Reducing the gain means reducing the Observability of the apex. Chapter 4 fixes this as the fifth of the five channels through which the loop gain can be turned down, the one that acts on the Observability matrix rather than inside any Individual (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.13.5).

Reducing the Observability of the apex is not a reduction in transparency. Accountability is information about conduct travelling outward from an office. Observability is wanting travelling inward toward the office. A population may hold a complete record of what an officeholder has done while placing very little of its own wanting on the office, and the two quantities move independently. Nor does the requirement license suppressing Observability at large, which carries cultural learning and Positive Mimesis and which a structure driving toward zero would destroy (Section 20.4.5). What the requirement reaches is the Observability of the apex as an Object of desire.

Two independent routes arrive at that requirement and they compound. The first is the loop: apex Observability is a term in the loop gain. Attention withdrawn from the apex is never simply withdrawn, since the envelope is spent at every moment (Appendix A, Section A.2.2), and where it goes decides what the withdrawal does. Spent on the non-social field, it lowers the gain. Spent on other Individuals, it leaves the gain where it was and changes who is seen, because the gain of the Observability channel is set by how much attention goes to observing others and not by who is observed (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.4). That second destination is not a failure of the design. Everybody needs to be Salient some of the time for provisioning to follow, and the attention a population concentrates on the apex is attention the least-served are denied (Chapter 8, Section 8.12.7). Returned to them, it serves the floor that apex attention starves and narrows the regard differential on which the Mimetic Premium is charged (Appendix A, Section A.10.4). The second is selection: the Salience of the position is the largest prize the field has to offer precisely because the whole field is watching the position, so high apex Salience is what recruits the occupant most disposed to raise apex Salience further, and the Ascent Selection Principle turns on exactly this (Chapter 8, Section 8.12.4). The two routes close on each other. A Mimetically dominant occupant performs for the audience, which raises apex Salience, which enlarges the prize, which recruits harder for Mimetic dominance. Lowering the Observability of the apex is therefore one intervention answering two problems, and returning that attention to the least-served answers a third. The design that delivers it is the Repulsion Architecture of Section 20.5.

That is why the appearance is the danger. A society in Saturation Hold is not accelerating, and a society in Saturation Hold will read its own lack of acceleration as evidence that the arrangements are still working. The absence of escalation is the Salience Ceiling, not a correction.



20.4 The Node That Is Already Installed

Every candidate tested so far has failed before the question of sign arose. A social norm held at a fixed level introduces no state variable of its own and fails Novelty. A court enforcing legality introduces one whose feedback lands on a coordinate the loop does not contain, and two-party alternation does the same, so both fail Closure. The structure examined here fails neither.

It is Computational Curation: the machine execution of the decision as to which subset of available informational material a given Individual is presented. The ordered feed of a social media platform, the algorithm that selects the next video or track, the ordering of search results, the selection and placement of news stories, the ranking that decides which offering in a marketplace is seen at all, and the artificial intelligence chat interface that answers a question in its own words rather than returning the sources to consult (Section 20.4.4). Naming the class social media understates it, because the same function is performed wherever material is retrieved, recommended or summarised. What fixes the class is not a medium and not an industry. It is that a machine decides, at a scale and rate admitting no case-by-case ruling by any person, which small subset of what it controls access to is presented to a particular Individual.

Two things have to hold for a structure to reach the loop at all: it must carry a variable of its own that changes over time, and that variable’s feedback must land on one of the couplings whose product forms the loop gain. Computational Curation carries the first. Every such layer holds estimates of what a given Individual will attend to, and those estimates move continuously as the population responds, which is a state variable with dynamics of its own rather than a setting held at a fixed level.

It carries the second because of what it decides. Deciding what reaches whom is setting Observability, and Observability is what Section 20.3.3 left standing: with the A-Floors met and the Salience Ceiling still reached, the term remaining for governance to act on is the structure determining whose realised valuations propagate into whose Salience field. So the feedback of a Computational Curation layer does not land beside the loop. It lands on a term inside it. Nothing tested before this point has done that.

This structure is already installed, and it is calibrated to the wrong quantity. Nothing needs to be invented. The position a converting structure would occupy is already occupied, the coupling is live, and the response already moves with the state. What is wrong is the direction, and the direction follows from what the arrangement is scored against rather than from any fault in the building. The arrangement does exactly what it was designed to do. So what the architecture asks for here is a recalibration rather than a construction project.

20.4.1 Novelty and Closure are already satisfied

What reaches whom is no longer settled by who happens to be nearby. Shown a thing, a population clicks or does not, watches on or leaves, and the estimate of what that Individual will attend to moves. Nothing about the estimate is fixed in advance and nothing holds it at a level, which is what separates it from a norm and what makes it Novelty.

Observability is one of the five channels through which Mimetic signal compounds, and it is a term in the Network Loop Gain rather than a quantity adjacent to the Network Loop Gain (Chapter 13, Section 13.10; Chapter 18, Section 18.14; Appendix A, Section A.5.7.4). The Network Loop Gain is the same circuit measured across a population instead of inside one head: how much of one Individual’s visible wanting comes back to them through everybody else. So the feedback lands on a coupling in the Network Loop Gain, which is Closure.

Two of the three conditions are therefore already satisfied, at the scale of populations, and nobody proposed the arrangement as a corrective structure.

Satisfying the conditions is not the same as being escapable, and the first objection to all of this is that a population dissatisfied with what it is shown can stop looking. What the objection misses is which part of the arrangement holds the value. The network is the user’s own: the connections made, the pages followed, the accumulated record of who they know. The Computational Curation layer is a separate thing laid over that network, and it is how the operator draws revenue from it. A user who dislikes the ranking cannot decline the ranking without also abandoning the network, because the two are not offered separately. So exit is priced at the loss of an asset the user built rather than at the loss of the layer they object to, and a coupling that survives that arithmetic is held in place against the preferences of the people coupled by it rather than because of them.

20.4.2 The sign is inverted, and the objective is why

Computational Curation is not undirected. It optimises, and what it predominantly optimises is engagement.

Engagement measures what a coupled population does. As a measurement of itself it is accurate and cheap: a population clicked or it did not, watched on or left, and the count settles the matter. The defect is not in the measurement. It is in what the measurement is put in place of.

An arrangement that decides what a population sees is acting on whether the environment it constructs serves the people inside it, and that is a question with an answer. Whether claims reach people with their origins intact, whether epistemic corrections overtake the errors they correct, whether what a population comes to believe holds up when acted on: each is settled by something outside the population, and each is settled on an interval. Engagement is substituted for all of them, and the substitution is neither tested nor chosen by the population it acts on.

The relation any Belief bears to a governing fact admits four conditions, and they are the Referent-governance axis of the Hardness–Referent Matrix (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.4). A live Referent governs the Belief. A Referent was identified, returned its verdict, and the Belief is held against it. No Referent was ever identified, so no verdict exists to defy. Or no Referent is constitutively available, there being no fact of the matter to reach.

The fourth condition is the aesthetic regime, and it is harmless. A tightly coupled population evaluating a matter of taste drifts continuously and converges on nothing, which is the Aesthetic Drift Principle (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3), and the drift costs nobody anything. There is no Referent to decohere against, so nothing is defied, no maintenance Cost falls on anyone outside the boundary, and no corrective is available or needed. A question of taste never settles, and its never settling is not a fault. The aesthetic case therefore cannot be the defect: a domain with nothing at stake produces no crisis, and this arrangement produces one.

The defect is the misclassification. Engagement optimisation treats every domain as though it sat in the fourth condition, and applies to all four the treatment only the fourth can absorb: pure coordination inside the population, with nothing outside admitted as a check. Where the domain really is aesthetic, no harm follows. The harmlessness belongs to Beliefs about form and not to the Objects that carry them. A work of Art does not place its content in the fourth condition by carrying it in an aesthetic form (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.4.1), and an arrangement that ranks a work by engagement ranks the work’s content with it. Where a live Referent governs, the optimisation overrides it. Where the verdict is already available and the arrangement runs against it, that is Referent Abandonment. Where the test has never been run, the coupling hardens around the gap in the condition of Type I Exclusion, and the corrective is not obedience to a verdict but the construction of the Induced-Decoherence Test that would obtain one.

Held at high Coupling Strength, the last two are Hard Falsehoods, and the Hard Falsehood signature supplies the danger the aesthetic regime lacks. Such a domain does not decohere continuously. It exports the Cost of its maintenance onto those the boundary excludes and stores its decoherence rather than discharging it, which is why it runs crisis-free for exactly as long as it runs, and then does not.

So what the arrangement lacks is not a Referent. It is any capacity to tell the four conditions apart. That incapacity is Referent Blindness: the property of a structure that selects or transmits Belief while carrying no internal variable for which Referent condition the Belief it circulates stands in, and which therefore treats all four alike.

Referent Blindness is inherited from Axiom 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics). Content-Agnosticism is the property of Belief updating whereby the mechanism combining priors with evidence operates identically across all subject matters, carrying no internal variable for the Truth or the stakes of what it processes. That is how the Individual’s Thinker revises the Belief Register, and the Thinker cannot do otherwise: the architecture offers nowhere to put such a variable, which is why the corrective at the scale of the Individual is a vocabulary supplied from outside rather than a repair to the mechanism. A structure deciding what an Individual sees inherits the same property one level up. There the inheritance is not forced. Nothing prevents a Computational Curation layer from carrying a reading of the Referent condition of what it circulates, and the present arrangement carries none, holding a standing reason not to acquire one, since three of the four conditions would constrain the objective and the fourth would not.

At the scale of the Individual, blindness to the Referent condition is an architectural fact and the framework works around it. At the scale of the structure deciding what an Individual sees, it is a design choice, and a choice is answerable.

Engagement is therefore not a degraded indicator of whether an environment serves the people in it. It is a coordination point installed where an indicator was owed, and optimising it holds the Referent-free condition open at population scale, passing into Referent Abandonment as each verdict arrives and is not acted on.

It is also an objective that acts exactly where the loop runs, because selecting for attention is selecting on Salience. The result is a structure carrying its own dynamics, coupled to a term in the Network Loop Gain, driving that term upward.

That is the asymmetric failure of Section 20.3.1: Novelty and Closure satisfied, Sign inverted. The present arrangement is the largest instance of that condition available, and its presenting face is not a claim to correct anything but a claim to be merely showing people what they are interested in.

20.4.3 The threshold moved before the content did

Two effects follow from the arrangement itself, and neither requires anything to be said about what is being circulated.

The first is density. The critical threshold at which a network’s Belief dynamics become self-reinforcing is set by the structure of who hears whom and who observes whom. For a given average coupling, a denser structure of Evidence couplings carries a network toward that threshold: add connections and each Individual hears the same claim from more directions at once, so less persuasive weight per connection is needed to carry the whole. A denser structure of observation also lowers the threshold itself. Both hold while the attention an Individual can spend on others has room to spare, and that attention shrinks as fatigue and deprivation run the envelope down, so it is spent sooner in a population already drawn on (Appendix A, Section A.2.2). Once that attention is spent, added connections divide a fixed quantity, and what raises the coupling is a larger share of attention drawn to other Individuals, which is what an arrangement selected for attention captures. A Computational Curation layer that raises the density of observation, and the share of attention spent on it, therefore carries the network toward the threshold and lowers the threshold, even where nothing about any single connection has changed. This is the Information-Cascade Amplification Effect, the result that an information layer selected for attention drives a population toward that threshold rather than merely failing to hold it back, and the formal statement is at Appendix A, Section A.5.7.5. The arrangement moved the threshold before anyone argued about what was crossing it. The relation holds where the Belief in circulation has no live Referent doing corrective work. Where a Referent is present and respected, added connections carry the Referent along with the claim, and density can supply correction as readily as amplification. A Computational Curation layer selects for attention rather than for provenance, so the Beliefs it circulates are Referent-abandoned in the sense of Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.1, and density is amplifying without remainder.

The second is that the arrangements that damped this coupling damped it by accident and were withdrawn for reasons unrelated to what they damped. Presentation in the order things happened, visibility bounded to chosen connections, attention organised by subject rather than by person, and the absence of any displayed count against which an Individual could calibrate: each of these suppresses the coupling, and none is adopted for that purpose. They are the Incidental Buffer Principle in its ordinary form, damping a quantity nobody has named. A buffer whose rationale nobody holds cannot be defended when the rationale it does have stops paying, and these are not defended. What they do identify is where the coupling can be reached, and the same arrangements return in Section 20.4.5 as responses rather than as fixed arrangements.

20.4.4 A generative layer raises two channels rather than one

A generative layer, which is what stands behind an artificial intelligence chat interface, produces text and images at scale and is constituted entirely by expression the population has already produced. It has no independent contact with anything outside that expression, and it can emit no proposition that does not derive from what it was given. Its output is therefore endogenous by construction (Chapter 14, Section 14.10.4.8).

Two consequences follow, and they land on different channels. Such content entering the evidence stream operates on the network Evidence-coupling, which is the channel through which one Individual’s expressed conclusions become another’s evidence, and it does so while also occupying the Observability channel. That is two of the five channels at once.

Content of this kind arrives without its provenance. It presents to an Individual as an additional independent source while being the population’s own prior output returned with the provenance removed, so the coupling rises while every indicator a participant could construct reads unchanged.

Someone wants to know whether a claim is true, so they check it. They read it on one site, find it again on a second, and meet it a third time in a summary written elsewhere. Three sources agreeing is strong evidence, and they treat it as such. What they cannot see is that the second site copied the first, that the summary was assembled from both, and that the first was repeating a single unchecked post. They have not consulted three sources. They have consulted one source three times, and the arrangement that showed it to them removed the very thing that would have told them so.

That is Concealment Infrastructure operating directly on a quantity in the Network Loop Gain. Concealment Infrastructure is the accumulated layers of structure that keep a mimetic component from being seen or measured, and it accumulates until an event forces visibility, at which point it breaks one way rather than correcting gradually.

The Provenance Rule is the instrument at the scale of the Individual. It holds that a Belief taken from another Individual stays short of certainty until it can be traced to a test against physical reality that someone has actually run. It is not sufficient at population scale, because it asks the Individual to trace what the arrangement has stripped. What is stripped is the provenance, not the claim. The claim still arrives, and it arrives carrying nothing that marks what is missing. An Individual cannot update on evidence they do not receive, and will update on what they do, whether its provenance is traceable or not.

Grievance Beliefs are the type that produces the fold with the largest cost. What is exogenous in that outcome is not a competing account but the harm itself: lives ended, suffering imposed, and Individuals left with no retreat to an I-domain. So the governor’s function on this channel is negative. A Grievance Belief circulating among Individuals in traceable contact with a deficit is bounded by that contact. Propagation across communities removes the bound, since Individuals in the receiving community have no contact with the deficit, update on the attribution by Contactless Updating (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.2), and receive the attribution as corroborated by its arrival.

What crosses need not carry a grievance anyone in the receiving community could state. The Predator reading moves on presentation and on repetition, and it moves faster than the coordinates that would redistribute weight away from it, so what a curating layer distributes is a target already positioned, on which a deficit arriving later has only to land. That is the crossing the requirement restricts, and it is why the restriction reaches the positioning and not the account: an account of a live grievance is answerable by a competing account, and a positioned target is not. Restricting that crossing is the design requirement, and it falls on the two channels this section has identified: the network Evidence-coupling, and the Observability channel that a curating or generative layer occupies at the same time.

The requirement falls on what the arrangement does and not on what it carries. An intervention in the Subcriticality Maintenance set is specifiable on rates and thresholds rather than on Belief content (Belief Multipolarity Principle): a body selecting which attributions to carry would have to converge on that selection in a domain where convergence is available only by coupling, so its own determination carries the diagnostic signature of the condition it was installed to correct. Selective withholding also puts the governor at the gate. The party whose expression is withheld reads the withholder as blocking, which is a Grievance Belief accurate on its gate-reading, and acting against that party supplies the confirming conduct the adversarial branch runs on (Appendix A, Section A.11.8). Uniformity keeps the arrangement out of the gate position: a limit falling on every crossing creates no target, and a limit falling on selected content creates one.

Declining to lend reach and contracting how far a crossing travels are Observability Governance, acting on the spectral radius of the Observability Matrix and so on a multiplicative factor of the fast-channel Network Loop Gain rather than on a term in a sum. Limiting the rate at which a crossing propagates and carrying provenance forward undestroyed act on the slow channel, where the sensitivity of an Individual’s updating to arriving Evidence is inflated by exactly the correlation a trail exposes: an Individual holding no channel that distinguishes restatement from independent corroboration credits arrivals one by one, so accumulated mass tracks the count of restatements rather than the weight standing behind them (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.2). Sustained by a channel that does not pause, that crediting is the Ambient Evidence Amplification Effect (Chapter 13, Section 13.4.8). Marking a restatement as one collapses that count toward the number of sources, so the correction scales with the laundering it exposes, leaving a multi-sourced attribution near its correct weight and cutting a manufactured cascade to the weight of its single origin. Which content qualifies for unsolicited delivery at all is settled by the Coupling-Decoherence Content Qualification Gate, on the Coupling Strength a claim carries and the Decoherence Time of the domain it belongs to, and not on what the claim says.

A further factor stands in the same product and is not the arrangement’s to set. The Evidence-Emission Coefficient governs how firmly a maximum-posterior Hypothesis is emitted as Evidence from the slow layer, and it falls as the Interference Term rises, the Interference Term being the residual coherence a Belief Register holds between competing Hypotheses. An Individual sustaining Epistemic Suspension therefore emits provisionally rather than as fixed Evidence, and the population-averaged coefficient standing in the slow-channel network gain falls with the practice (Appendix A, Sections A.5.6 and A.5.7.4). That factor is installed by the Knowledge Patch rather than by the governor, and because the factors multiply, the arrangement’s levers and the trained capacity compound rather than sum. A preserved trail also reduces credited arrivals only where the recipient can read one, which is the precondition Section 20.4.5 states, so the trained capacity is what converts the provenance lever from an availability into a reduction.

Withholding the claim moves none of these factors. It removes one arrival from one sum, and by the test Section 20.4.5 sets, the size of the response must move with the state: a ban pushes the same amount whether the population is calm or critical, while the provenance correction pushes harder as the loop runs hotter, a hotter loop carrying more restatement per source and therefore more correlation to expose. The same arrangement must carry Cascading Support, so that provision reaches the deformed field, and must assist Cascading Consequences, so that correction reaches the generating field. Provision and correction are what the governor is for.

20.4.5 What sign reversal requires

The governor is already installed. It is the selection that decides what each Individual sees, and it already has everything a governor requires: a state of its own, a position inside the loop, and a response whose size grows with what it reads. Nothing needs to be invented. What needs changing is what the Computational Curation layer reads and which way it pushes, because it currently reads engagement and it pushes with the loop rather than against it. Optimising for engagement is not one fault among several that a better arrangement would tidy away. It is the positive sign. Five requirements follow for reversing it, and the institutional forms that satisfy them are underdetermined by the architecture.

The objective must be scored against something outside the population. Engagement fails because the arrangement never checks against the Referent it displaced (Section 20.4.2). What replaces it must be scored against what the structure did to the information passing through it, and Epistemic Hygiene is the name for the class of practices in question: those maintaining the conditions under which the Referent condition of a claim can be determined and its certainty held accordingly. The determination is the one Referent Blindness omits. It sorts what is handled by the four conditions, and it is made by tracing provenance rather than by weighing content. What it licenses is a filter. A claim a live Referent governs may be converged on; the other three warrant Epistemic Suspension, and they are most of what a population receives, which is why an arrangement that cannot tell them apart leaves an Individual suspending on everything or on nothing.

Two practices in the class fall on a structure of this kind. Claims are passed on with their origins intact, to the greatest degree the conditions of handling permit, so the determination can be made and remade downstream. Corrections are delivered to those who received a claim whose Referent condition has changed, inside the interval in which they can still act on it. Both are matters of record rather than matters of opinion.

The standard is what the handler can achieve where the handler stands. A claim may arrive already stripped of its provenance, and no handler restores what was destroyed upstream; an obligation reaching past that would place a handler in breach for another party’s act, which is the attribution the class exists to make correctly. What is owed is the trail preserved as far as it survives to be preserved, and the gap marked where it does not, a claim of unknown provenance passed on as one of unknown provenance being a discharge of the practice rather than a failure of it.

Practicability is a fact about conditions and not about willingness. A structure that arranges the conditions under which provenance cannot be preserved has manufactured the impracticability it then pleads, and the plea fails for the reason the Structural Determination Principle gives (Chapter 17, Section 17.14.3): what the arrangement does to the information passing through it is the whole of the question, and no account of why the arrangement took that form bears on it. Origins destroyed by a design choice are origins destroyed, whatever the choice was made for.

The class of practices has a precondition falling outside the class. Both practices are discharged toward a recipient: origins are preserved so the determination can be made downstream, and corrections are delivered so a changed Referent condition reaches those who can still act on it. Preserved origins also protect what the recipient already holds correctly: a structure circulating untraced doubt about a settled question drives Contactless Updating (Chapter 14, Section 14.8.3.2) against the True Beliefs of everyone it reaches, and the preserved trail is what lets the recipient hold that doubt below certainty, where the recipient performs the determination. Neither reaches its object unless the recipient can perform the determination the preserved trail makes available. A population unable to locate a claim on the Referent-governance axis must suspend on every claim or on none, and a structure that has discharged every obligation in the class leaves Referent Blindness intact downstream of itself. The competence is trained rather than given, and the institution that trains it across a population is education (Chapter 18, Section 18.15.3).

A practice in the class acts before the harm rather than after it, as a food handler washes their hands rather than waiting to see who falls ill, and the rate argument of Section 20.1, which defeats any response arriving after the fact, does not reach a practice running before it. Its failure falls on others, the one who does not wash their hands being rarely the one who gets sick. A Computational Curation layer is therefore not being asked to become an arbiter of what a population should believe. It is being asked to establish where a claim came from and to pass that on undestroyed, which is a question about provenance and not about content. This is not censorship. The layer carries a claim’s origins forward with it, and withholds no claim from anyone.

The size of the response must move with the state, within the run it is meant to contain. The test is whether a candidate pushes back twice as hard when the situation gets twice as bad, while the situation is getting worse. A rule does not. A rule enacted with its review condition moves with its rate (Chapter 16, Section 16.11.6), but it moves at the pace of review, on a rate read across many occasions, and between one review and the next a cap, a ceiling, a limit and a ban push the same amount whether the population is calm or critical. A loop that runs its course between reviews meets a fixed setting (Section 20.1), so short of taking the loop’s capacity below one the rule lengthens the run and leaves the terminus where it was. Review keeps a rule answerable to its Referent; it does not make a rule the governor of a loop that runs faster than the review. A governor pushes harder the hotter the loop runs, and that is the difference between buying time and converting the geometry. The structure now in the loop does respond to the state: it reads a population and it moves with what it reads. What must change is the direction, and a structure that reads the state on the amplifying side while pushing back at a fixed setting has not reversed anything. It is an amplifier with a cap on it.

Sign must be maintained rather than designed in. An artificial system supplying a corrective function must itself operate below its own Critical Loop Gain. The Critical Loop Gain is the level of self-feedback at which a system’s own output begins to compound instead of settling. A supercritical one does not stop correcting. It inverts into an amplifier of the condition it was deployed to correct, and it does so confidently, coherently, and at speed, on the channel through which a population learns.

Model collapse, obliging agreement, and confident fabrication are one dynamical signature rather than three separate faults. The signature is the self-coupling of a content-agnostic updater at high Coupling Strength and long Decoherence Time (Chapter 14, Sections 14.10.4.1 and 14.10.4.9). High Coupling Strength means that what is said inside the system counts heavily as evidence for what else is said inside it. Long Decoherence Time means that a long stretch passes before anything outside can prove any of it wrong. This is the Subcriticality Precondition: a system running mostly on its own output becomes confident, internally consistent and untethered, whatever it was told to do.

So Sign for such a structure is a maintained state, and the Induced-Decoherence Test (Chapter 14, Section 14.10.4.1) is the continuous condition on which its authority subsists rather than a check performed once at the outset. That test asks not whether a model fits the calm but whether it can predict the collapse, the collapse being the one event the model did not help to stage.

Authority to act must be bounded by construction. Such a structure acts at machine speed while everything auditing it runs at human speed. The rate argument of Section 20.1 applies again and in the same direction: review that arrives after the action has not contained it. So the maximum magnitude and rate of intervention are architectural facts or they do not work at all. This is a bound on the corrector and not a bound on the loop. Under the second requirement there is no fixed limit on how hard the loop may run; under this one there is a fixed limit on how hard the structure holding it back may push.

The response must release as well as press. Observability is the channel through which cultural learning and Positive Mimesis run. Positive Mimesis is copying that carries something worth having: a method that produces real discoveries, a craft technique that took generations to accumulate, a practice that makes a neighbourhood safer. The framework does not treat Mimetic transmission as pathological in itself, and the target is Bounded M (restricting the negative aspects while encouraging the positive ones) rather than the elimination of M. Bounded M is a regime in which comparison still carries real information about who is worth learning from, but no longer decides whether an Individual can eat or whether absorbing work is open to them.

The second requirement’s test runs the other way too: if the situation gets twice as good, does the structure push back half as hard? A governor releases. A ban does not, and a structure that only ever tightens is a ban arriving slowly. A structure driving Observability toward zero destroys the function it was built to regulate, and over-gain is a failure of a qualifying node rather than a surplus of success.

Which surface such a structure acts on is not settled by the architecture. Six are available, and each pairs a surface with the reading that sets the size of the response.

Ordering. Presentation weighting shifts toward the order things happened, as the measured synchrony of a population’s attention rises.

Displayed counts. How many others have taken something up is hidden while it is spreading fastest and shown again once it has settled, on a reading of how fast uptake is accelerating.

Persons or subjects. Attention is routed away from persons and toward subjects, in proportion to how much of the measured traffic is landing on persons rather than on subjects.

Visibility bound. How far past a chosen circle an Object can be made Salient contracts as the reading rises, and loosens as it falls. While the attention Individuals can spend on others has room to spare, the reading is the measured density of observation; once that attention is spent, it is the measured share of attention spent observing other Individuals rather than the rest of the field (Appendix A, Sections A.5.7.4 and A.5.7.5). The bound acts beyond the circle and leaves what is Salient within it untouched, which is where every Individual must be Salient some of the time for provisioning to follow (Chapter 8, Section 8.12.7).

Weight on standing. How much a source’s accumulated standing counts in what is shown falls, as the measured share of uptake that follows standing rather than content rises.

Endogenous content. Content marked as the population’s own output returned is held back, and the discount steepens as the measured share of such content in the evidence stream rises.

Each of these is a response whose size is set by a reading. Each is a form the requirements admit, none is entailed by them, and the choice among them is a design question the architecture leaves open.

The six belong to one class. Each sets how much of what Individuals choose and value reaches other Individuals, which is the network Observability gain, and setting that deliberately is Observability Governance (Chapter 13, Section 13.10). What separates these six from the forms the class already takes is that the setting moves. A sumptuary rule, a disclosure regime and a metric-hiding default each lower the gain to a chosen level and hold it there, which satisfies neither limb of the second requirement: they do not press harder as the loop heats and they do not release as it cools. A surface driven by a reading does both. The Visibility Restriction Principle is the resulting constraint on what an arrangement may put in front of an Individual unasked: unsolicited delivery is restricted to what bears on the recipient’s own Appetitive and Intrinsic circumstances, the restriction falls on unsolicited delivery alone, and an Individual who goes looking can find what they seek. What lies outside those circumstances reaches the recipient with no contact with its Referent, where the Ambient Evidence Amplification Effect accumulates it by repetition (Chapter 13, Section 13.4.8). That asymmetry keeps the requirement off the content and on the channel, since an arrangement restricting what it pushes has removed no claim from anyone.

Two further effects of the present arrangement bear on time rather than on magnitude. A Computational Curation layer holds estimates of what an Individual will attend to, and what an Individual attends to is set by the templates the Thinker writes, so delivery selected on those estimates supplies Objects matched to the templates already in force. It holds the forcing up exactly where those templates point, and the Evidence it delivers agrees with the incumbent Hypothesis, adding restatement without discrimination and so lengthening the time any release would take (Chapter 18, Section 18.2.2). And a channel that does not pause leaves no interval of low forcing in which the Belief Register and the cached-value store could move. A release requires the loop to be held low for a sustained period (Chapter 7, Section 7.4.2.4), so each surface a governor acts on must be able to open intervals in delivery, and not only to attenuate it.

One item does not convert. Revenue that is not proportional to attention captured supplies no response of its own. It removes a standing drive, which is what the first requirement removes, so it is a precondition and not a governor. Making it move with the state would not help either. A payment that fell as the loop ran hotter would be a response acting on what an operator earns, and what an operator earns is not one of the couplings whose product forms the Internal Loop Gain. That is the failure the Closure condition names, and it is the same failure a court commits by restoring legality (Section 20.3.1). Any arrangement that pays for attention reinstalls the objective the first requirement removes.

Four of these surfaces appear earlier as arrangements that damped the coupling incidentally and were withdrawn for reasons unrelated to what they damped (Section 20.4.3). There the surface was a setting: it damped a quantity nobody had named, at a strength nobody had chosen for the purpose, defended on grounds that had nothing to do with what it damped, and therefore undefended when those grounds stopped paying. Here the surface is the point at which a response lands, the quantity is named, and the strength is set by a reading of that quantity. The same arrangement is a different structure, and it is a defensible one, because what it is for can be stated and whether it is working can be checked.

The dependence runs both ways. A response whose size is set by a reading cannot exist without the reading, and a reading of a loop quantity is worth its cost only where something acts on it. The third obligation is therefore a condition on this one rather than a layer above it, and which readings may be relied on is settled by the conditions Section 20.6 develops.

20.4.6 The objective is human-authored, and that is the weakest point

Such an artificial system holds no source from which an objective could arise. It has no deficit and therefore no Appetite, no assessment of comparative position and therefore no Mimetic Desire of its own, and no store of endorsed Belief that it writes for itself and acts on. What it has is an enormous store of encoded content and a resolver, and the Belief that governs any exchange enters from outside it (Appendix C).

Two things follow. The first is that this is not an exterior party, and it is not a counterexample to the finding that no exterior exists. A structure built by people, constituted from their output, holding no Belief of its own, and executing an objective that can only have been human-authored is an instrument. The physician still heals herself; she does not do it with her bare hands.

The second is that the rule is written by people who carry Mimetic Desire and sit inside the loop the structure exists to damp. This is the weakest component of the arrangement, and it is the human one. The conditions on it are the Instrument conditions of Section 20.6 applied to the authors of the objective rather than to the objective, so the criteria that govern it are themselves subject to Reach, Exogeneity, Loop Safety and Bounded Decoherence Time. One further condition is specific to a human-authored objective: the mapping from measured state to response is published rather than exercised as discretion at each application, since discretion at each application is where an objective scored against the population re-enters. Specifying that layer is not the same as securing it.

One further dependency runs the other way. A population that lacks the vocabulary to understand what such a structure is for cannot hold the Belief content required to evaluate it. Supplying that vocabulary enlarges the Hypothesis Space, which is the shortlist of explanations an Individual is currently able to formulate and weigh at all, and enlarging it is the Knowledge Patch’s own operation. The Patch is therefore a precondition for auditing the node, which is a second and independent reason why individual adoption is necessary and not sufficient. The first is that individual adoption cannot reach Observability at all. Both reasons have the same shape. The Patch answers Referent Blindness in one Individual without repairing the mechanism, supplying the vocabulary in which the Referent condition of a Belief can be formulated and the capacity to hold Epistemic Suspension where that condition warrants doubt, a capacity spent out of the same envelope as everything else and narrowest when deprivation is deepest (Appendix A, Section A.2.2). Neither reaches the blindness of the structure deciding what that Individual is shown. A Patched reader served by a Referent-blind Computational Curation layer can suspend, and cannot recover a provenance the layer has stripped, so the discipline the Patch installs has nothing left to work on.

20.4.7 Where this sits in the ignition geometry

None of this opens a third ignition locus. The capacity to ignite the collective transition remains concentrated at the floor and at the apex, and a Computational Curation layer occupies neither position: it holds no authority over crisis-relevant resources and it is in sustained Appetitive deficit in no sense at all.

What it sets is the rate at which the two existing loci arm. Denser observation, and the larger share of attention a curating layer captures for it, lower the threshold, faster propagation shortens the interval available to correction, and endogenous evidence entering the stream raises the coupling on which both rates depend. A society running this arrangement is not travelling to a different destination. It is travelling to the same one faster, with less warning, and with the instrument that would have measured the approach reporting engagement.



20.5 The Gate: The Four Requirements as a Design

Four requirements follow from the imposition condition, and each admits several institutional forms. The requirements are architectural. The forms are not.

Distributed authority. No single Individual should be able to impose a crisis alone. That means several authorities holding office at the same time, any one of which can block what another proposes. What makes the arrangement work is not how many of them there are but whether they are independent. An institution whose authority, competence and operating capacity come from somewhere other than the incumbent’s will is a genuine filter. An institution whose authority has been redirected to that will is a filter in name.

Capture runs as a cascade, and each captured position supplies the authority to capture the next. Someone who can appoint the head of the audit body appoints a head who will not audit the appointment. That head then staffs the audit body with people who will not question the head. The staffed body then certifies the accounts that would have shown what the first appointment was for. No step in that sequence required force, and each was authorised by the step before it. This is why appointment power is one of the four capacities.

The quantity to protect is therefore the independence rather than the number. Independent filters multiply rather than add (Section 20.2), so what any one of them is worth depends on how many others are still standing. Where nine remain, losing one changes little. Where two remain, losing one leaves a population depending on a single office never once failing. Removing a filter is modest. Removing the last few is not.

The forms available include powers divided so that each holds a check on the others, appointment through processes the executive does not control, tenure that the executive’s displeasure cannot end, professional bodies with standards of their own, and jurisdictions whose authority is territorial rather than delegated, so that the centre cannot withdraw it.

Selection constraints. The pool that reaches an apex occupancy over-represents Individuals whose integrated valuation weights the Mimetic channel heavily. Integrated valuation is the single total a mind arrives at when it adds up everything an Individual wants, and weighting the Mimetic channel heavily means status comparison supplies most of that total. The sorting happens invisibly to everyone taking part.

That is the Ascent Selection Principle (Chapter 8, Section 8.12.4), and two routes carry it, derived independently and compounding in effect. The first is that the position is not worth the same to everybody: only one person can hold it and the whole field is watching it, so it is the largest prize the field has to offer, and it is a larger prize still to whoever weights standing most heavily. The second is that any test built on the qualities that get noticed is a test of exactly what such a candidate is trying hardest to produce, so it does not rule out the candidate who genuinely loves the work and it cannot tell the two apart.

Three design results follow from it and are developed there.

Contribution-Tracked Authority makes occupancy of a role, and the decision-power attached to it, track what someone has produced in the role’s own craft rather than what they have been seen to be. The criteria specify observable task outputs, they are fixed before any candidate is assessed, and signals unrelated to the craft are neutralised so far as the role permits. A hospital that appoints a surgeon on operative results rather than on bearing in the interview is doing this.

The Selection-Role Fit Principle holds that no single mechanism is optimal across roles, so the design question for each role is which Low-Theatre mechanism is adequate to its actual craft. Low-Theatre means the same process run with the surplus visibility taken out: disclosed to the people who need it, and described by the function performed rather than by whose standing is at stake. The menu runs from blinded demonstration and work-sample assessment, through structured assessment against criteria fixed in advance, to sortition from a qualified pool. Sortition is selection by lot from among candidates who have already cleared the craft threshold.

The Care-at-Apex Governance Corollary identifies which Intrinsic domain is architecturally privileged for a governing role. Care for the governed is the only one that both stabilises the occupant against Apex M-Capture and orients them toward the population. Apex M-Capture is what the position does to the person holding it: the things they once did for their own sake fall away one by one until the role is all there is, and how safe they feel stops tracking how safe they are and starts tracking where they stand.

Composing the three yields a Repulsion Architecture, which is the design read from the other side. Selection cannot detect a candidate whose valuation is Mimetically dominant, because the behavioural record that would reveal it has not yet been produced in the role, and Source Opacity denies it to the candidate’s own report. So the design removes the reward instead of screening the applicant, and the position is arranged so that a status-driven candidate finds nothing in it to want.

Four features do that work. Recognition is withheld during tenure, so the public knows the office and not the face, and years in post buy no name. Selection is blind to prestige markers, so the dossier arrives without the school, the patron and the list of previous appointments. Tenure is too short to accumulate standing, so the post ends before it can be turned into a platform. And conduct that performs for an audience is a ground for removal rather than evidence of vigour, so the speech to the gallery that would once have counted as strength now counts against the occupant.

The mechanism was stated in antiquity, and not about an office. Varro, writing on the religion of his own city, feared for the gods of Rome, and what he feared was not that they would be destroyed by enemies but that they would perish through the negligence of the citizens (Augustine, c. 413-426/1998, VI.2). A power constituted by Salience keeps no reserve against the withdrawal of attention, because the Salience was not evidence of the power but the substance of it. Nothing has to be taken from an occupant who holds standing on those terms. What ends is the attending.

The word for that carries both halves of what the design asks. To observe is to watch, and to observe is to keep faith with. A population observes an office in the first sense when it fixes attention on whoever holds the office, and in the second when it holds the office to its function. The Repulsion Architecture asks for the second while withholding the first, which is the same separation the loop argument requires between accountability and Observability (Section 20.3.3).

What remains in the position is direct access to the population’s condition, which is what an occupant engaged by care is there for. A candidate who wants the standing looks at the post and sees nothing. A candidate who wants the work looks at it and sees the work. The forms this admits are many and the architecture selects none.

None of this detects Mimetic dominance at the point of selection, and nothing can. The instruments that do detect it read a behavioural record the candidate has not yet produced in the role, and Source Opacity denies the decomposition to the selector exactly as it denies it to the candidate. What these measures do instead is stop paying for the signals that one kind of motivation is disposed to produce, which lowers the correlation between what the mechanism rewards and what that motivation maximises. That is weaker than detection.

Removal mechanisms. Detection of failure should trigger suspension of authority before imposition becomes possible. The instruments for that are behavioural rather than introspective. Every occupant claims to care for the governed, and that regularity is the Universal Care Claim (as Confabulation Signature): the predicted output of Source Opacity and Confabulation operating on any occupant whatever, so on its own it is diagnostically worthless. Confabulation is a Belief held sincerely that is in fact wrong, and that the holder has no way of telling is wrong from the inside (Chapter 2).

Three tests read conduct instead. The Audience-Removal Test asks whether decisions change when visibility is withdrawn: whether the minister who champions a programme in front of cameras still funds it in a closed budget round. The Gap Behaviour Test asks what an occupant does in the intervals when recognition is absent: whether the months out of office go on the work or on finding a new audience for it. The Care-Substitution Test asks whether the occupant would be content for the work to be done well by someone else, which separates caring that the thing is done from caring about being the one who did it. None is decisive alone. Each is harder to fake than a statement of intent, because each operates on patterns laid down before there was any impression to manage.

Removal is conducted Low-Theatre. Staged imposition supplies the visible external hostility from which an agent-attribution is built, and it recruits Appetitive urgency in populations that have no exposure to the matter and no contact with reality able to correct it. So the measure is framed by reference to the capacity being constrained rather than to what the party subject to it deserves, and it is made boring deliberately (Chapter 17, Section 17.19.4). A written notice suspending authority over a named function pending review removes the capacity. A televised denunciation removes the capacity and loads the loop as well.

Distribution of irreversible authority. Where an authority can produce a consequence that cannot be undone, its exercise requires multiple concurrent agreements, mandatory delay, and distributed authority to cancel. This is the requirement that bites hardest, because the conjunction the Dual-Locus argument identifies is at its sharpest exactly where the consequence cannot be undone in the time any correction would take. What the delay buys is a Correction Window: the interval between the shock and the irreversible act, during which urgency can subside, other information can arrive, and countervailing capacity can assemble. An order that needs two other office-holders to concur, cannot execute for some hours, and can be cancelled by any one of several parties is slower than an order that needs none of that. The slowness is the mechanism rather than a cost paid for it. It also moves the decision out of a single envelope. An irreversible order taken under exhaustion is taken with the capacity that carries the I-Override at its narrowest, and concurrence and delay bring in capacities the same crisis has not drawn down (Appendix A, Section A.2.2).



20.6 Measurement: The Admissible Indicator

A structure that cannot be read from outside is not external in the sense the architecture requires, whatever its constitution says. This is the third obligation, and it is a condition on the other two rather than an accountability layer laid over them.

Source Opacity means the quantity requiring damping is not readable from inside the Individual carrying it. A body that produces its own account of its own performance has reproduced that arrangement one scale up: an integrated report with the sources stripped, issued by the party the report is about. Good faith does not repair this, because the defect is structural rather than motivational. An Instrument is the arrangement by which a quantity is read from somewhere other than the thing carrying it, and the Instrument therefore precedes the authority. A structure that cannot be read is not a governor but a high-authority actor whose conduct cannot be checked, which is a worse position than having installed nothing.

An Indicator is what a population takes a system’s state to be, carried in a published figure, an audited number or a measured outcome. Four conditions follow on any Indicator by which a governing body is assessed, and an Indicator satisfying all four is an Admissible Indicator.

Reach. The measured quantity lies within the causal reach of the body assessed. It holds where a change in the body’s conduct produces a change in the Indicator, and fails where the Indicator’s variance is dominated by movement the body does not drive. A housing authority assessed on the number of dwellings it completed passes. The same authority assessed on the average house price fails, because that price is set by interest rates, migration and the tax treatment of property, and the authority’s own building programme is a small term in it.

The failure is not merely uninformative. A body held to account for a quantity it does not control supplies the Scapegoat Mechanism its exact conditions. The Scapegoat Mechanism is the route by which a population that is suffering, and has no account of why, converges on a person or a group as the cause. It requires three things: diffuse harm, no available systemic account, and an agent already installed as its cause. An Indicator outside a body’s reach supplies all three together. Rents rise for reasons nobody in the population can trace; the housing authority is the body the figure is published against; and the authority’s chief executive is standing beside the number when it is read out. The result is not a correction. It is a search for someone to remove.

Exogeneity. The Indicator is obtainable without the audited body producing it. It governs the whole production chain rather than the final number, which is why provenance has to be reconstructible for the condition to be testable at all. A waiting-time figure compiled by an independent statistical office from admission records passes. The same figure fails where the hospital decides when a patient joins the list, because the office is then computing an honest average of numbers the audited body chose.

Loop Safety. The path by which the Indicator is improved does not raise any of the couplings in the Internal Loop Gain or in the Network Loop Gain, does not lower the Appetitive or Intrinsic provision that sets where the threshold sits, and does not draw down the envelope of the people through whom it is improved (Appendix A, Section A.2.2). Because the Mimetic channel has no substrate of its own and contributes no parameter to the threshold, every intervention acts through one of the host couplings or one of the exogenous inputs that enter the gain, and the set of them is closed (Appendix A, Sections A.5.4 and A.5.5). Testing an Indicator for perverse effect is therefore a finite check against an enumerated list rather than an open-ended exercise in imagination.

The failing class is common. Any Indicator rewarding visibility, reach, prominence, or attention attracted acts on Observability and on the Salience coupling, so pursuing it diligently is an operation on the loop in the compounding direction. A public-health body assessed on how far its campaigns reached is being paid to make more people see more of what other people are doing, which is the coupling the architecture exists to lower. The signature is diagnostic. A body ignoring such an Indicator does no harm through it, and a body pursuing it conscientiously does the most. The passing class is measured delivery of specified output, forecast accuracy against an independently held series, and measured movement in a loop quantity.

Bounded Decoherence Time. The Indicator possesses a live Referent capable of contradicting it within a useful interval. The Decoherence Trichotomy partitions the candidates. Short Decoherence Time is admissible: specified work completed, delivery arrived, forecast checked against outcome. A bridge is open to traffic on the stated date or it is not, and the date settles the matter. Long but finite is conditionally admissible and is most of practice: scheme solvency, infrastructure condition, educational outcomes read through later earnings. A pension scheme’s solvency is a real quantity that reality will settle, and it will settle it in thirty years rather than this quarter. Readings of that kind require paired short-Decoherence-Time instrumentation, because an unpaired one reads healthy throughout and corrects late and at once.

An Indicator that stands in for a Referent and is never checked against it is inadmissible in kind rather than merely weak. Confidence indices, standing, reputation scores, and satisfaction measures shaped by the assessed body’s own messaging are not measures of nothing. Each stands where a live Referent stands: whether the institution is sound, whether the body performs, whether the scheme will pay. What such a measure lacks is not a Referent but a bounded interval in which that Referent could contradict it, and a reading that carries no record of the difference is Referent Blind (Section 20.4.2). That places it in the Referent-free condition of the Hardness–Referent Matrix rather than off the grid with matters of taste. A matter of taste that drifts costs nobody anything. A confidence index that drifts exports the Cost of its maintenance onto those who depend on the body being sound and stores its decoherence rather than discharging it, so it reads healthy for exactly as long as it reads at all.

The last two conditions interact, and the exclusion is a region in the pair rather than two separate thresholds. High Coupling Strength together with long Decoherence Time is the architectural recipe for catastrophic rather than gradual correction, so an Indicator that is individually tolerable on each axis can be inadmissible on both. A valuation that every participant in a market computes from what the other participants are paying, and that nothing outside the market will test for a decade, is a reading of that kind.

A Counterfeit Indicator recurs and responds, moving with policy and reverting after shocks, displaying every surface property of a working feedback signal, while the quantities it is taken to represent advance steadily beneath it. It stands to measurement as the Counterfeit Limit Cycle stands to structure, and the test is the same: not whether the Indicator returns to a prior value but whether the operating point does.

Two properties make the failure class more dangerous than any instance of it. The first is that such Indicators are selected for. Measures with short Decoherence Time deliver disconfirmation quickly and cheaply, and measures with long or unbounded Decoherence Time deliver reassurance for years. Any body choosing which measures to adopt, retain and headline faces a gradient running toward the counterfeit, so an Indicator set left alone drifts toward it rather than away. Maintenance of the set is therefore a standing obligation and not a commissioning step (Section 20.10, criterion 7).

The second is that the counterfeit reading is most convincing exactly where the coupling is highest. A body operating in a supercritical domain does not experience itself as supercritical. It experiences agreement, confidence and apparent stability, and a high-coupling Indicator reports that experience back to it.

Mimetic Desire contributes no parameter of its own to the threshold, so nothing can be instrumented at that channel directly. Every quantity available to measurement on the loop is one of the host couplings through which the threshold is composed, or one of the inputs that enter it. Instrumentation attaches to the host couplings, and Mimetic dominance remains detectable by other means. The behavioural instruments of Section 20.5 detect it in an individual, and they do so on observable evidence rather than on introspective report, which is why Source Opacity does not defeat them. What they do not deliver on their own is a population-scale reading, because each is applied to a named individual by a body that has already taken an interest in them. Coverage therefore means instrumentation on the host couplings, which is what makes an Indicator set adequate rather than merely numerous.

The account does not rest on a quantity no instrument reaches. The three sources leave different traces. Appetites satiate. Intrinsic Motivation completes. Mimetic Desire does neither, and it varies with whether the behaviour is seen. Persistence, satiation and dependence on an audience are the signature the leading source predicts. They are what the instruments of Section 20.5 read. And they are legible in a record of what someone actually did, at a resolution no self-report approaches.

A corollary follows for the arrangement of Section 20.4. A Computational Curation layer optimising engagement is selecting for behaviour that does not satiate and that varies with being seen. It is not failing to measure the Mimetic component. It measures that component well and treats the measurement as a target to raise. The instrument the reversal requires is the one already running.

Two constraints fix the form the reading takes. It must be a level and not a proportion, because a proportion improves when its denominator grows. And it must attach to what is circulating rather than to the persons circulating it. What satisfies both is an absolute quantity carried by an item or a surface: how much of the engagement an item draws carries the audience-dependent and non-satiating signature. That meets Reach, because what a Computational Curation layer amplifies is what it does control. And it lands the reading where the responses of Section 20.4.5 already act.

The reason for the second constraint belongs to Loop Safety. The coupling at issue runs between people: it rises as Individuals see more of what other Individuals value. A figure that a Computational Curation layer computes and shows to nobody adds nothing to what anyone sees of anyone else, so computing it raises no coupling. A figure about a person cannot be acted on and stay unshown. Downrank a person, restrict them, or notify them, and they and those around them come to learn where they stand. A visible measure of how status-driven someone is becomes one more thing on which to stand above others. A figure about a piece of content differs in exactly that respect. A Computational Curation layer acts on it by circulating the item less, no one is told anything, and what people see of each other’s valuations is unaffected.

Exogeneity is satisfied here. An Individual cannot read their own sources, so the worry is that any reading of motivation must pass through a report the reporter is unable to make reliably. A Computational Curation layer reading conduct takes no report. It has what was done, whether it was done where it could be seen, and whether it stopped when the need it was said to serve was met. Source Opacity limits an Individual’s access to their own composition and imposes no matching limit on an observer of their behaviour, or on the Individual running the same behavioural contrasts on their own conduct, which is why the third-person instruments stand on firmer ground than the first-person ones rather than on weaker. What remains is the ordinary condition on any body assessed against a quantity it also computes, and it is met by ordinary means: a specified method, independent recomputation, and access that does not depend on consent granted case by case.



20.7 What the Architecture Is For, and Why It Is Owed

The target is a Governed Band.

A Governed Band is not any swing. A society that swings under a calendar’s drive, or under a feedback no identified structure supplies, is not in a milder condition than one that collapses. It is in the same supercritical condition with a shape imposed on it from outside, and it depends on damping nobody maintains. A Governed Band may itself be a bounded cycle. What makes it governed is that the bound comes from a structure whose three conditions have been established (Section 20.3.2).

And it is not the Salience Ceiling. The second of the two halls reads ninety too, and nothing in the second hall is holding it there: the gain is at maximum and ninety is the whole of what the room can hold (Section 20.3.3). A society in that condition is not being governed, and a society in that condition will read its own steadiness as evidence that something is holding it.

What the architecture is for is the third regime, in which the loop no longer compounds. In a population whose loop’s capacity has actually fallen below one, so that no inflated state exists for it to be held in, a burst of shared wanting still starts and then dies out on its own. A fashion arrives, some people take it up, and it fades without anyone acting to end it. A grievance is voiced, is repeated a few times, and is not repeated a fourth. Nothing has been forbidden and nothing is being held down. Each pass around the loop is simply smaller than the one before it, so the excursion runs out of energy before it runs out of people. That is the condition worth reaching, and reaching it is gain reduction across the five channels, which is the work of a generation.

The converting structure does not do that work. It holds the population away from the collapse while the work proceeds, on the timescale of a decision rather than a generation. A society with only the gain reduction has nothing holding it while the reduction runs. A society with only the converting structure is depending on a structure that has to go on working indefinitely. As authority distribution holds the population while gain reduction proceeds (Section 20.2), so does the converting structure. The Governance Completeness Condition is what obliges a society to have both kinds of holding structure rather than either.

The intervention the architecture must carry is the Knowledge Patch. The Knowledge Patch is the set of operations that give an Individual the vocabulary and the habits of inspection needed to notice when comparison rather than bodily need or genuine interest is driving what they want. Three of its five channels operate inside an Individual’s own architecture, and nothing reaches them unless that Individual takes the Patch up. The fourth attenuates the weight an Individual places on other people’s expressed conclusions, and it scales with how many people hold it. The fifth is institutional rather than personal. It requires designers who understand why Observability Governance matters and who can build the corresponding structure (Chapter 18, Section 18.14). Observability Governance is the deliberate setting of how much of what other people choose and value is put in front of everybody else.

The setting is made on the channel and not on the claim: what is governed is how much reaches an Individual unasked, and an Individual who goes looking can find what they seek. The fifth channel therefore imposes no adjudication of what a population may believe. And the setting is made on a reading rather than held at a level, because a level lowers the gain to a setting and holds it there, which lengthens the run without converting the geometry (Section 20.4.5). Sumptuary custom, disclosure regime and the convention that a broadcaster does not name an attacker are the fixed-setting forms of the same channel, and each held only while the grounds it was defended on went on paying.

Read at population scale, the five channels group into two programmes. The first governs how much Model signal moves through a population and how synchronised it is. A Model signal is what one person’s visible wanting delivers to another person who can see it, so this programme is the ownership of media, the architecture of platforms, the rules under which earnings and prices are disclosed, and the customs that settle what may be displayed and to whom. The second programme is everything that lowers the population’s own loop gain: how far the Knowledge Patch has penetrated, whether diagnostic competence is supported well enough to last rather than to fade, and how the attention architecture that decides what a population notices is built. Neither programme substitutes for the other. The first governs what arrives at the loop and the second governs what the loop does with it, so lowering one while the other rises leaves the total where it was.

The obligation to build any of it descends from the persistence condition of the field rather than from a premise added to the architecture.

First, each Individual’s sense of who they are is built partly out of the people around them, so a population is one connected system rather than a collection of separate interiors (Chapter 19). That web of connections is the field.

Second, the field persists only while its loops stay below the threshold at which wanting compounds on itself.

Third, those loops and those connections are not two things. The couplings through which Individuals constitute one another are identically the loops whose gain must stay below the threshold. That identity is the Relational Subcriticality Principle (Chapter 16, Section 16.14), and the Relational Subcriticality Principle holds that the relational constitution of the field and the stability condition of the field are one object seen from two directions.

Fourth, the identity fixes who owes the maintenance. A field with no stability condition to meet would impose no maintenance obligation at all, so the obligation exists only because the condition does. And the condition cannot be met anywhere except on the relational field, because the loops that have to be held down are the constituting couplings themselves. So the obligation falls on every node the field contains, and it is owed by the field to itself.

There is no exterior to occupy and no position outside the field from which to act on it. The species that suffers the dynamic is the same species that must diagnose and repair it, and every instrument it uses, including any engineered one, is its own instrument rather than a second party. The governance architecture is the field acting on itself, which is the only form the work could have taken.



20.8 The Architecture Applied to Itself

An architecture proposed for managing Mimetic dynamics is subject to the conditions it states. Two tests apply, and they apply to the framework itself and not only to what it recommends.

The Audience-Removal Test asks whether endorsement of an arrangement survives when nobody is watching or rewarding conformity. Applied to the framework, it asks two things. The first is whether an institution constituted on these lines goes on doing what it was constituted to do once the constituting is no longer visible: whether the appointment panel set up to score candidates on their operative results still scores them that way in the year nobody is reporting on the panel. The second is whether adherence to the framework is being held for what it does or for what holding it signals.

The Opt-Out Preservation test asks whether an Individual can decline participation without disproportionate loss of income, safety, voice, or ordinary social respect. Opt-Out Preservation is the requirement that walking away stay possible: that there be housing a person can take without buying into a status contest for it, work they can do without performing standing, and company they can keep without displaying position. Walking away from the contest is the weaker half of the requirement. An Individual who declines the contest but stays among its Models goes on observing them, and installation runs on observation (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7), so the priors the Reference Set holds are confirmed whether or not the Individual competes. Opting out of those priors requires leaving the Reference Set’s observation for an interval long enough for those priors to release, with provisioning maintained through the interval (Chapter 18, Section 18.2.2). That provisioned interval is a legitimate cost of Subcriticality Maintenance: for the Individual it withdraws the Ignition Input, and the revised priors the Individual brings back widen the spread of Belief from which the Belief Heterogeneity Buffer draws its damping. The interval can itself be displayed, so what is funded is the interval and its conditions rather than a destination, and the design keeps the interval out of the contest it suspends. Applied to the framework, it is a hard constraint rather than a courtesy. Access to Appetitive sufficiency and to Intrinsic opportunity must never be conditional on endorsing the framework, and dissent from it must cost nothing that matters. An architecture that made its own acceptance a condition of provision would have installed exactly the leverage the imposition condition names, and it would have done so while claiming to close that route.

Behind both stands the Reflexive Non-Ideology Principle: if the AIM Framework ever functions as an ideology, it must be one that dismantles its own Mimetic privileges and refuses to weaponise scarcity or belonging. It must not be portrayed as a badge of standing, a group identity, or a membership. And where it is used as a design tool, the institutions it informs must be shown to pass these tests rather than assumed to.

One manoeuvre is refused throughout. The framework possesses vocabulary that could be turned on a reader who resists its conclusions, and every such use would be illegitimate. Resistance is answered with reasons or conceded on the merits. It is never diagnosed.



20.9 What This Chapter Does Not Claim

Each of the following is a claim the chapter does not make.

It does not claim that any particular institutional design is entailed. The four requirements are requirements, and the forms that satisfy them are underdetermined by the architecture. A hospital appointing a surgeon on operative results and an office filled by lot from among candidates who have already cleared the craft threshold are both selection constraints, and the architecture chooses between them nowhere. Where this chapter names mechanisms it names a menu. Naming a mechanism is not recommending it.

It does not claim that existing arrangements are worthless. They are candidates, they damp, and the damping is real. What they do not do is convert. A court that strikes down an unlawful act has stopped that act and has restored legality, and neither of those achievements changes how strongly one person’s visible choices drive another’s wanting. Losing the court would be a serious loss, and keeping it does not convert the geometry.

It does not claim that a converting structure has been built anywhere. The three conditions state what one would have to satisfy. Whether any candidate can be brought to the gain and lag at which qualification becomes conversion is an open question, and answering it requires formal analysis of a specific coupled population with the candidate installed, followed by empirical calibration. How hard such a structure may safely push is a number nobody yet has, and the architecture does not supply it.

It does not claim that an artificial system can discharge the authority gate. The gate is an operation on authority, and an artificial system holding the four capacities would concentrate them rather than distribute them. A Computational Curation layer that also commanded the resources a crisis turns on, appointed the office-holders and held the livelihoods of those below it would be the apex condition and not a check on it. Nothing in Section 20.4 reaches the apex route, which is why the gate and the node are separate obligations rather than two descriptions of one.

It does not claim that a Computational Curation layer is the whole of the converting structure, nor that its sign can be reversed by intention. Sign is a property of the arrangement. For a Computational Curation layer it is a maintained state, which means it can be verified this quarter and have lapsed by the next without anyone changing the stated objective, because what the system is being fed has changed.

It does not endorse an automated system holding decision authority. What is at issue is the execution of a published rule over a coupling, which is a governor in the mechanical sense: a thermostat executes the rule that the heater goes off above the set temperature, and it does not decide what the set temperature should be. An artificial system built to instantiate the architecture rather than to process its traces, carrying a belief store it writes for itself together with the drives that would write it, is a different object, and the framework’s conclusion about it is that it must never be granted autonomous control of the world.

It does not claim that measurement is sufficient. The four Indicator conditions are necessary and are not jointly sufficient. A body could be assessed on a quantity within its reach, compiled by someone else, harmless to the loop and checkable within a useful interval, and still be assessed on the wrong quantity. The Governance Completeness Condition is subject to the same restriction, and states what an adequate architecture must contain rather than what suffices to make one adequate.

It does not claim that the architecture removes Mimetic Desire, the crisis geometry, or the possibility of terminal crisis. The goal is indefinite deferral and vast improvement over the present condition. Mimetic capacity is constitutive of cultural transmission and is not removable, and the framework’s target throughout is Bounded M rather than its elimination.

It does not name incumbents. Occupancy and standing are illustrated with roles and outcomes, and the architecture carries no term indexed on who holds a position or on what a concentrating arrangement is called.



20.10 What Would Falsify This?

This chapter’s architectural commitments are those of the framework, and the architectural falsification surface is consolidated at Appendix B, Section B.2. The criteria below are the chapter’s own.


	Authority distribution lowers loop gain (Tier 3). If distributing command authority, information control, appointment power and Appetitive leverage were shown to reduce the couplings whose product forms the Internal Loop Gain, rather than only to lengthen the interval before a decision becomes consequence, the separation of the gate from the node would fail. Someone would have to take direct readings of the five channels in a population before and after its authority was divided: how strongly one person’s visible wanting moves another’s, how much weight a person gives to what the people around them have concluded, how much of what others choose and value is put in front of them, and the corresponding quantities inside the Individual. The readings would have to be on those channels and not on the outcomes they are supposed to drive, and concurrent gain-reduction programmes would have to be controlled for, since a society that divides its authority is often the same society running a vocabulary programme alongside it. The Governance Completeness Condition would collapse from three obligations into two; the apex-route argument of Chapter 17 would survive unchanged.


	The three conditions do not discriminate (Tier 2). If structures failing Closure or Sign were shown to convert the crisis geometry as reliably as structures satisfying all three, the test of Section 20.3 would not be doing the work claimed for it. The comparison would have to run across arrangements matched on provision, on coupling and on how far authority is concentrated. And the bifurcation type would have to be read off the trajectory rather than inferred from the fact that a population looks stable: someone would have to bring the pressure back down to the level at which that population first went over, and record whether it came back there or stayed up until the pressure had fallen considerably further. A bounded cycle would also have to be traced to the structure under test rather than credited to it, since a population can swing under a calendar’s drive or under a feedback that belongs to some other structure (Section 20.3.2). The test would fail and the Saddle-Node Default it rests on would stand, since that result concerns what the architecture supplies rather than what an added structure achieves.


	Two-party alternation damps rather than amplifies (Tier 3). If two-party systems were shown not to promote the sorting of a population’s competing accounts into two mutually reinforcing camps, at matched provision, media structure and civic density, the worked negative case would fail. What someone would have to count is how many distinct accounts of what has gone wrong a population actually holds, and whether that count falls across successive electoral cycles: a dozen groups each blaming a different culprit is the arrangement that protects, and two camps blaming each other is the arrangement that does not. Long endurance without collapse does not meet this standard, because the other damping structures carry such a system while the party-system term erodes them. The Counterfeit Limit Cycle would remain available as a diagnostic category and would lose its principal instance.


	Engagement optimisation does not raise the couplings (Tier 3). If the share of an information environment given to attention-selected and machine-generated content were shown to rise without a corresponding rise in measured endogeneity of the population’s evidence, the sign claim of Section 20.4 would fail. Endogeneity is a traceable quantity, so someone would have to sample the claims circulating in the environment and establish, for each one, whether it traces back to a test somebody actually ran against physical reality or only back to other claims made inside the same population. The measurement must be against an independently established reference for an environment not carrying such content, and must separate machine relay of Referent-anchored claims from machine evaluation. Section 20.4 would collapse; the Novelty, Closure and Sign test would be untouched.


	A supercritical artificial system does not invert (Tier 2). If an artificial system demonstrably running on its own output nonetheless continued to damp the quantity it was directed at, the Subcriticality Precondition would be wrong and Sign for such a system would be constructional after all. This requires the system’s coupling regime to be established independently of its outputs, which means measuring from the input side: what fraction of what the system is fed is material that it or a system like it generated earlier, rather than reading confidence and coherence off the outputs and inferring the regime from them. The maintenance requirement of Section 20.4.5 would fall away; nothing in the gate or the Instrument obligations would change.


	Self-produced Indicators perform as well as exogenous ones (Tier 2). If bodies assessed on Indicators they produce themselves were shown to track outcomes as well as bodies assessed on independently produced ones, matched on role and on the difficulty of the task, the Exogeneity condition would fail. What the published figures would have to be held against is a later independent measurement of the same quantity: the waiting time a hospital reported for a given year set beside the waiting time an outside office reconstructs for that year from admission records, across enough bodies and enough years that the gap is a distribution rather than an anecdote. The reasoning that carries Source Opacity to institutional scale would require revision; Reach, Loop Safety and Bounded Decoherence Time would stand independently.


	Indicator sets do not drift (Tier 3). If Indicator sets maintained by bodies over long periods showed no tendency toward longer Decoherence Time, the selection gradient toward the counterfeit would not be operating, and Indicator maintenance would be a commissioning step after all. This requires the Decoherence Time of adopted, retained and headlined measures to be coded over decades: someone would have to take every measure a body took up, kept, and put at the front of its reporting, and record for each how long it takes before something outside the body could contradict it, so that a completion date scores in weeks, a solvency projection scores in decades, and a confidence index does not score at all. The four conditions would stand; the standing-obligation claim would not.






Chapter Closing

Establishment Summary. This chapter has demonstrated four things. Provision closes the floor route into crisis and cannot reach the apex route, which leaves the authority gate as the only lever on the second. An operation on authority acts on the interval between a decision and its consequence and on no coupling forming the Internal Loop Gain, so it buys time and does not convert the geometry. Conversion requires a structure carrying a variable of its own whose feedback acts against a coupling in the Internal Loop Gain or the Network Loop Gain. And a structure supplying either function must be readable from outside, because a body reading itself reproduces Source Opacity one scale up. The three obligations these establish compose into the Governance Completeness Condition, which states what an adequate architecture must contain and not what suffices to make one adequate.

The chapter established the three-condition test of Novelty, Closure and Sign. Applied to the arrangements a durable society accumulates, the test found that some fail a condition outright and that none converts. Applied to two-party alternation, it found a Counterfeit Limit Cycle. Applied to Computational Curation, it found a structure that already satisfies Novelty and Closure at population scale while carrying amplifying sign. The chapter then developed the four architectural requirements into institutional form, as requirements with a menu of satisfying mechanisms. It derived the Admissible Indicator and its four conditions of Reach, Exogeneity, Loop Safety and Bounded Decoherence Time. And it grounded the obligation to build the architecture in the Relational Subcriticality Principle rather than in any premise added to the Relational Subcriticality Principle.

Axiomatic Recap. Three axioms carry the chapter’s central claims. Axiom 3 (Source Opacity) forces the Instrument obligation and bounds what selection can achieve. Axiom 6 (Differential Satiation Dynamics), the finding that appetites stop when they are met and status comparison does not, denies the apex drive any closure condition and so leaves authority as the only controllable term. Axiom 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics), the finding that a mind revises what it believes by weighing new evidence against what it already holds, whatever the belief is about, supplies the loop whose gain the converting structure must act on. Two further axioms govern the removal instruments and the Low-Theatre requirement on their exercise. Axiom 4 (Confabulation) is why an occupant’s own account of their motives carries no diagnostic weight. Axiom 9 (Agent-Based Causal Default), the finding that a mind looking for the cause of its troubles reaches first for somebody to blame, is why a televised denunciation loads the loop that a written notice does not.

Forward Connection. Part I is complete. The architecture has been described, its terminus derived, the intervention at the scale of the Individual specified, the ontology it entails established, and the institutional form it requires derived here. What remains open is calibration rather than architecture. Four quantities are missing: how hard a converting structure may safely push, which observable behaviours stand in for a population’s loop state, how fast the reading and the response can actually be made to arrive, and the point at which suppression of Observability begins to damage the social learning that must be preserved. None of these is derivable from the architecture alone, and each requires an instrument rather than an argument.

Falsification Reference. The criteria for disconfirming this chapter’s claims are stated in Section 20.10. The architectural falsification surface on which the chapter depends is consolidated at Appendix B, Section B.2.
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Appendix A: The Mathematical Structure of the AIM System

A.1 Purpose and Scope

This appendix supplies a compact formal specification of the fast valuation-dynamics layer of the AIM architecture. It is a theoretical proof-of-concept and a starting point for further formalisation, not a validated model. Its role is to demonstrate that the architectural commitments made in Chapter 2 (the nine axioms), developed verbally in Chapter 8 (Mimetic Desire), and deployed in Chapter 13 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics and the Symmetry of Crisis and Prevention) are consistent with a standard dynamical-systems formulation, and that the central claim of the treatise (Mimetic Premium compounding, non-satiating Status pursuit, rivalry escalation) arises as an emergent property of a minimal three-node system with a named internal loop-gain condition.

The appendix is scoped to the fast valuation layer. That layer operates on subsecond to second timescales and captures the within-Individual loop that integrates A, I, and M inputs into a single Common-Currency Scalar (the Scalar), V, modulates future M through Observability and StatusPM (S), and produces the characteristic mimetic signatures at the level of individual choice. The slower Bayesian layer that governs belief propagation and institutional lock-in is developed in Chapter 13, with its fast-to-slow coupling specified in A.5.6 and its extension to population-scale network dynamics specified in A.5.7. Together A.5, A.5.6, and A.5.7 constitute the three-layer formalism of the AIM Framework; A.5.8 carries the cascade-rate formulation of the slow layer at the phenomenological level, and A.5.9 formalises the channel-count asymmetry of Chapter 4 and its four derived consequences at the fast layer.

Axiom scope for the fast layer. Of the nine canonical axioms, six are in-scope for the fast valuation layer: Axiom 1 (Three-Source Taxonomy), Axiom 2 (Common-Currency Integration), Axiom 3 (Source Opacity), Axiom 5 (M as Amplifier / Object Parasitism), Axiom 6 (Differential Satiation Dynamics), and Axiom 7 (Preconscious Transmission). Three axioms are deferred: Axiom 4 (Confabulation) operates as a downstream narrative-generation process on slower timescales and is not captured by the fast-layer formalism; Axiom 8 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics) operates on the slower belief-updating timescale and is treated in Chapter 13; Axiom 9 (Agent-Based Causal Default) operates on crisis-attribution timescales and is treated in Chapter 11, Section 11.13.1. Integration of the three deferred axioms with the fast layer is the subject of Chapter 13 and of Task 5 below.

The appendix preserves the treatise’s epistemic ordering. The behavioural taxonomy (Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, Mimetic Desire, distinguished by observable signatures) is primary. Neural mechanisms (mirror-substrate systems, social-reward circuits, Decision Hub integration in vmPFC and ventral striatum) are cited as the best current implementation-level explanation of the behavioural taxonomy, not as its epistemic foundation. The formalism that follows uses dynamical-systems notation because it is the natural language for loop-gain analysis, not because it commits the framework to any specific neural instantiation. Any fast perceptual-to-goal mapping, and any bounded-monotone transform from realised valuation to environmental salience, satisfies the formalism; the specific mirror-substrate hypothesis is offered in Chapter 8 as the best-supported current candidate, not as a requirement of the architecture.

The appendix is calibrated as a starting point. It names the quantities whose values determine system behaviour, specifies the qualitative result that follows from the topology, and identifies the formal derivations and empirical calibrations that are specialist tasks. Thirteen numbered tasks are named in Section A.7, several of them carrying lettered parts, as an invitation to collaboration: closed-form G_crit derivation (Task 1), σ commitment and bifurcation characterisation (Task 2), neural calibration of β (Task 3a), behavioural calibration of α and τ_M (Task 3b), market calibration of γ and κ_S (Task 3c), multi-Object extension (Task 4), coupling to the Bayesian layer (Task 5, specified in A.5.6 with calibration of κself\kappa_{self}, ρ(ℋ)\rho(\mathcal{H}), and ω(Tint)\omega(T_{int}) remaining), Knowledge Patch (the Patch) efficacy calibration (Task 6), and the network-layer calibration tasks introduced in A.5.7: spectral estimation of the Observability matrix Λ\Lambda (Task 7), spectral estimation of the off-diagonal Evidence-coupling matrix KoffK_{off} (Task 8), empirical measurement of the Critical Coupling Strength κc\kappa_c (Task 9), network-scale Knowledge Patch efficacy (Task 10), Institutional Buffering spectral characterisation (Task 11), and the provisioning-to-input mapping that carries a population-scale quantity into the fast layer (Task 13). The author is the theorist of the architecture; the mathematicians, dynamical-systems specialists, and empirical researchers who take up the tasks named here are the co-authors of the quantitative treatment this architecture requires.

The appendix does not attempt to specify all variables that a full dynamical treatment would contain. The architecture is richer than the minimal three-node formalism; institutional structure, cultural transmission, cognitive load, crisis pressure, Knowledge Patch adoption, and many other variables all enter the real-world dynamics. What the appendix specifies is the minimal skeleton that captures the loop-gain instability and the manifestation pathways of PM. Extensions that incorporate further variables are specialist tasks, and the tasks named in Section A.7 are illustrative of the research programme rather than exhaustive of it.

Register of this appendix (qualitative, not quantitative). This appendix is a qualitative formal treatment. It names the quantities whose values determine system behaviour, specifies the topology and stability structure that follow from the architecture, and proves the qualitative results — the existence of a critical loop-gain threshold, the Saddle-Node character of the fold, the parasitic compounding condition, the field-invariance of the aggregation operator. It does not assign numerical values to any parameter, and it makes no quantitative claim. Every numerical calibration — of GcritG_{crit} in closed form, of β\beta, γ\gamma, κS\kappa_S, τ\tau, of the coupling matrices — is explicitly deferred to the thirteen specialist tasks of Section A.7. A critique that the appendix has not established a numerical result is therefore not an objection but a restatement of its scope: the quantitative treatment is the co-authored programme this architecture invites, not a claim this appendix advances. Results below are marked (qualitative result) where a reader might otherwise mistake a structural claim for a numerical one.

A.2 Axiom Restatement for the Fast Valuation Layer

The following six restatements (M1, M2, M3, M4, M5a, M5b) are derivative of the canonical axioms of Chapter 2. Each restatement names the canonical axiom it is drawn from, preserves the axiom’s content, and expresses it in a form suitable for the dynamical-systems specification that follows. No new primitives are introduced.

M1 — Behavioural Taxonomy Primary; Neural Mechanism Secondary (from Axiom 1, Three-Source Taxonomy; epistemic commitment from Chapter 8 Appendix 8F.1).

The three motivational sources (A, I, M) are distinguished first by their observable behavioural signatures: A satiates episodically with physiological deficit correction, I persists under audience-removal and deepens with engagement, M exhibits structural non-satiation in both its cases and, in its special case, Model-dependence, observability-amplification, and comparison-constitution. This three-source taxonomy is the content of Axiom 1. The further epistemic commitment that the behavioural taxonomy is primary and candidate neural mechanisms are secondary (offered as the best current explanation rather than the epistemic foundation) is established in Chapter 8 Section 8.3 and governs the appendix’s interpretation. The formalism that follows is agnostic as to neural implementation, provided the architectural properties that M2 through M5b require are satisfied at some substrate.

M2 — Fast Perceptual-to-Goal Coupling (from Axiom 7, Preconscious Transmission).

For any Model action or goal signal directed at an Object, there exists a fast mapping from the observed Model behaviour to an internal mimetic signal M(t) in the observing Individual, operating on subsecond timescales and preceding conscious access. The mapping is assumed stable and approximately linear in the small-signal regime around the operating point. Prose derivation: Chapter 9, Section 9.11.1.

M3 — Common-Currency Integration (from Axiom 2).

The Decision Hub computes an integrated subjective value V(t) for each Object as a weighted combination of Appetitive input A(t), Intrinsic input I(t), and Mimetic input M(t):

V(t)=wAA(t)+wII(t)+wMM(t) V(t) = w_A A(t) + w_I I(t) + w_M M(t) 

The weights are treated as constants on the fast timescale of interest. The full treatment, in which w_M is itself a function of S and which produces the Mimetic Treadmill (the Treadmill), is given at A.9. Source Opacity, which is the information-theoretic consequence of this weighted-sum integration, is specified separately in M5a. Prose derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.3.2; Chapter 9, Sections 9.1 through 9.2.

A.2.1 Agent-Type Vector as Object-Valuation Input

The M3 specification treats the M-channel input as a scalar M(t)M(t) whose salience weight is modulated by the Observer’s assessment of the Object field. When the Object is another Individual, Axiom 9 (Agent-Based Causal Default) supplies the classifier that determines the qualitative structure of that salience weight. Under the canonical formalism of Chapter 11 Section 11.13.1 (The Four-Way Agent-Type Vector), that classifier outputs a four-dimensional vector 𝒗=(vC,vR,vX,vY)\mathbf{v} = (v_C, v_R, v_X, v_Y) with basis vectors Collaborator-weight (C), Rival-weight (R), Predator-weight (X), and Prey-weight (Y). The coordinates are non-negative and sum to one. The effective A-I-M valuation profile for the Individual-Object is then a vector-weighted combination of the four basis profiles:

Πeff=vCΠC+vRΠR+vXΠX+vYΠY\Pi_{\text{eff}} = v_C \Pi_C + v_R \Pi_R + v_X \Pi_X + v_Y \Pi_Y

where ΠC\Pi_C, ΠR\Pi_R, ΠX\Pi_X, ΠY\Pi_Y are the A-I-M valuation profiles associated with pure Collaborator, Rival, Predator, and Prey classifications respectively. The scalar M(t)M(t) in M3 is the vector-weighted sum of the M-components of these four profiles. The fast-layer dynamics specified in A.4 operate on that scalar without internal knowledge of the vector decomposition: the vector specification is an Axiom 9 constraint on the classifier upstream of the fast loop, not an additional dynamical variable within it. The canonical formalism and the five formal properties of the Agent-Type Vector are specified in Chapter 11 Section 11.13.1 (The Four-Way Agent-Type Vector subsection).

M4 — Status Feedback (from Axiom 5, Object Parasitism, operating through Observability dynamics; see Chapter 8 Sections 8.6 and 8.13).

Realised valuation and observable choice outcomes modulate environmental salience. Increases in realised V for a focal Object produce increases in that Object’s Observability and in the realised StatusPM of Individuals associated with its pursuit. The composite environmental signal S(t) transmits this modulation back into the mimetic input channel M(t) of Individuals in the Observability field. The feedback is positive in the sense that the partial derivative of S with respect to realised V is non-negative at the operating point.

M5a (Source Opacity as Information-Theoretic Entailment of Integration) (from Axioms 2 and 3; Data Processing Inequality derivation canonical in Chapter 9).

The Decision Hub’s Scalar V_t discards source tags. The integration V = f(A, I, M) = w_A A + w_I I + w_M M is a deterministic, non-injective many-to-one map; its kernel is two-dimensional, so for each value of V the pre-image is a two-dimensional affine subspace of the (A, I, M) input space. No measurable function of V can recover (A, I, M) exactly. By the Data Processing Inequality, I(S; g(V)) ≤ I(S; (U_A, U_I, U_M)) for any source-identity variable S and any introspective function g of V, where U_A, U_I, U_M denote the pre-integration channel signals A(t), I(t), M(t), renamed here to avoid collision with the mutual-information functional I(·;·). Equality holds exactly when g(V) is a sufficient statistic for S, that is, when S and (U_A, U_I, U_M) are conditionally independent given g(V) (Cover and Thomas, 1991); the integration step itself, taking g as the identity, therefore loses information about S exactly when V is not sufficient for S. Non-injectivity guarantees that (A, I, M) itself is not recoverable from V; the Data Processing Inequality ensures that no downstream processing of V, including conscious introspection, can recover what the integration step has discarded. That introspection is such downstream processing is the Scalar-Only Delivery restatement B1 (Section A.5.6), which carries the architectural content of the premise at this point. The combined argument, non-injectivity plus DPI, is what delivers Source Opacity as an information-theoretic entailment of M3 rather than a separate axiomatic commitment. What survives integration is the contributions’ sum. Because the three contributions obey different termination dynamics (M5b), the response of V to conditions that move one input and not the others identifies the leading input qualitatively; this is inference rather than recovery, it is the behavioural-signature route of Chapter 18, and identification of the weights themselves is the structural-identifiability question of Task 3d.

M5b — Differential Satiation (from Axiom 6).

The three sources exhibit distinct satiation dynamics on the fast timescale: the A-contribution decays after deficit correction and the deficit recurs cyclically; the I-contribution decays after correction of the deficit the Thinker signals for the Object its process requires, that correction reaching functional adequacy without recurring; and the M-contribution exhibits no intrinsic negative feedback and responds to Reference-Set shifts driven by S(t). The non-satiation of M is architecturally encoded in the absence of a self-terminating term in the M equation of the dynamical system specified in Section A.4.

Functional derivation of the non-satiation commitment. The absence of a self-terminating term in the M equation is a design entailment of the channel’s function, not a bare stipulation. The M channel is the input stream of the Observer’s Salience-valuation function (Chapter 4; Chapter 9 Section 9.9.10): its architectural role is to identify Objects in the perceived Object field and maintain their salience ranking, so that the Decision Hub can direct action toward Objects against which A-deficits can be corrected and I-engagements pursued. A channel with that role has no deficit of its own to correct. Satiation is the signature of a homeostatic channel, which terminates when its deficit closes; an identification service has no closure condition, because environmental pointing is continuous work. Its output enters the integrated valuation as the premium component β·M(t) — the identification cost, carried on the A- and I-generated Objects it points at (Object Parasitism), and invisible to the payer because the integration of M3 strips the source tags (M5a). Non-satiation is therefore what a correctly functioning salience channel looks like, and M5b restates a design necessity rather than an empirical contingency. The channel runs open-loop with respect to the deficits it serves: M(t) is driven by m_obs(t) and S(t), not by current A- or I-deficit levels. That open-loop character is precisely why the premium is non-contingent — charged whether or not a deficit currently exists — and why, above threshold, it can compound free of any Referent in the deficits themselves (the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle, Chapter 9 Section 9.10).

Three further restatements, B1 (Scalar-Only Delivery), B2 (Evidence Construction), and B3 (Bayesian Updating Under Source Opacity), drawn from Axioms 2, 3, 4, and 8, are introduced in Section A.5.6 to specify the slow-layer side of the fast-to-slow coupling.

Three further restatements, N1 (Observability as Inter-Individual Channel), N2 (Evidence as Coupling-Mediated Input), and N3 (Non-Commutativity Propagation), drawn from Axioms 5, 7, and 8 and from the Wang-to-Mechanism derivation of Chapter 14, are introduced in Section A.5.7 to specify the network-layer extension of the coupled system.

A.2.2 The Finite Energy Envelope (E1)

E1 — Finite Energy Envelope (from the finite energy budget of Chapter 4, Section 4.1, and the Body Manager specification of Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2).

The Individual is a body with a finite energy envelope. It is drawn in as fuel and oxygen through the bodily input channels of Chapter 1, Section 1.8, and spent continuously. Write ℰi(t)∈[0,ℰimax]\mathcal{E}_i(t) \in [0, \mathcal{E}_i^{max}] for the state of Individual ii’s envelope. Its balance is

dℰidt=ιi(t)−pi0(t)−pisel(t)(A.2-1) \frac{d\mathcal{E}_i}{dt} = \iota_i(t) - p^{0}_i(t) - p^{sel}_i(t) \qquad\text{(A.2-1)} 

where ιi(t)≥0\iota_i(t) \ge 0 is intake, pi0(t)>0p^{0}_i(t) > 0 is the maintenance draw that runs whatever is selected, and pisel(t)≥0p^{sel}_i(t) \ge 0 is the draw fixed by the Decision Hub’s current selection: moving the limbs, and holding attention on one thing rather than another, which is among the actions the Decision Hub selects.

E1 commits the formalism to six things.


	Conservation. Every expenditure is a draw on ℰi\mathcal{E}_i, and no term of the formalism supplies energy. The Scalar V carries no energy. The Decision Hub’s selection directs the envelope’s expenditure and does not add to it, as a valve directs the pressure in a pipe without supplying it. A formal step that produces an act, a sustained engagement or a rise in some activity without a matching draw on ℰi\mathcal{E}_i leaves the books open, and the conservation discipline of Chapter 4, Section 4.1 forbids that.

	Continuous expenditure. pi0>0p^{0}_i > 0 at every moment. Without intake the envelope runs down whatever the Decision Hub selects. No Individual has a zero-cost state, so any requirement placed on an Individual is met out of an envelope already being spent.

	Allocation at the single channel. piselp^{sel}_i depends on one selection at a time. The direction of attention is among the actions selected, so the same selection fixes both the draw on the envelope and what the Observer attends to. Competition among the components for the envelope is competition at the Decision Hub. A valuation that loses at the single channel is not discarded. Its Scalar returns to the Thinker on the path of B1 (A.5.6), and an unselected claim the Belief Register cannot already resolve is held as a prior about what will be required next, where it competes for the affordable share at later selections (Chapter 12, Section 12.3.1). An Appetitive claim is also re-issued at its source, since the Body Manager signals while the deficit stands (item 4); an Intrinsic claim is held by the Thinker, which is its source; an M-claim persists only while the Object is in the field, and outlasts that only where the Thinker has resolved it, under an A-framed or I-framed ground by Source Opacity (where the M hypothesis is absent or not recalled).

	The Body Manager reports the envelope and does not allocate it. The envelope’s state enters the formalism through the Body Manager’s deficit signals: the drive to breathe over minutes; hunger, fatigue and sleep pressure over hours and days. Signal magnitude tracks deficit magnitude, so a falling ℰi\mathcal{E}_i raises those signals and, through them, the Appetitive contribution A(t) of the Objects that would restore the supply. ℰi\mathcal{E}_i is one argument of the Appetite-satisfaction level ai(t)a_i(t) of A.5.8.7, alongside the other deficits the Body Manager signals. Elevated A-signals dominate at the Decision Hub; that dominance is the envelope protecting its own supply. The map from ℰi\mathcal{E}_i to A(t) and to ai(t)a_i(t) is part of Task 13.

	The envelope and the capacities are distinct. The Observer’s attention ΘiO\Theta^{O}_i and the Thinker’s deliberation ΘiT\Theta^{T}_i (N4, A.5.7.2) limit what can be taken in at any moment. They are capacities, not stocks: they are not terms of (A.2-1), and their own use does not deplete them. Attention and deliberation are among the ways the one envelope is spent. They are not separate accounts kept beside it.

	The envelope bounds the capacities. ΘiO=ΘiO(ℰi)\Theta^{O}_i = \Theta^{O}_i(\mathcal{E}_i) and ΘiT=ΘiT(ℰi)\Theta^{T}_i = \Theta^{T}_i(\mathcal{E}_i), each non-decreasing in ℰi\mathcal{E}_i. Use does not draw a capacity down, but the envelope running down does: fatigue and sleep loss shrink attention and deliberation together, and sustained attention and working memory are the capacities that sleep loss degrades most reliably (Lim and Dinges, 2010). The bound passes to every result that runs through the capacities. The attention-supply ceiling of A.5.7.4 falls as the envelope runs down, and so does the Thinker’s bound on ρ(Koff)\rho(K_{off}). Because ΘiT\Theta^{T}_i carries the I-Override, a low envelope narrows the capacity that carries the override at the moment, through item 4, the A-signals it would have to override are strongest.



Timescale and scope. ℰi\mathcal{E}_i moves over minutes (oxygen) and over hours to days (fuel and sleep). On the fast valuation layer of A.4 it is therefore a constant, as are the capacities it bounds, and (A.2-1) contributes no term to that system or to its Jacobian. No result of A.4 through A.12 depends on the trajectory of ℰi\mathcal{E}_i. E1 instead constrains what an extension of the formalism may assume, in four ways: - An extension that adds an activity, an intervention or a requirement placed on Individuals states the draw it makes on ℰi\mathcal{E}_i and its claim on the single channel. - No extension treats attention or deliberation as a reservoir depleted by use. - No extension holds ΘiO\Theta^{O}_i or ΘiT\Theta^{T}_i fixed across a change in ℰi\mathcal{E}_i. - No extension models an Individual whose expenditure is free or unbounded.

Prose derivation: Chapter 4, Sections 4.1 and 4.4.2.

A.3 Notation Register

This section is the appendix’s single reference for notation. Every symbol the appendix uses is defined here or in the section named against it, so that the formal argument can be assessed from this appendix and Chapter 4 without recourse to the rest of the volume.

How to read the Status column. The appendix mixes three kinds of quantity, and a reader evaluating what is and is not claimed needs them kept apart.


	Derived quantities are fixed by the mathematics. No measurement enters them, and no data could revise them without revising the form they follow from. Gcrit=1G_{crit} = 1 is of this kind.

	Committed form entries are functional forms the appendix chooses. The choice is consequential, the appendix does not claim it is settled, and the section named states what turns on it.

	Measured quantities are empirical magnitudes the appendix deliberately leaves open. Section A.7 names the calibration task for each. Their values determine where a system sits relative to a threshold; they do not determine that the threshold exists.

	Structural entries are state variables, indices, matrices and operators: the objects the formalism is written in rather than quantities to be derived or measured.



Nothing in the register is a calibration result. Where a number appears in the Derived rows it follows from the topology or from a stated functional form, in the way that the critical threshold of a feedback loop follows from its structure and not from any measurement of it.

Fast valuation layer (A.2 to A.5). Three state variables, three exogenous inputs, and eight parameters. Each is listed with its architectural correspondent in the main text.

State variables.


	M(t): the pre-integration Mimetic channel input to the Decision Hub for a focal Object, prior to Common-Currency Integration. M(t) is one of the three source channels entering the Decision Hub in M3, not the integrated output. It is the fast-timescale, Object-specific mimetic drive that arises from observation of Models and from environmental salience. As modelled, M(t) is the special case of the Mimetic channel: both of its drivers, m_obs(t) and S(t), are readings of other Individuals’ valuations, and the general case, Salience over Objects with no Model present, closes no loop and is not modelled. M(t) is upstream of V(t); it is not the canonical construct PM.

	V(t): the integrated subjective value for the focal Object in the Decision Hub, in the sense of Common-Currency Integration (Axiom 2). The Individual’s choice behaviour is driven by V(t), not by the separate sources. The Object-level quantity β·M(t), when V meets a market or a counterparty, is the fast-timescale realisation of what the main text names the Mimetic Premium (PM). The canonical PM construct (Chapter 8 Sections 8.6 and 8.13) is therefore the price- or transfer-visible trace of β·M(t), projected through the transaction structure.

	S(t): an environmental salience signal capturing the effective Observability and realised StatusPM of the focal Object in the Individual’s reference group. S(t) is not the Individual’s personal StatusPM; it is the field-level salience the Individual is exposed to.



Exogenous inputs.


	m_obs(t): the stream of observed Model goal signals directed at the focal Object reaching the Individual’s perceptual apparatus. m_obs(t) is an exogenous input to the system, not a state variable. Its magnitude is shaped by the institutional, technological, and cultural environment in which the Individual operates (media coverage norms, platform design, disclosure regimes, sumptuary practices, and analogous institutional structures that govern visibility of Model signals) and is accordingly available to collective modification.

	A(t), I(t): the Appetitive and the Intrinsic contributions to the focal Object’s valuation, entering the Decision Hub’s integration in Equation A.4-2 with weights w_A and w_I. Both are exogenous on the fast timescale, being set by the Individual’s provisioning state and by the vitality of the Intrinsic domains open to them, and both are accordingly available to institutional modification in the way m_obs(t) is. Their operating-point values A* and I* fix the sign and the magnitude of the Treadmill loop gain G_tread at Section A.9.7 and therefore enter the effective threshold G_crit^eff = 1 − G_tread, which is the respect in which they differ from m_obs(t): m_obs(t) moves the operating point and reaches stability only second-order through σ’(V*), while A(t) and I(t) move the threshold itself. A(t) is per-Object and is distinct from the Individual’s Appetite-satisfaction level ai(t)a_i(t), which is per-Individual and is the quantity whose floor the A-Floor Requirement governs (Section A.5.8.7). The two are not independent — a deficit in ai(t)a_i(t) raises the Appetitive contribution of the Objects that would correct it — but the mapping between them is Task 13 of Section A.7, and Section A.9.7’s regime 2 is where the per-Object quantity and the floor result meet.



Parameters.


	α: the ignition gain, that is, the coupling coefficient from m_obs(t) to M(t). α reflects the efficiency of the perceptual-to-goal substrate identified in M2. It is a feed-forward gain on the exogenous input and does not enter the linearised stability analysis around the fixed point; its role in the formalism is specified in Section A.5.1.

	β: the weight of M in the Decision Hub’s integration. Corresponds to w_M in M3. Enters the internal loop gain.

	γ: the Status feedback gain from realised V to environmental salience. Corresponds to the strength of the M4 feedback. Enters the internal loop gain.

	τ_M, τ_V, τ_S: the characteristic time constants of M, V, and S dynamics respectively. The framework commits to τ_M < τ_V < τ_S at order-of-magnitude level (M is fast and preconscious; V integrates over tens to hundreds of milliseconds; S evolves over seconds to minutes as environmental Observability updates). Specific numerical values are specialist-calibration tasks.

	κ_S: the salience-to-M coupling, that is, the direct modulation of M by environmental salience S (distinct from α, which couples specific Model observation m_obs into M). κ_S represents the amplification of mimetic drive by the aggregate salience field rather than by any identifiable Model signal, and it is the parameter that closes the internal cycle S → M → V → S. The contrast with α is between an aggregate source and an identifiable one, not between an asocial source and a social one: the salience field is socially constituted, being what a population’s realised valuations have made salient, but no particular Model is recoverable from it. Where a particular Model is recoverable, the pathway is α m_obs and not κ_S. κ_S enters the internal loop gain.1

	σ(·): a bounded monotone mapping from realised V to environmental salience S. The formalism commits to the class (bounded, monotone, differentiable at the operating point) but not to a specific functional form. Task 2 in Section A.7 names the commitment to a specific family (sigmoidal is recommended) as a specialist-derivation task.

	**σ’(V*)**: the local slope of σ at the operating point V*. This slope enters the stability analysis of Section A.5 as a component of the internal loop gain. It is a derived quantity, not an independent parameter.

	η_M(t), η_V(t), η_S(t): zero-mean noise terms capturing unmodelled fluctuations at each node. Treated as independent for the proof-of-concept; correlated noise structure is a specialist-extension task.



A(t) and I(t) are treated as exogenous on the fast timescale. Their own dynamics (correction of the Body Manager’s deficit for A, correction of the Thinker’s deficit for the Object its process requires for I) operate on longer timescales and are outside the scope of this appendix.

Energy envelope (A.2.2).










	Symbol
	Meaning
	Introduced
	Status





	ℰi(t)\mathcal{E}_i(t), ℰimax\mathcal{E}_i^{max}
	the state of Individual ii’s energy envelope and its ceiling
	A.2.2 (E1)
	Structural



	ιi(t)\iota_i(t)
	intake to the envelope, as fuel and oxygen
	A.2.2 (E1)
	Measured



	pi0(t)p^{0}_i(t), pisel(t)p^{sel}_i(t)
	the maintenance draw on the envelope, and the draw fixed by the Decision Hub’s current selection
	A.2.2 (E1)
	Measured





Slow (Bayesian) layer (A.5.6).










	Symbol
	Meaning
	Introduced
	Status





	ℋ={H1,…,Hn}\mathcal{H} = \{H_1,\dots,H_n\}
	Hypothesis Space: the hypotheses the Individual can represent. ℋ*\mathcal{H}^{*} is the unrestricted space including HMH_M
	A.5.6
	Structural



	HkH_k
	the kk-th Hypothesis in ℋ\mathcal{H}
	A.5.6
	Structural



	btb_t, bt(Hk)b_t(H_k)
	the Belief Register: a probability distribution over ℋ\mathcal{H}, and the mass it places on HkH_k
	A.5.6
	Structural



	ℓk\ell_k, ℓ‾\bar\ell
	the raw likelihood P(Vt∣Hk,St)P(V_t \mid H_k, S_t) that HkH_k receives, never a log-likelihood, and the belief-weighted mean likelihood ∑jℓjbt(Hj)\sum_j \ell_j b_t(H_j)
	A.5.6
	Structural



	EtE_t
	the Evidence proposition emitted to the fast layer, a (hypothesis, strength) pair
	A.5.6
	Structural



	V̂t\hat V_t
	the valuation the committed posterior, or the cached-value store, predicts for the focal Object
	A.5.6
	Structural



	rtr_t, r*r^{*}
	the Thinker recruitment rate in [0,1][0,1] gating the replicator block: in the continuous-stream approximation, the rate of recruitment produced by observation and acquisition events at which VtV_t departs from V̂t\hat V_t and by recall of unresolved questions; 1 where no committed posterior exists; r*r^{*} its value at the operating point. Its dependence on event rate, departure and urgency is left open
	A.5.6
	Committed form



	Φ\Phi
	the coupling map (Vt,St,bt,ℋ)→Et(V_t, S_t, b_t, \mathcal{H}) \to E_t. Reserved for this map and not reused
	A.5.6
	Structural



	TintT_{int}
	the Interference Term, residual coherence between competing hypotheses
	A.5.6
	Structural



	τB\tau_B
	the belief-layer time constant, with τB≫τS≫τV≫τM\tau_B \gg \tau_S \gg \tau_V \gg \tau_M
	A.5.6
	Measured



	κself\kappa_{self}
	the dimensionless Self-Coupling strength: the strength of the channel by which the Belief Register’s own prior state is recalled from memory and re-enters as Evidence. Strictly positive by the Self-Coupling Permanence Principle
	A.5.6
	Measured



	Δ\Delta
	the recall lag: the delay at which that recall arrives. A single discrete lag, not a distributed kernel
	A.5.6
	Committed form



	δt\delta t
	the Bayesian update step. Distinct from the recall lag Δ\Delta
	A.5.6
	Structural



	ρ(ℋ)\rho(\mathcal{H})
	the Restriction-Induced Concentration Factor, larger when ℋ\mathcal{H} omits HMH_M. Two operationalisations are offered, KL-divergence and dimensionality
	A.5.6
	Committed form



	ω(Tint)\omega(T_{int})
	the Evidence emission strength, decreasing in the Interference Term
	A.5.6
	Measured



	p(V,S)p(V,S)
	the Knowledge Patch interception probability at the I-Override gate, entering the fast layer as Geff=G(1−p)G_{eff} = G(1-p)
	A.6.4
	Measured



	GslowG_{slow}, GjointG_{joint}, GcritjointG_{crit}^{joint}
	the slow-layer loop gain, the joint gain, and the joint critical threshold
	A.5.6
	Structural



	JslowJ_{slow}, JfastJ_{fast}, CsfC_{sf}, CfsC_{fs}
	the slow and fast Jacobian blocks and the two cross-coupling blocks
	A.5.6
	Structural



	DD, uu, vv, ww, QQ
	in the Monotone Belief-Race Lemma only: the real diagonal part of JslowJ_{slow}, the vectors uk=bku_k = b_k and vk=ℓkv_k = \ell_k, the symmetrised wk=ukvkw_k = \sqrt{u_k v_k}, and the diagonal conjugating matrix Q=diag(uk/vk)Q = \mathrm{diag}(\sqrt{u_k/v_k})
	A.5.6
	Structural



	ν\nu
	an eigenvalue of JslowJ_{slow}, used in the delay analysis
	A.5.6
	Structural



	xx
	the scaled delay variable, with λ=ix/Δ\lambda = ix/\Delta on the imaginary axis
	A.5.6
	Structural



	ξM\xi_M, ξV\xi_V, ξS\xi_S, ηk\eta_k
	noise terms in the coupled system; the ηk\eta_k are constrained to sum to zero over kk so the noise respects the simplex
	A.5.6
	Structural





Network layer (A.5.7).










	Symbol
	Meaning
	Introduced
	Status





	NN, ii, jj
	the number of Individuals and their indices on the directed graph 𝒢\mathcal{G}
	A.5.7
	Structural



	Λ=[λij]\Lambda = [\lambda_{ij}]
	the Observability matrix. λij≥0\lambda_{ij} \geq 0 is the rate at which Individual jj’s realised valuation becomes an observed Model signal for Individual ii. Reserved for this matrix; the scalar likelihood ratio is written LRtLR_t to avoid collision, and the claims-to-capacity ratio of Appendix 12A, Section 12A.2, carries the same letter for a different quantity
	A.5.7.3
	Structural



	K=[κij]K = [\kappa_{ij}]
	the Evidence-coupling matrix. κij≥0\kappa_{ij} \geq 0 is the weight with which jj’s emitted Evidence enters ii’s Register; the diagonal is the Self-Coupling. KoffK_{off} is the off-diagonal part
	A.5.7.3
	Structural



	ρ(⋅)\rho(\cdot)
	spectral radius
	A.5.7.4
	Structural



	GnetΛG_{net}^{\Lambda}, GnetKG_{net}^{K}
	the fast-channel and slow-channel network gains
	A.5.7.4
	Structural



	κc\kappa_c
	the Critical Coupling Strength at the population scale
	A.5.7.5
	Measured



	κcnet\kappa_c^{net}
	the convergence-channel sufficiency threshold: the ρ(Koff)\rho(K_{off}) at which GnetΛ+GnetKG_{net}^{\Lambda} + G_{net}^{K} alone reaches GcrittotalG_{crit}^{total}. An upper bound on κc\kappa_c
	A.9.8
	Measured



	τ\tau
	Decoherence Time
	A.5.7
	Measured



	ΘiO\Theta^{O}_i, sis_i
	the Observer’s perceptual-selection budget and the share of it spent on observing Individuals-as-Objects; together they bound the row sums of Λ\Lambda. ΘiO\Theta^{O}_i is non-decreasing in ℰi\mathcal{E}_i (E1)
	A.5.7.2 (N4)
	Measured



	ΘiT\Theta^{T}_i
	the Thinker’s working-memory and deliberation capacity; bounds the row sums of KoffK_{off} and carries the I-Override. Non-decreasing in ℰi\mathcal{E}_i (E1)
	A.5.7.2 (N4)
	Measured



	wijw_{ij}, qjq_j, cic_i, ζ\zeta
	in the normalised allocation of N4: the template-coded weight of jj in ii’s field, the Salience of jj as ii’s Observer reads it, the claim of the non-social field, and the Salience exponent (ζ=1\zeta = 1 at the single Observer)
	A.5.7.2 (N4)
	Committed form



	aixa_{ix}
	the attention evaluator ii allocates to xx, normalised across evaluators; the weight of the first stage of Ψ\Psi
	A.12.1
	Structural



	ε(κ)\varepsilon(\kappa)
	the loop gain of re-expression through the coupled network (the re-expressed fraction of the passed aggregate times g0g_0), increasing in κ\kappa; fixes g(κ)=g0/(1−ε)g(\kappa) = g_0/(1-\varepsilon) and τ(κ)=τ0/(1−ε)\tau(\kappa) = \tau_0/(1-\varepsilon)
	A.12.1
	Structural





Cascade-rate formulation (A.5.8).










	Symbol
	Meaning
	Introduced
	Status





	Pi,tP_{i,t}, P‾t\bar{P}_t
	Individual ii’s Authenticity Belief and its population mean, the proxy for collective Belief
	A.5.8.1
	Structural



	αpriv\alpha_{priv}, βsoc\beta_{soc}
	the private-evidence and social-evidence update weights
	A.5.8.1
	Measured



	LRprivateLR_{private}, LRperceivedLR_{perceived}
	the private and perceived likelihood ratios
	A.5.8.1
	Measured



	PthresholdP_{threshold}
	the Belief threshold in the cascade map
	A.5.8.3
	Measured



	HauthenticH_{authentic}
	the Hypothesis that a valuation is authentically held rather than Mimetically transmitted, the content on which the cascade map updates
	A.5.8.1
	Structural



	rMr_M, rCr_C
	the mimetic and corrective flux rates
	A.5.8.4
	Structural



	PLP_L, PactionP_{action}, ALA_L, AthresholdA_{threshold}
	leadership Belief, the Belief threshold at which leadership acts, the authority level, and the authority sufficient to impose action
	A.5.8.5
	Structural



	ai(t)a_i(t), afloora_{\text{floor}}, DAD_A
	Individual ii’s Appetite-satisfaction level, the A-Floor Requirement floor, and the floor deficit DA=max⁡(0,afloor−min⁡iai)D_A = \max(0,\, a_{\text{floor}} - \min_i a_i), referenced to the worst-off Individual
	A.5.8.7
	Structural



	RR
	the net-flux margin over the guarded Belief range; Subcriticality holds exactly when R<0R < 0
	A.5.8.7
	Structural



	θ\theta
	the environmental parameter vector on which the update weights depend
	A.5.8.4
	Structural





Later sections (A.8 to A.12). Each of these sections carries its own local notation block, and A.9.3 in particular indexes state variables by Individual and by Object. The entries below are the symbols a reader is most likely to meet first.










	Symbol
	Meaning
	Introduced
	Status





	σA2\sigma_A^2, σI2\sigma_I^2, σM2\sigma_M^2
	the variance components of the integrated valuation by source at aggregation rung rr
	A.8.3
	Structural



	Xr(n)X_r^{(n)}, NrN_r, 𝒜r\mathcal{A}_r
	the sample mean of the integrated valuation over nn observations at rung rr, the size of the observation set at that rung, and the aggregation level itself
	A.8.3
	Structural



	SNRr\mathrm{SNR}_r
	the signal-to-noise ratio of the cumulative M component against the bounded contributions at rung rr
	A.8.3
	Structural



	Mi,kM_{i,k}, Vi,kV_{i,k}, SkS_k
	the Object-indexed generalisations of M(t)M(t), V(t)V(t) and S(t)S(t), over a catalogue of KK observable M-Objects indexed by kk
	A.9.3
	Structural



	Hi(t)H_i(t), HiM(t)H_i^M(t)
	the set of Object indices Individual ii holds or occupies, and its M-Object subset. Distinct from the Hypotheses HkH_k of A.5.6
	A.9.3
	Structural



	πi(t)\pi_i(t)
	Individual ii’s standing, the received-aggregate Status of A.11–A.12. Not an element of HiH_i. The linearised event-contribution used in A.9 is ∑pk\sum p_k
	A.9.3, A.11.0
	Structural



	DijD_{ij}
	the signed positional differential xi−xjx_i - x_j computed by the Observer
	A.10
	Structural



	rijr_{ij}, Δrij\Delta r_{ij}, PMijP_M^{ij}
	ii’s regard for jj, the antisymmetric regard differential rji−rijr_{ji} - r_{ij}, and the premium ii extracts from jj as its positive part
	A.10.4
	Structural



	PAP_A, PIP_I, PMP_M, PtotalP_{total}
	the Appetitive, Intrinsic and Mimetic components of a transaction price and their sum
	A.10.5
	Structural



	m(t)m(t), βm\beta_m, ωm\omega_m, kk, cc
	the collective positional alignment of a population and its phenomenological damping, frequency, coupling and self-reinforcement coefficients. The subscript mm marks these as population-level and not the fast loop of A.4
	A.10
	Committed form



	Σi(x)\Sigma_i(x)
	the dyadic directed valuation scalar. The field salience S(t)S(t) of A.4 is reserved and not reused for it
	A.11.1
	Structural



	Ψ\Psi, H(ω;κ,τ)H(\omega;\kappa,\tau), ωc\omega_c
	the aggregation operator, its transfer function, and the cutoff frequency ωc=1/τ\omega_c = 1/\tau. HH here is a transfer function and not a Hypothesis
	A.12.1
	Committed form





Loop gains. The appendix uses two additive expansions of total loop gain, distinguished by superscript. The three-layer / network total of A.5.7.4 is Gtotal(3)=Geff+Gslow+Gcross+GnetΛ+GnetKG_{total}^{(3)} = G_{eff} + G_{slow} + G_{cross} + G_{net}^{\Lambda} + G_{net}^{K}. The possession-coupled total of (A.9.5-2) is Gtotal(H)=Geff+Gslow+GnetΛ+GnetK+Gtread+Gconv+GcrossG_{total}^{(H)} = G_{eff} + G_{slow} + G_{net}^{\Lambda} + G_{net}^{K} + G_{tread} + G_{conv} + G_{cross}. Both are leading-order engineering heuristics for weakly coupled cycles, not the exact stability condition, which is the largest real eigenvalue of the full coupled block-Jacobian. The one exception is the pair G_eff and G_tread, whose additivity is exact at the fold condition under the sticky-wAw_A displacement rule of A.9.7 (with Gcriteff=1−GtreadG_{\mathrm{crit}}^{\mathrm{eff}} = 1 - G_{\mathrm{tread}}); the Treadmill two-cycle also enters a1a_1, so bifurcation type is settled by the fold-first identity of A.9.7 rather than by fold additivity alone. Rendered here in the plain form A.9.5 uses; where the prose writes GtotalG_{total} without a superscript, the surrounding section decides which expansion is meant.










	Gain
	Composition
	What it is
	Where





	G
	κ_S · β · γ · σ’(V*)
	the internal fast-layer loop gain
	A.5



	G_eff
	β γ σ’(V*) κ_S (1 − p)
	the effective fast-layer gain under Knowledge Patch interception, p = p(V,S) being the I-Override gate interception probability formalised at A.6.4
	A.5.1, A.6.4



	G_slow
	r* · κ_self · ρ(H) · ‖∂ℓ/∂V‖ · β · ‖∂μ/∂b‖ · ω(T_int)
	the fast-slow cross-loop gain as the slow layer governs it, the cycle running b → μ → M → V → ℓ → b. Positive whenever the cross-channels are open and the Thinker is recruited (r* > 0), with the κ_self factor architecturally bounded below and the ω(T_int) factor suppressible by Epistemic Suspension
	A.5.6



	G_net^Λ
	α w_M(S) ρ(Λ) σ’(V)
	the fast-channel network gain
	A.5.7.4



	G_net^K
	ρ(K_off) · ‖∂ℓ/∂E‖ · β · ‖∂μ/∂b‖ · ω̄(T_int)
	the slow-channel network gain, with ω̄ the population-averaged emission coefficient
	A.5.7.4



	G_tread
	w_M’(S)(M − I) γ σ’(V) while w_I > 0; w_M’(S)(M − A) γ σ’(V) at w_I = 0
	the Treadmill gain under the Decision Hub normalisation constraint with sticky w_A (I-preferential displacement). Its cycle bypasses the M node, so κ_S does not enter it. Sign follows (M* − I*) in regime 1
	A.9.7



	G_conv
	≈ Λ’(d*) (∂d/∂π) (∂π/∂H) r_event
	the Model-Convergence gain. Heuristic and qualitative
	A.9.5



	G_cross
	unspecified
	the residual cross-block coupling product. Left unspecified in the qualitative treatment
	A.9.5



	G_crit, G_crit^joint, G_crit^total
	see Derived constants
	the critical thresholds at the fast, joint and total scales
	A.5, A.5.6, A.5.7





Derived constants. These follow from the topology or from a stated functional form. No measurement enters them.










	Constant
	Value
	What it is
	Where





	GcritG_{crit}
	exactly 11
	the critical internal loop gain of the three-node fast layer, independent of τM\tau_M, τV\tau_V, τS\tau_S
	A.5



	GHopfG_{Hopf} bound
	≤−8\leq -8 (constant-wMw_M)
	the greatest value the loop gain can take on the Hopf locus in the constant-wMw_M three-node skeleton, tight only at equal relaxation times and therefore unreachable for a product of positive couplings; under state-dependent wM(S)w_M(S) the locus relocates and the Saddle-Node Default is retained by the fold-first identity of A.9.7
	A.5.3, A.9.7





Symbols reused across layers. Nine symbols carry different meanings in different layers. Each is unambiguous within its own section, and the appendix is internally consistent, but a reader moving between layers should note them.








	Letter
	Meanings





	HH
	a Hypothesis (A.5.6); the held-or-occupied set Hi(t)H_i(t) (A.9.3); the transfer function H(ω;κ,τ)H(\omega;\kappa,\tau) (A.12.1). The Hypothesis Space is the script ℋ\mathcal{H} throughout



	KK
	the Evidence-coupling matrix (A.5.7.3); the size of the M-Object catalogue (A.9.3)



	DD
	the real diagonal part of JslowJ_{slow} (A.5.6); the floor deficit DAD_A (A.5.8.7); the positional differential DijD_{ij} (A.10)



	aa, bb, cc
	the characteristic-polynomial coefficients a2,a1,a0a_2, a_1, a_0 (A.5.3); the cascade-map shorthands (A.5.8.3); the Appetite-satisfaction level aia_i (A.5.8.7); the attention weight aixa_{ix} (A.12.1); the non-social claim cic_i of the allocation (A.5.7.2)



	xx
	the reciprocal relaxation times in the Hopf-locus expression (A.5.3); the scaled delay variable xx, with λ=ix/Δ\lambda = ix/\Delta (A.5.6); a scalar belief-content (A.12.1)



	ω\omega
	the Evidence emission strength ω(Tint)\omega(T_{int}) (A.5.6); an angular frequency (A.10, A.12). A.5.6 uses the scaled variable xx rather than a frequency, so the two senses do not meet in one section



	PP
	a probability (A.5.6); an Authenticity Belief Pi,tP_{i,t} (A.5.8.1); a price component PAP_A, PIP_I, PMP_M (A.10.5)



	σ\sigma
	the bounded monotone salience map σ(⋅)\sigma(\cdot) and its slope σ′(V*)\sigma'(V^{*}) (A.3, A.4); comparative Status σi\sigma_i and its rate dσi/dtd\sigma_i/dt (A.9.9); signalled conduct σx(t)\sigma_x(t) (A.11.4). The dyadic directed valuation is the capital Σi(x)\Sigma_i(x) of A.11.1 and is a fourth quantity again



	Δ\Delta
	the recall lag Δ\Delta (A.5.6); the positional differential Δi\Delta_i (A.9.9); the regard differential Δrij\Delta r_{ij} (A.10.4); the strategic-cost increment ΔC\Delta C (A.11.5)





A.4 The Minimal Dynamical System

The three coupled stochastic differential equations defining the fast valuation layer:

τMdMdt=−M+αmobs(t)+κSS(t)+ηM(t)(A.4-1) \tau_M \frac{dM}{dt} = -M + \alpha \, m_{\text{obs}}(t) + \kappa_S \, S(t) + \eta_M(t) \qquad\text{(A.4-1)} 

τVdVdt=−V+wAA(t)+wII(t)+βM(t)+ηV(t)(A.4-2) \tau_V \frac{dV}{dt} = -V + w_A A(t) + w_I I(t) + \beta \, M(t) + \eta_V(t) \qquad\text{(A.4-2)} 

τSdSdt=−S+γσ(V(t))+ηS(t)(A.4-3) \tau_S \frac{dS}{dt} = -S + \gamma \, \sigma(V(t)) + \eta_S(t) \qquad\text{(A.4-3)} 

Interpretation of the first equation. M relaxes toward a forced level determined by two distinct inputs: the observed Model goal signal m_obs(t), scaled by the ignition coupling α, and the environmental salience contribution κ_S·S(t). In the absence of both Model observation and environmental salience, M decays to zero with time constant τ_M. The equation encodes M2: the mimetic drive is driven by observation of Models (via the exogenous ignition pathway α·m_obs(t)) and by generalised environmental salience (via the endogenous cycle closure κ_S·S(t)), not by internal deficit or process-engagement.

Interpretation of the second equation. V relaxes toward a forced level determined by the weighted sum of A, I, and M contributions. On the fast timescale, A(t) and I(t) are treated as exogenous. The weight β on M corresponds to w_M in M3. The equation encodes M3: Common-Currency Integration produces a single Scalar V from the three input channels, and V is the quantity that drives downstream choice.

Interpretation of the third equation. S relaxes toward a forced level determined by σ(V(t)), scaled by the feedback gain γ. The function σ captures the architectural fact that realised valuation translates into environmental salience nonlinearly (small Vs do not register in the field; large Vs saturate). The equation encodes M4: realised valuation modulates Observability and StatusPM, feeding back into the Individual’s mimetic input via κ_S·S(t) in the first equation.

Two distinct gain structures. The equations exhibit two architecturally distinct pathways by which M(t) is driven. The first is the exogenous ignition pathway α·m_obs(t), which injects mimetic signal into the system from outside the three-node cycle. The second is the endogenous internal cycle M → V → S → M, governed by β, γ·σ’, and κ_S, which determines whether mimetic signal once present decays, oscillates, or compounds. The stability of the fixed point is determined by the endogenous cycle alone; the exogenous pathway sets where the fixed point sits but not whether it is stable. Both pathways, however, are available as intervention targets. Section A.5.1 develops the resulting two-class intervention typology.

Noise enters additively at each node. The deterministic analysis of Section A.5 addresses the fixed-point and stability structure; the stochastic extension (response to fluctuations, escape-time analysis from stable basins) is a specialist-derivation task.

A.5 Emergence and the Loop-Gain Condition

Scope of the fast-layer analysis. The existence, linearisation, and Hopf-exclusion results of Sections A.4 and A.5 are derived for the approach regime: the couplings that close the internal cycle (κS\kappa_S, β\beta, γ\gamma, σ′\sigma') are one-signed and non-negative, and the exogenous drives AA, II, and mobsm_{obs} are non-negative. In this regime, with κS\kappa_S, β\beta, γ\gamma strictly positive and σ′>0\sigma' > 0 as for the committed logistic, the Jacobian is Metzler (non-negative off-diagonal entries) and irreducible, so by the Perron-Frobenius theorem its eigenvalue of largest real part is real and simple (Berman and Plemmons, 1994), and the full nonlinear system is cooperative, which admits no attracting non-constant periodic orbit and sends almost every bounded trajectory to the set of equilibria (Hirsch, 1985). Chapter 4’s Signed Valuation Principle makes signed component inputs and signed VV architecturally load-bearing, including on the avoidance side. Sign-indefinite couplings take the system outside the Metzler class on which the Hopf exclusion rests (A.5.3 already names coupling sign-reversal as a route to Hopf), and the signed / avoidance extension is recorded as Task 12b below rather than claimed here.

Framework-Specific Corollary (Signed-Input Stability) (qualitative result). Take the couplings κ_S, β, γ > 0 and σ bounded, non-negative, monotone and continuous on the whole real line, with σ(V) → 0 as V → −∞; the committed logistic has this property, and it is the formal content of the statement that small V does not register in the field. Let the exogenous forcing w_A A + w_I I + β α m_obs take either sign, as the Signed Valuation Principle requires and as the negative-signed positional reading of Rung Loss supplies (Chapter 8, Section 8.5.6). The exogenous inputs enter the linearisation only through the location of the fixed point, so the Jacobian of this section keeps its sign pattern: the off-diagonal entries κ_S/τ_M, β/τ_V and γσ’/τ_S remain non-negative, the system stays in the Metzler class, the Routh-Hurwitz threshold G_crit = 1 and the Hopf bound G_Hopf ≤ −8 of A.5.3 hold unchanged, and the Saddle-Node Default is retained. Write K = β κ_S γ and c = w_A A + w_I I + β α m_obs, so that the fixed points solve V − K σ(V) = c and the loop gain at a fixed point is G = K σ’(V). Because K σ ≥ 0, every fixed point satisfies V ≥ c: the internal cycle M → V → S → M can raise V above the exogenous forcing and cannot carry it below that forcing, so it cannot compound a negative-signed reading, the field salience it would have to close through being bounded below at zero. Uniqueness under negative forcing requires a further condition, because the fold interval is fixed by where σ is steep and can sit at negative forcing: for a logistic σ(V) = 1/(1 + e^{−(V−θ)/s}) with θ = 0, s = 0.5 and K = 3, three fixed points coexist for c between about −1.71 and −1.29. The fixed point is unique and stable for every level of negative forcing when K σ’(V) < 1 at every V with V − K σ(V) < 0, that is, when the release boundary of the fold interval (Ignition-Release Asymmetry, §A.5.3) lies at non-negative forcing, and uniqueness fails for some negative forcing when K σ’(V) > 1 at any such V. For the logistic, uniqueness at every level of negative forcing holds throughout the sub-critical regime K ≤ 4s and, for K > 4s, exactly when θ ≥ K x₊ − s ln(x₊/(1 − x₊)), with x₊ = (1 + √(1 − 4s/K))/2; where that inequality fails, uniqueness holds for all forcing below the release boundary. On the unique fixed point G < 1, and as c → −∞, G → 0 and S relaxes to its floor. Two consequences follow. The persistence of a negative-signed positional reading is not a fast-layer phenomenon: what carries it is the slow layer, through the self-coupling term κ_self of (A.9.4-9) and the revision of the Belief Register only across repeated cycles (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.8), which is the mechanism the prose derivation of Status Death names (Chapter 15, Section 15.7). And the avoidance-side question that remains open is the case in which a coupling itself changes sign, which takes the linearisation out of the Metzler class; that case is Task 12b. Prose derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.5.6.

Fixed point. Existence of at least one non-negative fixed point follows from σ being bounded, non-negative, and continuous, together with the non-negativity of the exogenous inputs A, I, and m_obs. The fixed point is unique for every level of the exogenous forcing if and only if β · κ_S · γ · max_V σ’(V) ≤ 1, equivalently G_max ≤ 1, which is the sub-critical regime; for forcing levels outside the fold interval described next, uniqueness also holds when G_max > 1. In the supercritical regime G_max > 1, three fixed points coexist for an interval of forcing values; the saddle-node folds developed in §A.5.3 are the boundary tangencies of that interval, at each of which one of the two stable fixed points collides with the intervening saddle and annihilates: the low-V fixed point at the upper boundary of the interval, the inflated-V fixed point at the lower. Uniqueness, the fold interval and its boundary tangencies are the slope-one criterion for monotone positive-feedback systems: opening the loop at V gives a steady-state characteristic whose slope at V* is the loop gain G, a fixed point is stable where that slope is below 1, and folds occur where it equals 1 (Angeli, Ferrell and Sontag, 2004). The analysis below linearises around the operating fixed point, with the sub-critical and supercritical regimes treated as the two architectural cases.

Linearisation. Let δM, δV, δS denote small deviations from (M, V, S*). The linearised system has the Jacobian

J=(−1/τM0κS/τMβ/τV−1/τV00γσ′/τS−1/τS)
J = \begin{pmatrix}
-1/\tau_M & 0 & \kappa_S/\tau_M \\
\beta/\tau_V & -1/\tau_V & 0 \\
0 & \gamma \sigma'/\tau_S & -1/\tau_S
\end{pmatrix}


where σ’ denotes the slope of σ at V*. The diagonal entries are the relaxation rates (strictly negative). The off-diagonal entries encode the three couplings that close the internal cycle: β/τ_V from M into V, γσ’/τ_S from V into S, and κ_S/τ_M from S back into M. The parameter α does not appear in the Jacobian because α multiplies the exogenous input m_obs(t), which is not a state variable of the system; α therefore shifts the fixed point but does not enter the linearised stability analysis around it.

Loop gain and stability. Define the internal loop gain

G≡κS⋅β⋅γ⋅σ′(V*) G \equiv \kappa_S \cdot \beta \cdot \gamma \cdot \sigma'(V^*) 

as the product of the four quantities that form the closed cycle in the Jacobian. The system’s stability around the fixed point depends on whether G exceeds a critical threshold G_crit. Below threshold, the fixed point is stable: perturbations decay, and the system behaves as a transient social-learning mechanism with mimetic effects that do not compound. Above threshold, the fixed point becomes unstable: one or more eigenvalues of J acquire positive real part, and perturbations grow. The characteristic bifurcation is architecturally predicted to be a Saddle-Node (Fold), in which the occupied fixed point collides with the neighbouring saddle, the two annihilate, and the system jumps discontinuously to the surviving attractor. The interval of forcing over which two attractors coexist has two boundary tangencies and both carry G = 1, so the threshold fixes that a fold occurs and not which way the jump runs: a system on the low-V branch transits to the inflated branch, and a system on the inflated branch transits to the low-V attractor corresponding to the A-I functional baseline. The orientation of each boundary is fixed by the Ignition-Release Asymmetry of §A.5.3, and it is the second of the two transitions that the collapse phenomenology of this appendix names. The three architectural properties that make the Fold the default geometry (absence of restoring force on the M-channel, Source Opacity blocking error correction, and monotone Concealment Infrastructure until collapse) are developed in §A.5.3. The Hopf alternative is architecturally inaccessible in the three-node skeleton; the formal argument and the sharpened Task 11 brief are given in §A.5.3 below.

Qualitative result. The appendix establishes the following qualitative result:


Framework-Specific Theorem (Qualitative, Loop-Gain Emergence). The three-node dynamical system defined by Equations A.4-1 through A.4-3, under the M1 through M5b axiom restatements, admits a critical internal loop-gain threshold G_crit such that for G ≡ κ_S·β·γ·σ’(V) below threshold the system behaves as a stable transient social-learning mechanism, and for G above threshold the system exhibits PM compounding and rivalry escalation as candidate emergent topological properties of the loop, whose quantitative formalisation awaits Task 1. The ignition pathway (α·m_obs) determines the baseline level of M activation and the location of the fixed point but does not determine stability, though reductions in m_obs may indirectly affect stability through the dependence of σ’(V) on the operating point.



For the minimal three-node linearised system, J is the Jacobian of a three-stage cyclic feedback system, and Routh-Hurwitz analysis of its characteristic polynomial gives G_crit = 1 exactly (independent of τ_M, τ_V, τ_S), the standard instability threshold of a positive cyclic loop (Tyson and Othmer, 1978); the derivation is stated in the interpretive consequences below. The non-trivial residual specialist task is the analogous closed form for G_crit^total in the seven-term loop-gain decomposition of (A.9.5-2), which is the consolidated Task 1 of §A.9.11. Prose derivation of the threshold picture: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.13; Chapter 13, Section 13.8.

Interpretive consequences. Four interpretive points follow directly:


	Runaway mimetic amplification is a property of the internal loop, not of any component node and not of the exogenous ignition pathway taken alone. Breaking any one of κ_S, β, or γ (reducing it toward zero) collapses G below threshold and terminates the runaway, even when the other two gains and the ignition pathway remain intact. Reducing m_obs(t) alone (without touching κ_S, β, γ) shifts the operating point but does not directly collapse a cycle that is already closed and supercritical: the internal S → M → V → S loop continues to escalate on its own salience feedback unless the operating-point shift is large enough to reduce σ’(V*) substantially. This holds at the single-Individual scale, where m_obs is exogenous by construction. Across a population m_obs is endogenous (Section A.5.7.3), and suppressing observability then reduces ρ(Λ), lowering the total gain directly rather than only through the operating point. The two statements concern different scales and are consistent: the population-scale effect is carried by G_net^Λ, not by G. This property is formalised as Property 4 of the Parasitism Theorem (Section A.5.4), which states the compounding condition entirely in host parameters and contains no parameter of the M node itself.


	Reductions in m_obs(t) nonetheless have a second-order effect on stability through the dependence of σ’(V) on the fixed-point location. If σ is sigmoidal with inflection above V, reducing m_obs lowers V, lowers σ’(V), and therefore lowers G. This second-order channel makes ignition-pathway interventions genuinely useful as stability interventions and not merely as onset-prevention interventions, but the effect is indirect and depends on the shape of σ around the operating point.


	The critical threshold for the minimal three-node linearised system is G_crit = 1, recoverable by Routh-Hurwitz analysis of the characteristic polynomial of J, and is independent of the relaxation times τ_M, τ_V, τ_S. The relaxation times do not set the threshold but they govern the time-to-instability near criticality, the magnitude of critical-slowing-down variance amplification, and the Decoherence Time over which a supercritical loop can compound before reality intrudes. Environments that slow the Observability response (longer τ_S) are therefore more dangerous not because they lower the bifurcation threshold but because they extend the Decoherence Time available to the compounding cycle. This is the architectural mechanism by which institutional structures that delay feedback are more vulnerable to M-crisis than structures that propagate feedback rapidly.


	The noise terms η do not enter the stability condition, but they determine the pre-bifurcation approach behaviour: near-critical systems exhibit variance amplification (critical slowing down) that can serve as an empirical early-warning signature (Scheffer et al., 2009). The signature belongs to the approach to a bifurcation: a transition driven by noise alone, out of a basin whose fixed point remains stable, is preceded by no critical slowing down and gives no warning (Ditlevsen and Johnsen, 2010). Operationalising this signature is a specialist-empirical task.




A.5.1 Two Classes of Intervention; the Ignition Pathway and the Internal Loop

The architecture supports two distinct classes of intervention on the fast valuation system, both genuinely available and architecturally complementary. Naming them explicitly clarifies the relationship between visibility suppression, Observability Governance, the Knowledge Patch, and salience engineering, all of which operate somewhere in the three-node system specified above.

Class 1: Ignition-pathway interventions, targeting m_obs(t). Class 1 interventions reduce the stream of observed Model signals reaching the Individual’s perceptual apparatus. Examples include visibility suppression of specific Models or Object categories (the Don’t Name Them principle for spree-killer coverage is the canonical media-norm example; sumptuary restrictions on visible luxury display are the canonical institutional example), platform-level hiding of engagement metrics that signal others’ preferences, salary opacity in contexts where comparative income signals drive M-dynamics, and price opacity in analogous consumption contexts, which the framework develops as Blind Pricing (Chapter 12, Section 12.37). Class 1 interventions have a first-order effect on the operating point of the fixed point (lowering M, V, S) and, through the dependence of σ’(V) on the operating point, a second-order effect on stability (lowering G when σ’ falls with V*). They are particularly effective when m_obs is concentrated in identifiable sources that can be institutionally governed (specific Model classes, specific platforms, specific disclosure regimes).

Class 2: Internal-loop interventions, targeting κ_S, β, γ. Class 2 interventions reduce the stability-determining loop gain G ≡ κ_S·β·γ·σ’(V*) directly, by reducing one or more of the three couplings that form the closed cycle:


	β reduction is the mechanism of the Knowledge Patch (Chapter 18). The Patch introduces an I-Override gate between V(t) and motor output, reducing the effective Decision Hub weight on M from β to β_eff < β for Patch-competent Individuals. See Section A.6.4.

	γ reduction is the mechanism of Observability-feedback governance: interventions that weaken the mapping from realised V to environmental salience. This includes anonymising consumption outcomes, institutional buffers that absorb the salience consequences of individual choices before they propagate, and platform designs that decouple V from its Observability signature.

	κ_S reduction is the mechanism of salience engineering: interventions that reduce the direct coupling between the aggregate salience field and preconscious mimetic drive, the field being socially constituted but carrying no identifiable Model signal. Examples include attention-architecture reform, platform designs that reduce salience amplification, and institutional practices that maintain low-salience environments in contexts where M-dynamics are particularly destructive.



Class 2 interventions have a first-order effect on stability and can collapse supercritical cycles regardless of m_obs levels, provided the reduction in κ_S, β, or γ is sufficient to bring G below G_crit.

The two classes are a distinction between forcing and gain, and each has an instance at every layer. Class 1 acts on what arrives at the loop: m_obs(t) at the fast layer, and across a population the Observability matrix Λ, the two entering one threshold additively at the fold (§A.5.7.4). Class 2 acts on a coupling whose magnitude enters the gain: κ_S, β and γ at the fast layer, ρ(H) and ω(T_int) at the slow layer (§A.5.6), and ρ(K_off) at the network layer (§A.5.7.4).

Why the two classes are distinct: α versus m_obs. The architectural fact that makes the typology work is the distinction between α, the ignition gain, and m_obs(t), the ignition input. These two quantities appear together in the product α·m_obs(t) in the first equation of the dynamical system, but they are architecturally very different.

α is a coupling coefficient. It reflects the wiring of the perceptual-to-goal substrate identified in M2: how efficiently a perceived Model signal produces a preconscious mimetic signal in the observer. α is a structural property of human cognition. Reducing α would require rewiring the substrate, which is not an intervention the framework is in a position to propose. α > 0 is therefore a structural boundary condition of any Individual who perceives other Individuals.

m_obs(t) is an exogenous input. It is the actual stream of Model signals reaching the Individual’s perceptual apparatus, and its magnitude depends on the institutional, technological, and cultural environment the Individual occupies. m_obs(t) is modifiable. It is what Class 1 interventions target. In an environment with rigorous media suppression of certain Model classes, m_obs for those Model classes approaches zero; in an environment saturated with Model signals (always-on social media, ubiquitous advertising, constant comparative disclosure), m_obs is large. The framework’s treatment of Observability as an intervention lever has always operated on m_obs, even where the distinction has not been made at this level of precision.

Treating α and m_obs as separate matters architecturally because it makes visibility suppression available as an intervention while preserving the recognition that mimetic activation itself cannot be prevented. Some m_obs > 0 reaches any socially embedded Individual, and α > 0 always, so M(t) > 0 is structurally unavoidable. The framework does not propose preventing mimetic activation. What it proposes is (a) reducing m_obs where institutional arrangements permit, via Class 1 interventions, and (b) reducing the internal loop gain, via Class 2 interventions, so that the activation which does occur decays rather than compounds.

Complementarity and combined-intervention strategies. Class 1 and Class 2 interventions are architecturally complementary. Class 1 acts on the exogenous input; Class 2 acts on the endogenous cycle. Neither substitutes for the other. A population with strong visibility suppression (low m_obs) but no Knowledge Patch adoption (β_eff = β) exhibits less activation but compounding can still occur above the lowered operating point. A population with widespread Patch adoption (β_eff < β) but no visibility suppression (high m_obs) exhibits substantial activation but less effective conversion into action. Combining both produces compounding reductions in G_eff and is the architectural basis for the combined-intervention strategy the framework recommends for Subcriticality Maintenance.

Overlap in practice. Several real-world interventions that travel under the single heading of visibility suppression operate on both classes simultaneously, because they reduce both the flow of specific Model observations (Class 1, m_obs) and the ambient environmental salience of the Object category (Class 2, the effective input into κ_S). Sumptuary laws suppressing visible display of luxury across an entire Object category, platform redesigns that reduce salience of comparative metrics across all users, and cultural norms that reduce both individual Model signalling and ambient salience together are dual-effect interventions. The formalism lets them be analysed as what they are: simultaneous operations on m_obs and on κ_S, each producing its own architectural effect on the system. This dual operation is often why such interventions are efficient: they compound a Class 1 effect with a Class 2 effect in a single institutional or cultural arrangement.

Non-utopian framing grounded architecturally. The framework’s commitment that AIM does not propose eliminating Mimetic Desire is grounded in the architecture itself. α > 0 is structurally given. Some m_obs > 0 reaches any socially embedded Individual. M(t) > 0 therefore cannot be prevented. What the framework proposes is Subcriticality Maintenance: keeping G below G_crit through Class 1 and Class 2 interventions applied in combination, under the structurally given condition that activation itself cannot be prevented. The framework’s interventionism is neither defeatist (α > 0 does not entail helplessness, because κ_S, β, γ, and m_obs are all modifiable) nor utopian (no combination of interventions can set M(t) to zero). Stated at its sharpest: the channel’s function is non-contingent (M5b, functional derivation), its supercritical pathology is entailed (the Saddle-Node Default of §A.5.3), and the only contingent quantity in the architecture is where G sits relative to G_crit. Subcriticality Maintenance therefore exhausts the intervention surface.

A.5.2 Reference-Set Reset as Fresh Ignition

The specification of m_obs(t) as an exogenous stream of observed Model goal signals, and of the Reference-Set against which M(t) is evaluated, leaves a mechanistic gap that this subsection closes. Each discrete observation of a Model directed at an Object is simultaneously (a) a fast-layer ignition event, injecting α·m_obs into the M equation via the pathway specified in M2, and (b) a slow-layer Bayesian update on the Individual’s hypothesis about the Model’s valuation of the Object, which shifts the Reference-Set against which subsequent M(t) is computed. Ignition and Reference-Set Reset are therefore the same event viewed at two layers of the architecture, not two distinct processes operating in parallel.

The identification has three architectural consequences. First, m_obs(t) is not well-modelled as a continuous background field but as a punctuated sequence of discrete observation events, each of which simultaneously fires the fast-layer ignition pathway and updates the slow-layer prior. The continuous-stream approximation used in the minimal dynamical system of A.4 is adequate for fixed-point and stability analysis but understates the per-event character of the ignition-plus-update coupling. Second, because each event re-zeroes the Reference-Set against the updated hypothesis about the Model, repeated observation produces ratcheting rather than equilibration: the system does not relax toward a fixed baseline between events because no fixed baseline persists across events. Third, the coupling to the slow Bayesian layer specified in A.5.6 is fired on each ignition event. The Scalar-Only Delivery restatement B1 operates at exactly the moment of fresh ignition, because that is when the Decision Hub’s integrated Scalar is delivered to the Thinker, whose update writes the Belief Register.

The mechanism is architecturally compatible with, and indeed required by, the Bayesian-updating premise that governs belief revision across the AIM Framework. What this subsection adds is the identification that the ignition event and the belief-update event are the same event, not two events that happen to co-occur. The consequences for bifurcation geometry are developed in A.5.3. Prose derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.5.2.

A.5.3 Bifurcation Type as Architecturally Constrained

Loss of stability above G_crit can in general proceed via either a Hopf bifurcation (the Hopf Sub-Case, producing sustained oscillations in M, V, S) or a Saddle-Node (Fold) bifurcation (producing a discontinuous jump to a distant attractor). In the constant-wMw_M three-node skeleton the linearised Jacobian already excludes the Hopf topology: the Hopf locus requires G ≤ −8, which is unreachable for a product of positive couplings, and at G = 1 a single real eigenvalue crosses zero while the remaining pair stays strictly stable (display below). What the Jacobian alone does not fix is which zero-eigenvalue bifurcation occurs; that requires the non-linear structure of σ together with the architectural properties of the M-channel specified in M5b (Differential Satiation) and M5a (Source Opacity). This section states, as an architectural entailment rather than a specialist derivation, that the Saddle-Node is the default bifurcation for high-PM systems, and that the Hopf case arises only under bounded conditions specified below.

Why Saddle-Node is architecturally predicted. Three properties of the architecture jointly bias the geometry toward the Fold; the display below makes the exclusion of the Hopf alternative exact.


	No restoring force on the M-channel. Hopf oscillations require a restoring force that pushes state back through the fixed point after each deviation, producing the closed orbit characteristic of a limit cycle. M5b commits to the structural absence of self-terminating negative feedback in the M equation (no analogue of the deficit correction that closes A’s signal or of the deficit correction that closes I’s). The internal loop is accordingly structured as positive feedback without architectural damping, which biases the geometry toward collision-and-annihilation of fixed points (Fold) rather than toward sustained orbit (Hopf).

	Source Opacity prevents error-correction. A Hopf cycle requires the system to notice a deviation and correct it. Source Opacity (M5a), entailed by M3 via the Data Processing Inequality, removes introspective access to the M-contribution to V. Combined with the Bayesian Lock-In treated in Chapter 13 (and formalised as the slow-layer coupling named in Task 5), small downward deviations in V are reinterpreted as opportunities rather than as errors, reinforcing the compounding direction rather than driving a corrective half-cycle. The architecture therefore removes the error signal that a Hopf cycle requires.

	Concealment Infrastructure is monotone until collapse. The Concealment Infrastructure that sustains V* in the Calcified Phase (Chapter 13) does not oscillate; it accumulates until an event forces visibility, at which point the concealment breaks one-way and V jumps to the A-I baseline corresponding to w_A·A + w_I·I. The Calcified-to-Terminal transition of the Crisis State Architecture is therefore the phenomenological correspondent of a Fold, not of a limit cycle.



Framework-Specific Corollary (Saddle-Node Default). Under M1 through M5b, with κ_S, β, γ > 0 and σ bounded-monotone with a region of convex response above the inflection (the sigmoidal family being the canonical choice), the bifurcation at G = G_crit is necessarily a zero-eigenvalue (steady-state) bifurcation, and, for a sigmoid σ with a single inflection, wherever G_max > 1 it is a Saddle-Node (Fold) at each of the two fold boundaries, in which the occupied fixed point and the neighbouring saddle collide and annihilate, and the system jumps to the surviving attractor. The non-degeneracy condition for the Fold is that the quadratic normal-form coefficient, proportional to σ’’(V*) at the tangency, is non-zero, which holds at every tangency off the inflection of σ; at the onset G_max = 1 the two tangencies merge at the inflection, where σ’’ = 0, and the event is the codimension-two cusp that organises the fold pair (Kuznetsov, 2004). That collision-and-annihilation topology is Fold Geometry. The corollary fixes the bifurcation type and not the direction of the jump: both tangencies of the fold interval carry G = 1, and which of the two the system meets is fixed by the direction in which the exogenous forcing is moving, per the Ignition-Release Asymmetry below. The release boundary, at which the inflated-V fixed point annihilates and the system drops to the low-V attractor corresponding to the A-I functional baseline, is the boundary this section’s collapse phenomenology names. The Hopf alternative requires architectural augmentation of the three-node skeleton. In the as-written linearised system with positive κ_S, β, γ, σ’, the Hopf locus G_Hopf is bounded above by −8 (derived in the display immediately below), and is therefore unreachable for any choice of parameters. A Hopf bifurcation cannot be produced by reducing the magnitude of one of the existing positive couplings, by attenuating the loop, or by adding additive damping that simply slows trajectories. It can only be produced by introducing a new dynamical variable with intrinsic negative-feedback structure (a fourth node), or by reversing the sign of one of κ_S, β, γ, or σ’. In the three-node skeleton the zero-eigenvalue crossing is therefore necessary rather than generic, and the Saddle-Node Fold is the generic type of that crossing, degenerating only at the cusp G_max = 1. Task 11 (Institutional Buffering spectral characterisation) is correspondingly the search for augmenting dynamical structures that introduce a new restoring node, not for parameter-magnitude conditions on the existing couplings.



The Hopf-exclusion derivation (display). The linearised three-node system has characteristic polynomial λ3+a2λ2+a1λ+a0\lambda^{3} + a_{2}\lambda^{2} + a_{1}\lambda + a_{0} with

a2=1τM+1τV+1τS,a1=1τMτV+1τMτS+1τVτS,a0=1−GτMτVτS, a_{2} = \frac{1}{\tau_M} + \frac{1}{\tau_V} + \frac{1}{\tau_S}, \qquad a_{1} = \frac{1}{\tau_M \tau_V} + \frac{1}{\tau_M \tau_S} + \frac{1}{\tau_V \tau_S}, \qquad a_{0} = \frac{1 - G}{\tau_M \tau_V \tau_S}, 

where G=κSβγσ′G = \kappa_S \, \beta \, \gamma \, \sigma' is the internal loop gain. Routh-Hurwitz gives stability iff a2>0a_{2} > 0, a0>0a_{0} > 0, and a2a1>a0a_{2}a_{1} > a_{0}; the first holds identically, the second iff G<1G < 1, and the third follows for G<1G < 1 from the bound below, so Gcrit=1G_{crit} = 1 independently of the relaxation times, as stated in §A.5. A Hopf bifurcation requires a purely imaginary conjugate pair, which for the cubic occurs exactly on the locus a2a1=a0a_{2}a_{1} = a_{0}, where the polynomial factors as (λ+a2)(λ2+a1)(\lambda + a_{2})(\lambda^{2} + a_{1}) with roots −a2<0-a_{2} < 0 and ±ia1\pm i\sqrt{a_{1}}, a genuine Hopf pair. Writing x=1/τMx = 1/\tau_M, y=1/τVy = 1/\tau_V, z=1/τSz = 1/\tau_S, the locus is

GHopf=1−(x+y+z)(xy+yz+zx)xyz. G_{Hopf} = 1 - \frac{(x+y+z)(xy+yz+zx)}{xyz}. 

The τ-ratio sum obeys the exact identity (x+y+z)(xy+yz+zx)−9xyz=x(y−z)2+y(z−x)2+z(x−y)2≥0(x+y+z)(xy+yz+zx) - 9xyz = x(y-z)^{2} + y(z-x)^{2} + z(x-y)^{2} \geq 0 (the AM-GM step, with equality iff x=y=zx = y = z), so

GHopf≤1−9=−8, G_{Hopf} \;\leq\; 1 - 9 \;=\; -8, 

with the bound attained only at equal relaxation times. The bound is the n=3n = 3 case of the secant condition for cyclic feedback systems, under which an nn-stage cyclic loop with negative loop gain is stable whenever the gain magnitude is below sec⁡n(π/n)\sec^{n}(\pi/n), the threshold being reached only at equal relaxation rates; here sec⁡3(π/3)=8\sec^{3}(\pi/3) = 8 (Tyson and Othmer, 1978; Thron, 1991; Sontag, 2006). Under the corollary’s sign conditions G>0>−8G > 0 > -8, so the Hopf locus is unreachable for every parameter choice. This argument applies to the constant-wMw_M three-node skeleton, in which the total gain is a product of positive couplings. When the Decision Hub weight is state-dependent, wM=wM(S)w_M = w_M(S), the Treadmill two-cycle of A.9.7 enters both a0a_0 and a1a_1; the Saddle-Node Default survives there by the fold-first identity of A.9.7 rather than by G>0>−8G > 0 > -8 on the total gain. At the actual threshold G=1G = 1 the polynomial factors as λ(λ2+a2λ+a1)\lambda(\lambda^{2} + a_{2}\lambda + a_{1}): a single real eigenvalue crosses zero while the remaining pair stays strictly stable. Loss of stability in the three-node skeleton is therefore necessarily a steady-state (zero-eigenvalue) bifurcation and never a Hopf bifurcation; this half of the corollary is exact. The identification of the crossing as a Saddle-Node specifically is the generic case of a zero-eigenvalue bifurcation, and the non-generic alternatives (transcritical, pitchfork) are excluded under the corollary’s hypotheses because the constant forcing αmobs+wAA+wII\alpha \, m_{obs} + w_A A + w_I I is non-zero and σ carries no odd symmetry, leaving neither the persistent fixed point nor the symmetry those types require outside measure-zero parameter sets. The exclusion also localises the alternative: because no tuning of the existing positive couplings can reach the oscillatory locus, a sustained corrective cycle exists exactly and only where the architecture is augmented by a new state variable carrying intrinsic negative feedback, which is the formal signature of Institutional Buffering and the content of Task 11.

Framework-Specific Corollary (the Incidental Buffer Principle). The Saddle-Node Default establishes that the three-node skeleton has no restoring force of its own, and that the only route to a non-folding geometry is the introduction of a fourth node carrying intrinsic negative feedback, which in the institutional reading is an Institutional Buffer. Three consequences follow for any buffer that has ever damped a mimetic cascade in the historical record.

First, every such buffer is necessarily external to the architecture. The fourth node is not supplied at the individual scale, because Source Opacity strips the source-tags at integration and the Decision Hub returns only an integrated Scalar, so the quantity requiring damping is not readable from within. Any actual instance of damping has therefore been an institutional structure added from outside the loop, not a self-correcting term inside it.

Second, no such buffer was engineered against the M-loop, because the M-loop had not been identified. Under the Camouflage Architecture (Layers 4 to 8), the loop-gain condition, the Decision Hub, and M itself were unavailable to the cultures that built the buffers. Each buffer was instead justified by, and calibrated to, its culture’s Confabulated model of its own disorder (rule of law, liberty of the press, balance of powers, civil-military restraint), and damps M only incidentally, as a side-effect of a structure built for a different stated purpose.

Third, because a buffer’s design rationale tracks Confabulation rather than architecture, its strength is historically contingent and varies across time and culture. Buffers of one form or another have always existed, since every durable polity has carried some incidental friction on cascade dynamics, but their magnitude drifts with the Confabulated rationale that sustains them rather than with the architectural quantity they happen to damp. This is why the damping factors on which present arrangements rely erode continuously and replenish by accident rather than by design, and it is the formal content of the reader-surface claim in Chapter 17.15.5 that the existing buffers are the right instinct, at the right scale, applied without the right map.

The same two properties (unavailability until identification, and insufficiency on its own) hold for the internal damping site as well as the external one, and for the same architectural reason. The Knowledge Patch acts on the architecture from within, by adjusting the Individual’s priors and interposing the I-Override gate between the integrated Scalar and motor output, reducing the Decision Hub weight on M from β to βeff and so lowering the effective loop gain to Geff. Like the Institutional Buffer, the Patch was unavailable throughout the historical record, because the M-loop it adjusts had not been identified, so no culture could disseminate a correction calibrated to a quantity its Camouflage Architecture concealed. Unlike the Institutional Buffer, the Patch operates inside the loop rather than as an added fourth node, and it is therefore subject to the limit the Saddle-Node Default fixes: attenuation of the existing couplings extends the time-to-fold and reduces pre-fold compounding, but does not convert the Fold geometry to a self-correcting cycle. The Patch merely adds internal damping. It operates on a fraction of the population, it depends on sustained individual uptake, and it is accordingly unreliable as a means of completely avoiding the Fold. The internal site (the Patch, β-reduction) and the external site (the Institutional Buffer, the fourth node) are complementary and neither is sufficient alone, which is the architectural basis of the combined-intervention framing of Subcriticality Maintenance: the Patch attenuates the loop from within while the Institutional Buffer supplies, from without, the restoring force the loop itself lacks.

The corollary fixes what the architecture does not permit, which is self-correction, and what it therefore requires: an external, deliberately architecture-targeted Institutional Buffer, complemented by internal prior-adjustment.

Framework-Specific Corollary (Ignition-Release Asymmetry) (qualitative result). Where Gmax>1G_{max} > 1 the fold interval of §A.5 is non-empty and its two boundary tangencies are distinct. Both carry G=1G = 1, since a tangency of the fixed-point map V=F(V)V = F(V) is exactly F′(V*)=κSβγσ′(V*)=1F'(V^{*}) = \kappa_S \beta \gamma \sigma'(V^{*}) = 1, but they sit at different levels of the exogenous forcing wAA+wII+βαmobsw_A A + w_I I + \beta \alpha m_{obs}. Rising forcing annihilates the low fixed point against the saddle and the system transits to the inflated branch. Falling forcing annihilates the inflated fixed point against the saddle and the system transits to the A-I functional baseline. The ignition boundary is therefore the upper end of the interval and the release boundary the lower, and the branch the system occupies is a function of its trajectory and not of its present forcing alone. Three consequences follow.


	The forcing reduction required to release an ignited system exceeds the reduction that would have prevented its ignition, by the width of the fold interval. Class 1 interventions are accordingly cheaper before ignition than after it, and the asymmetry is architectural rather than political.

	The width is increasing in GmaxG_{max}. Under committed logistic σ\sigma the release boundary falls approximately linearly in GmaxG_{max} while the ignition boundary falls only logarithmically, so the interval widens as loop capacity rises. Closed-form characterisation of the width under committed sigmoidal σ\sigma is folded into Task 2.

	The inflated branch is a stable fixed point and not a transient. Because σ\sigma is bounded, a supercritical system does not compound without limit: it relaxes onto the inflated fixed point and remains there under no further exogenous forcing. The loop holds the inflated state in place. The elevated Salience S*S^{*} returns to MM through κSS\kappa_S S, and at the slow layer the Belief Register returns to MM through the Observer’s template-coded forcing μ(bt)\mu(b_t) (A.5.6), so the inflated state is sustained by the internal cycle and by the Belief Register rather than by continuing input. Persistence requires no further forcing, but it is not free of the energy envelope: the acts the inflated VV selects are drawn from ℰi\mathcal{E}_i like any other (E1). This is the fast-layer correspondent of Bayesian Lock-In at the slow layer and of the collective bistability of §A.5.8.3.



Two readings of the same result bear on the intervention architecture, and they name two conditions that are indistinguishable by whether the system appears to escalate. The stability of the inflated branch is supplied by saturation of σ\sigma, not by any restoring structure: at high VV the slope σ′(V*)\sigma'(V^{*}) falls toward zero, which is what holds the branch. A system in that state is held at the Salience Ceiling rather than governed below the Salience Ceiling, with the fold beneath; this is Saturation Hold. A Restoring Node meeting the Novelty, Closure and Sign conditions at moderate gain and lag holds the system away from saturation instead, in a bounded cycle in which σ′\sigma' remains live and margin to the fold is preserved; this is a Governed Band. The two are distinguishable by where the bound comes from, and only the second leaves the loop with a margin. Attenuation of the existing couplings produces neither, since it moves the operating point without introducing the state variable a Governed Band requires.

The corollary is qualitative in the sense of A.1. The existence and orientation of the fold pair follow on inspection for any bounded monotone σ\sigma with Gmax>1G_{max} > 1; the width and its scaling are properties of the committed functional form. Prose derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.13.2.



Phenomenological correspondents.


	Price bubbles and financial crises (Minsky Moments) are Saddle-Node collapses of the inflated-V fixed point, with no pre-crash oscillation around fair value.

	Scapegoating cascades reaching their Terminal Phase are Saddle-Node transitions from the Calcified concealment equilibrium to the post-cascade state (Chapter 13), not oscillating rivalry cycles.

	Rivalry dynamics targeting a specific opponent Object may exhibit apparent oscillation (cycles of escalation and détente) but are architecturally characterised by ratcheting (each cycle resets the Reference-Set higher, consistent with the Reference-Set Reset treatment named in Task 4) rather than return to a stable mean, and terminate in a Saddle-Node jump corresponding to elimination of the rival. The per-observation mechanism underlying this ratcheting is the identification of Reference-Set Reset with fresh ignition, developed in A.5.2: each observation event simultaneously re-ignites M against an updated baseline rather than permitting relaxation toward a persistent reference, which is why the architecture produces ratcheting-then-jump rather than the restoring half-cycle a Hopf geometry would require. The ratcheting-then-jump structure is the architecture’s version of what a naive linear analysis would misidentify as a Hopf cycle.



Collapse-versus-Oscillation as a Function of Management Regime. The architectural regimes the dynamical system supports in the three-node skeleton are three, distinguished by where the operating point of the loop sits and what management is applied, not by bifurcation type. All supercritical regimes terminate in a Saddle-Node Fold; the Hopf alternative is architecturally inaccessible in the three-node skeleton (formal argument below).

Sub-Critical Maintenance Regime. The loop capacity G_max sits below 1, so the fixed point is unique at every level of forcing and no inflated branch exists. Mimetic activation arrives, propagates briefly, and decays. The system behaves as a transient social-learning mechanism. This is the regime Subcriticality Maintenance is engineered to keep the system in.

Supercritical with Delayed Compounding under Partial Buffering. The loop capacity G_max sits above 1 and the operating point sits on the inflated branch, but partial institutional buffering (an institutional buffer absorbing salience consequences mid-cycle, Knowledge Patch activation operating on a fraction of the population, an exogenous A-I pulse, or other attenuating interventions) shifts the operating point and slows the trajectory. The bifurcation type does not change: the system is supercritical and will fold, but the time-to-fold is extended and the magnitude of compounding before fold is reduced. This regime is the architectural target of imperfect-but-real interventions where Subcriticality Maintenance has not been achieved.

Unmanaged Supercritical Regime. The loop capacity G_max sits above 1, the operating point sits on the inflated branch, and no buffering is applied. The trajectory ratchets at full speed and folds at the architecturally entailed terminus. This is the regime the Mimetic Crisis Trajectory of Chapter 15 occupies.

The Hopf alternative is structurally inaccessible in the constant-wMw_M three-node skeleton. By the AM-GM bound recovered from the τ-ratio sum in the characteristic polynomial, G_Hopf ≤ −8 under positive κ_S, β, γ, σ’, and is therefore unreachable for any choice of parameter magnitudes within the existing couplings. When wM=wM(S)w_M = w_M(S), the Treadmill two-cycle relocates the Hopf locus (A.9.7); the Saddle-Node Default is retained there by fold-first rather than by the product bound. A Hopf bifurcation cannot be produced by reducing the magnitude of one of the existing positive couplings, by attenuating the loop, or by adding additive damping that simply slows trajectories. It can only be produced by introducing a new dynamical variable with intrinsic negative-feedback structure (a fourth node), or by reversing the sign of one of κ_S, β, γ, or σ’. Sustained limit cycles around the supercritical state are therefore architecturally available only when an additional stabilising structure has been engineered into the system, an institutional buffer with intrinsic negative feedback that introduces a new state variable. This is the appropriate object of Task 11 (§A.5.7.8 and §A.7), and it is the architectural reason Institutional Buffering must introduce new dynamical variables to convert the bifurcation type, not merely attenuate existing couplings.

Observability-structure dependence. The bifurcation type tracks the τ_S regime. Long-τ_S environments (slow Observability updating, thick Concealment Infrastructure, long Decoherence Time τ) extend the period over which a supercritical loop can compound before external evidence forces correction. Short-τ_S environments shorten that period and so reduce the amount of compounding that occurs above threshold even where the bifurcation threshold itself is unchanged. The architectural concentration of high-PM systems into the Saddle-Node regime is driven by the three architectural properties of A.5.3 (no M-channel restoring force, Source Opacity blocking error correction, monotone Concealment Infrastructure until collapse), not by τ_S directly modulating the threshold.

Implication for the task list. Because no parameter region of the existing couplings reaches the Hopf locus in the three-node skeleton, the specialist work available at this scale is the Saddle-Node case rather than the Hopf one. Task 2 is accordingly the formal exhibition of the Saddle-Node Fold under committed sigmoidal σ across the supercritical regime, including characterisation of the time-to-fold and pre-fold compounding magnitude as a function of buffering attenuation. Hopf structure enters only at Task 11, as the search for augmenting dynamical structures (new state variables) capable of converting the bifurcation type at the network scale.

A.5.4 The Parasitism Theorem (Qualitative)

The loop-gain theorem of Section A.5 establishes the condition under which mimetic signal compounds; it does not yet name the architectural character of that compounding. The following theorem does so, deriving from the equations of Section A.4 and the Jacobian of Section A.5 five properties that together constitute the architectural definition of parasitism as it applies to the mimetic channel.

Framework-Specific Theorem (Qualitative, Parasitism of the Mimetic Channel). In the three-node system defined by Equations A.4-1 through A.4-3, under the M1 through M5b restatements, the mimetic input channel M(t) operates parasitically on the Decision Hub and the Observability field in the following precise sense:


	No self-termination. The dM/dt equation contains a relaxation term (−M/τ_M) but no architectural mechanism analogous to the deficit correction that closes the A-signal or the deficit correction that closes the I-signal. In the absence of both α·m_obs(t) and κ_S·S(t), M decays; in the presence of either, M is sustained, and no term internal to the M equation bounds its sustained level. The bound M* ≤ α·m_obs + κ_S·γ·sup σ is inherited from saturation of the host mapping σ through S, not supplied by the M-channel.


	No dedicated substrate. The three couplings that close the internal loop (β, γ·σ’, κ_S) are resources borrowed from architectural functions whose original role is non-parasitic. β is the Decision Hub’s weight on M within the Common-Currency Integration that serves action-selection; γ and σ’ constitute the mapping from realised valuation to environmental salience that serves legitimate social learning; κ_S is the salience-to-M coupling that serves rapid orientation to environmentally relevant signals. The parasitic dynamics arise not from dedicated machinery but from the recruitment of these three host functions into a closed cycle.


	No stabilising contribution. A, I, and the exogenous inputs enter V as bounded contributions (A and I each satiate on correction of the deficit their component signals, and A(t) and I(t) are exogenous and bounded on the fast timescale). M enters V with the same weight structure (βM(t)) but without any corresponding bound at the M node. The closed loop therefore has one node (M) that supplies drive to the cycle without absorbing drive from it.


	Compounding determined by host parameters. The loop-gain condition G ≡ κ_S·β·γ·σ’(V*) > G_crit is stated entirely in terms of host parameters; M itself contributes no parameter to the threshold. Whether the parasite compounds is therefore determined by how strongly the host’s integration weight, Observability mapping, and salience coupling are tuned, not by any property of the mimetic signal itself.


	Independence from the ignition source. The exogenous ignition pathway α·m_obs is not part of the parasitic cycle. α does not appear in the Jacobian of the linearised system, and G_crit does not depend on m_obs. Removing Models from the environment reduces the operating point at which the cycle runs but does not remove the cycle. Whether an established inflated state survives withdrawal of m_obs is fixed by the Ignition-Release Asymmetry of A.5.3. Where the release boundary of the fold interval lies below the residual forcing w_A·A + w_I·I, the inflated fixed point persists and the parasite sustains itself on ambient salience feedback alone; where the release boundary lies above the residual forcing, withdrawal of m_obs carries the system across the release boundary to the A-I functional baseline. This is the condition under which a bistable positive-feedback switch is irreversible (Ferrell, 2002).




In this framework, “parasitism” names the five-property architectural condition stated above. The biological etymology is incidental; the term is used because no existing term in economics, psychology, or political theory captures the five-property condition, and the architectural condition is what is derived from the five properties of the formalism, not a resemblance to biological parasites.

Together, these five properties constitute the architectural definition of parasitism as it applies to M: a channel with no self-termination, no dedicated substrate, no stabilising contribution, whose compounding condition is stated in host parameters, and which, wherever the release boundary lies below the residual forcing w_A·A + w_I·I, persists independently of its original ignition source.

Derivation. The five properties are read directly off the equations of Section A.4 and the Jacobian of Section A.5, not independently postulated. Property 1 follows from inspection of Equation A.4-1 and the absence from it of any term analogous to the deficit-correction terms in A-dynamics and I-dynamics. Property 2 follows from M5b (non-satiation) combined with the observation that β, γ, σ’, and κ_S are defined in Section A.3 as couplings into or out of architectural functions (Decision Hub, Observability field, salience channel) whose canonical roles in Chapters 4, 7, and 8 are non-parasitic. Property 3 follows from the asymmetric structure of the V equation (βM contributes to V) and the M equation (V contributes to M only indirectly via S). Property 4 follows from the form of G, which contains no M-node parameter. Property 5 follows from the architectural absence of α from J, stated in Section A.5 as an interpretive consequence of the linearisation, together with the Ignition-Release Asymmetry of A.5.3 for the persistence of an established inflated state. The qualitative status of the theorem refers to the bifurcation classification and threshold expression (Tasks 1 and 2 of Section A.7). Properties 1 through 4 and the structural half of Property 5, the absence of α from J, are determinate claims about the equations themselves and hold or fail on inspection independent of parameter calibration. The persistence half of Property 5 depends on the location of the release boundary relative to w_A·A + w_I·I, and is therefore fixed by calibration.

Relationship to Object Parasitism (Axiom 5). The Parasitism Theorem is the fast-layer formalisation of Object Parasitism as stated in Axiom 5 (M as Amplifier, Object Parasitism). Axiom 5 asserts verbally that M does not generate Objects of its own and instead parasitises Objects generated by A and I. The theorem shows that the same architectural logic extends below the Object level to the coupling structure of the Decision Hub itself: M parasitises not only the Objects of A and I at the catalogue level but also the integration and feedback machinery of the host architecture at the dynamical level. Object Parasitism and the Parasitism Theorem are therefore the same phenomenon stated at two scales (catalogue-level and loop-level), not independent claims. Prose derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.4.4.

Corollary for Intervention. The theorem makes the architectural basis of the Class 2 intervention typology explicit. Because the parasite has no substrate of its own, it cannot be targeted directly; every intervention on M must operate through the host couplings (κ_S, β, γ) that it parasitises. The Knowledge Patch is therefore correctly classified as a β-reduction intervention (β_eff < β) rather than as an M-reduction intervention, because reducing M directly is not an architecturally available operation. Class 1 interventions, which target m_obs, address the ignition source of the parasite but not the parasitic cycle itself; the theorem clarifies why Class 1 and Class 2 are complementary rather than substitutable, and why Subcriticality Maintenance (not M-elimination) is the correct normative framing.

A.5.5 Existing Interventions Occupying Each Locus

The Corollary for Intervention (§A.5.4) entails that the set of loci on the mimetic loop is closed: because M has no dedicated substrate, every intervention on the loop gain must act through one of the host couplings β (via p(V,S)), ρ(H), ω(T_int), ρ(K_off), ρ(Λ), γ, or κ_S, or through one of the exogenous inputs that enter the gain. Those inputs are of two kinds and the difference is consequential. A(t) and I(t) set the sign and the magnitude of the Treadmill loop gain and therefore move the effective threshold itself, G_crit^eff = 1 − G_tread (§A.9.7); m_obs(t) moves the operating point and reaches stability second-order through σ’(V*). Interventions on leadership authority lie outside this surface altogether: A_L enters no loop gain, and §A.5.8.5 establishes that above the authority threshold no population-level intervention set reduces crisis probability to zero. A consequence worth recording is that any empirically established intervention that reduces mimetic dynamics, whatever its originating tradition, must already occupy one of these loci. Several independently validated interventions do. The table maps each locus to the existing intervention that occupies it; the reader-facing exposition is in Chapter 18, Section 18.14.1.










	Locus (parameter)
	Layer
	AIM operation
	Existing intervention occupying the locus





	β via p(V,S) (I-Override gate; G_eff = G(1−p))
	fast
	Two-Question Diagnostic + Epistemic Suspension
	implementation intentions (Gollwitzer, 1999); urge surfing (Marlatt and Gordon, 1985); DBT distress tolerance (Linehan, 2015)



	ρ(H) (Hypothesis-Space enlargement)
	slow
	AIM Vocabulary Acquisition
	psychoeducation (Beck, 1976) and attributional retraining (Weiner, 1985) supply the form; the M-hypothesis content is AIM’s own



	ω(T_int) (Interference-Term maintenance)
	slow
	Epistemic Suspension
	cognitive defusion (Hayes, Strosahl, and Wilson, 1999); decentering (Segal, Williams, and Teasdale, 2002); detached mindfulness (Wells, 2009)



	ρ(K_off) (network Evidence coupling)
	network
	Patch-competent Evidence intake
	lateral reading (Wineburg and McGrew, 2019)



	ρ(Λ) (Observability matrix)
	network
	Observability Governance
	sumptuary norms, non-naming media protocols, metric-hiding, salary/price opacity



	m_obs (ignition input)
	exogenous
	Class 1 visibility suppression
	advertising and disclosure-regime design; spree-killer non-naming



	A(t) (Appetitive input; sets (M−A) in G_tread at w_I = 0)
	exogenous
	A-provisioning; the A-Floor Requirement fixes its level, on a_i(t) rather than on A(t) (§A.5.8.7)
	social insurance; unconditional transfers; statutory minima



	I(t) (Intrinsic input; sets (M−I) in G_tread)
	exogenous
	I-domain provision
	public provision of education, creative and civic infrastructure



	γ (Status feedback)
	fast
	Observability-feedback governance
	anonymising consumption outcomes; institutional salience buffers



	κ_S (salience-to-M coupling)
	fast
	salience engineering
	attention-architecture reform; low-salience environment design





The convergence is itself confirmatory: interventions developed independently, without any shared model of motivation, land on precisely the loci the linearised loop identifies, and the single locus none of them occupies (the supply of H_M at ρ(H)) is the one the architecture marks as foundational and as absent from ordinary cognition. Full bibliographic details are in the appendix References.

The surface this table covers. Every row acts on the mimetic loop, either on a coupling that composes the gain or on an input that sets the threshold or the operating point. The imposition gate A_L is not in the table because it is not an intervention on the loop: it governs whether an apex Belief that has already reached its action threshold converts into imposed action, and it appears in no gain and in no rate. Its intervention surface is the one §A.5.8.5 states — selection constraints, authority distribution, dismissal mechanisms — and it is necessary at every level of provision rather than only where a floor is breached.

A.5.6 The Fast-to-Slow Coupling

The coupling is the point at which the Decision Hub’s Scalar VtV_t, which has been stripped of source tags by Common-Currency Integration, is delivered to the Thinker as an item of Evidence on which Bayesian Updating then operates. This section formalises that handoff, using only constructs already present in the AIM Framework (Decision Hub, Source Opacity, Evidence, Posterior, Hypothesis Space, Interference Term, Confabulation Rationality Lemma, Self-Coupling Permanence, Knowledge Patch). Prose derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.4; Chapter 14, Section 14.10; Chapter 18, Section 18.4.

Agent-Type hypotheses in the slow layer. The Hypothesis Space ℋ\mathcal{H} over which the slow-layer Bayesian update (B3) operates includes Agent-Type hypotheses when the focal Object is another Individual. Under the canonical formalism of Chapter 11, these hypotheses are vector-valued rather than discrete: each hypothesis Hk∈ℋH_k \in \mathcal{H} may specify a vector position (vC,vR,vX,vY)(v_C, v_R, v_X, v_Y) rather than a single category label. The coupling map Φ\Phi and the Bayesian update mechanics of A.5.6 are otherwise unchanged; the vector structure enters as the prior over ℋ\mathcal{H}, not as a modification to the mechanics of the update itself.

Primitives inherited. From the fast layer specified above: the state (Mt,Vt,St)(M_t, V_t, S_t), the internal loop gain G=βγκSσ′(V*)G = \beta\gamma\kappa_S\sigma'(V^{*}), and the effective loop gain Geff=G(1−p(V,S))G_{eff} = G(1-p(V,S)) under Knowledge Patch operation. From Chapter 2 and the Confabulation Rationality Lemma: the Hypothesis Space ℋ={H1,…,Hn}\mathcal{H} = \{H_1, \dots, H_n\}, the Belief Register btb_t as a probability distribution over ℋ\mathcal{H}, the Interference Term 2PiPjcos⁡ϕij2\sqrt{P_i P_j}\cos\phi_{ij} measuring residual coherence between competing hypotheses, and the Evidence channel that drives Bayesian Updating P(H∣E)∝P(E∣H)P(H)P(H\mid E)\propto P(E\mid H)P(H), whose inbound item at this coupling is the Scalar VtV_t and whose emitted item is the proposition EtE_t.

Axiom restatements for the slow layer. Three restatements analogous to M1 through M5b, drawn from Axioms 2, 3, 4, and 8. Those three restatements are the B1-B3 Slow-Layer Axiom Restatements:


	B1 Scalar-Only Delivery (from Axioms 2 and 3). The only quantity the Thinker receives from the Decision Hub for a focal Object at time tt is the Scalar VtV_t. The source decomposition (At,It,Mt)(A_t, I_t, M_t) is inaccessible: the weighted-sum integration of M3 is many-to-one, so VtV_t does not determine it, and the Data Processing Inequality bars any processing of VtV_t from recovering it (M5a).

	B2 Evidence Construction (from Axiom 4, Confabulation, and the Confabulation Rationality Lemma). The Thinker converts VtV_t into an Evidence proposition EtE_t by selecting the highest-posterior hypothesis in the representable Hypothesis Space ℋ\mathcal{H} as the cause of the felt valuation.

	B3 Bayesian Updating Under Source Opacity (from Axiom 8). The Belief Register updates on VtV_t by the canonical rule and emits EtE_t, regardless of whether EtE_t is an accurate attribution of the source that led VtV_t.



Slow-layer parameters. τB\tau_B is the belief-layer time constant. κself\kappa_{self} is the dimensionless Self-Coupling strength: the strength of the channel by which the Belief Register’s own prior state is recalled from memory and re-enters as Evidence, strictly positive by the Self-Coupling Permanence Principle. Δ\Delta is the recall lag, the delay at which that recall arrives.

The coupling map. Define a map Φ:(Vt,St,bt,ℋ)→Et\Phi:(V_t, S_t, b_t, \mathcal{H})\to E_t delivering fast-layer output to slow-layer Evidence. The construction is in three stages.

Stage 1. Scalar-to-likelihood lift. Since only VtV_t is available (B1), the Thinker must lift the Scalar into a likelihood over ℋ\mathcal{H}. For each representable hypothesis Hk∈ℋH_k\in\mathcal{H}, write the Individual’s generative model P(Vt∣Hk,St)P(V_t\mid H_k, S_t). By B2 the lift is evaluated at the observed VtV_t, yielding the likelihood vector

ℓk(t)=P(Vt∣Hk,St),k=1,…,n. \ell_k(t) \;=\; P(V_t \mid H_k, S_t), \qquad k=1,\dots,n. 

This is the point at which the collapsed Scalar re-enters the hypothesis-indexed representation. Source tags are not recovered; a source attribution is constructed from priors.

Stage 2. Bayesian update on the lifted likelihood. The Belief Register evolves as

bt+δt(Hk)=ℓk(t)bt(Hk)∑jℓj(t)bt(Hj). b_{t+\delta t}(H_k) \;=\; \frac{\ell_k(t)\, b_t(H_k)}{\sum_{j} \ell_j(t)\, b_t(H_j)}. 

Because the restricted Hypothesis Space ℋ\mathcal{H} typically omits HMH_M (the hypothesis that the valuation is M-driven), the posterior concentrates on A-framed or I-framed hypotheses even when VtV_t was predominantly PM. This is the Confabulation Rationality Lemma in mechanism form under Type I Exclusion. The concentration is the standard behaviour of Bayesian updating under a misspecified model: when the process generating the data lies outside the Hypothesis Space, the posterior concentrates on the set of hypotheses closest to it in Kullback-Leibler divergence (Berk, 1966), and where the updating Individual’s own actions shape the data, any belief at which updating comes to rest is concentrated on the Kullback-Leibler minimisers given the data those actions generate (Esponda and Pouzo, 2016). The Confabulation Rationality Lemma’s Type II limb appears one stage later, at the self-coupling term of the coupled system below: where HM∈ℋH_M \in \mathcal{H}, the posterior can still concentrate on an A-framed or I-framed hypothesis, because κself>0\kappa_{self} > 0 returns the incumbent arg⁡max⁡kbt(Hk)\arg\max_k b_t(H_k) as Evidence on every cycle, the network coupling of Section A.5.7 returns correlated attributions from other nodes, and ρ(ℋ)→1\rho(\mathcal{H}) \to 1 under a complete Hypothesis Space removes the restriction multiplier from GslowG_{slow} without removing the gain. Concentration under Type II Exclusion is therefore driven by the cycle count over which the incumbent is restated, not by the evidential weight of any single restatement. Crediting a restatement as new Evidence is the persuasion bias of DeMarzo, Vayanos and Zwiebel (2003), in which updating that does not adjust for the repetition of information already received weights a signal by how often it is heard rather than by its information content.

Stage 3. Evidence emission back to the fast layer. The selected hypothesis becomes an Evidence proposition Et=arg⁡max⁡kbt+δt(Hk)E_t = \arg\max_k b_{t+\delta t}(H_k), which feeds two downstream processes:


	It updates the Self-Model via Self-Coupling (κself\kappa_{self}), reinforcing the narrative that generated it through memory-recall endogenous Evidence.

	It revises the templates under which the Observer classifies the observation stream and reads ambient salience (Section A.5.9, Equation A.5.9-1), and so the Observer’s forcing of MM, through the slow-timescale template channel. This closes the slow loop back onto the fast loop through the Observer. The Decision Hub does not read the Belief Register, and its weights are its own, applied at integration.



The Interference Term in Evidence emission. The Confabulation Rationality Lemma specifies the Interference Term 2PiPjcos⁡ϕij2\sqrt{P_i P_j}\cos\phi_{ij} as the residual coherence between competing hypotheses that has not yet decohered to a classical mixture, and defines Epistemic Suspension as the deliberate maintenance of a non-zero Interference Term against closure-demand pressure. In the coupling equations this operates on Stage 3 (Evidence emission), not on Stages 1 or 2. Formally, let Tint(bt)T_{int}(b_t) denote the Interference Term evaluated at the current Belief Register. The Evidence emitted to the fast layer is the pair of the maximum-posterior hypothesis and an emission strength ω(Tint)\omega(T_{int}) that decreases as TintT_{int} rises:

Et=(arg⁡maxkbt(Hk),ω(Tint(bt))),ω′(Tint)<0. E_t = \big(\arg\max_k b_t(H_k),\; \omega(T_{int}(b_t))\big), \qquad \omega'(T_{int})<0. 

The argmax is written here over btb_t where Stage 3 writes it over bt+δtb_{t+\delta t}, and the two coincide in the continuous-time limit in which the coupled system below is written; the pair given here is the fuller form of the Stage 3 emission and not a second object. The interpretation is exact: when TintT_{int} is large (Epistemic Suspension sustained), the maximum-posterior hypothesis is emitted provisionally rather than as fixed Evidence, and its effect on the template-coded forcing μ(bt)\mu(b_t) is correspondingly muted. When Tint→0T_{int}\to 0 (Individual Fixed Point), ω→1\omega\to 1 and the emitted hypothesis acts as Evidence with full strength, which is the formal form of Bayesian Lock-In.

Formal statement of the coupling. Let τB≫τS≫τV≫τM\tau_B\gg\tau_S\gg\tau_V\gg\tau_M be the belief-layer time constant. The coupled system is

τMṀt=−Mt+μ(bt)+ξM,μ(bt)≡αmobs(t;T(bt))+κS(T(bt))St,τVV̇t=−Vt+wAAt+wIIt+βMt+ξV,τSṠt=−St+γσ(Vt)+ξS,τBḃt(Hk)=rtbt(Hk)[ℓk(Vt,St)−ℓ‾(Vt,St)]+κself[bt−Δ(Hk)−bt(Hk)]+ηk,
\begin{aligned}
\tau_M \dot M_t &= -M_t + \mu(b_t) + \xi_M, \qquad \mu(b_t) \equiv \alpha\, m_{obs}(t; T(b_t)) + \kappa_S(T(b_t))\, S_t,\\
\tau_V \dot V_t &= -V_t + w_A A_t + w_I I_t + \beta M_t + \xi_V,\\
\tau_S \dot S_t &= -S_t + \gamma\,\sigma(V_t) + \xi_S,\\
\tau_B \dot b_t(H_k) &= r_t\, b_t(H_k)\!\left[\ell_k(V_t,S_t) - \bar\ell(V_t,S_t)\right] + \kappa_{self}\!\left[b_{t-\Delta}(H_k) - b_t(H_k)\right] + \eta_k,
\end{aligned}


where ℓ‾(Vt,St)=∑jℓj(Vt,St)bt(Hj)\bar\ell(V_t,S_t) = \sum_j \ell_j(V_t,S_t)\, b_t(H_j) is the mean-likelihood term that closes the replicator form of Bayes’ rule.2 ℓk\ell_k carries the raw likelihood throughout the appendix and never a log-likelihood: it is what Stage 1 constructs, what Stage 2’s normalised update requires, and what the entrywise positivity of vkv_k in the Monotone Belief-Race Lemma rests on. The consequence for the additive network sum is recorded at N2. Two properties of this form matter architecturally:


	The replicator block bt[ℓk−ℓ‾]b_t[\ell_k - \bar\ell] preserves ∑kbt(Hk)=1\sum_k b_t(H_k) = 1 automatically, so no explicit normalisation is needed at each step.

	The delay-feedback block κself[bt−Δ−bt]\kappa_{self}[b_{t-\Delta} - b_t] also preserves the simplex, because it sums to zero over kk whenever the delayed and current distributions are both on the simplex. The earlier additive form could in principle drift off the simplex, and the delay-feedback form fixes this exactly while retaining the memory-recall endogeneity the Self-Coupling Permanence Principle requires.



The Belief Register returns to the fast layer through the Observer and not through the Decision Hub. The Thinker writes the template state T(bt)T(b_t) on the slow timescale from the Belief Register it maintains; the Observer computes under those templates; and the Belief Register’s state therefore enters the MM equation as the template-coded forcing μ(bt)\mu(b_t), and VV through β\beta (Section A.5.9, Equation A.5.9-1). The Decision-Hub weights are constants on the fast timescale, as in Section A.4, and do not depend on btb_t; the salience-dependence of wMw_M introduced at Section A.9 is a dependence on SS and not on the Belief Register. The Thinker’s direct input ItI_t carries its current posterior as an input and is treated as exogenous on the fast timescale, as in Section A.4.3

Recruitment of the Thinker. Ground-Resolution is not invoked on every cycle (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3). The Thinker is recruited by an open question: the Belief Register holds no committed posterior for the focal Object, or the Scalar VtV_t departs from the valuation the committed posterior predicts, or from the value the Decision Hub’s cached-value store holds for the context. Write V̂t\hat V_t for the predicted valuation. Recruitment is event-driven: it occurs at an observation or acquisition event at which VtV_t departs from V̂t\hat V_t, and at a recall of an unresolved question. In the continuous-stream approximation of A.5.2, rt∈[0,1]r_t \in [0,1] is the rate of recruitment those events and recalls produce, with rt=1r_t = 1 where no committed posterior exists. It is not a function of the instantaneous departure |Vt−V̂t||V_t - \hat V_t|, which vanishes at any fixed point of the continuous system: the departures that recruit occur at the events the continuous stream averages over. The rate multiplies the replicator block, so the Belief Register is written only where the Thinker is recruited. The Self-Coupling block is not gated by recruitment, and recall is itself a route to recruitment. The Thinker can recall an unresolved question or assemble a new one through Imagination, and an Object held unresolved is an open question on the same terms as one perception delivers (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.3). Any hypothesis can therefore be recalled, and recall falls most often on the most urgent unresolved questions, which is rumination: an unresolved question recalled when the Object is out of the field recruits the Thinker without any fresh observation. Nor is the read side gated: the Observer conditions its computation on btb_t at every cycle (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.8), so μ(bt)\mu(b_t) enters the MM equation whatever the value of rtr_t.

The recruitment rule on the two branches. One rule produces opposite behaviour on the two branches of the fold interval.

On the low branch, an Object that draws no Salience produces no signal, and an Object whose valuation the committed posterior or the cached-value store already predicts produces no departure; in both cases rt≈0r_t \approx 0 and nothing is written. The habitual route belongs to this branch. Habituation lowers the Salience of a familiar Object, so βM\beta M at that Object is small, and action-selection runs on the cached-value store without recruiting the Thinker, so the habitual route contributes no term to GG or to GslowG_{slow}. The Thinker is recruited onto a habit only where the habit no longer serves the deficit it was conditioned on, or fires in a context it was not conditioned for. Because the cached-value store is outcome-insensitive, that mismatch reaches the Thinker through the Scalar of a competing valuation or through ordinary deliberative intake, not through the habit itself. Where the cached value was itself conditioned by M-driven selection, an attempt at revision directs attention back onto the Object, and where Models are in view the revision re-ignites MM.

On the inflated branch, the Belief Register sits near a vertex of the simplex on an A-framed or I-framed hypothesis, which predicts two things: the level of the valuation of the focal Object, which each cycle confirms because the Scalar is source-opaque (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.9), and the closure of that valuation on acquisition. The M-component carries no closing term (M5b), and each acquisition or observation resets the Reference-Set (A.5.2, A.9.6), so at each such event VtV_t departs from V̂t\hat V_t and the Thinker is recruited; between events, recall of the unresolved question through κself\kappa_{self} recruits the Thinker again. Ground-Resolution then resolves onto the incumbent hypothesis again, under Type I or Type II Exclusion, and at Tint→0T_{int} \to 0 the emission carries ω→1\omega \to 1. Recruitment on the inflated branch therefore confirms the incumbent hypothesis rather than relieving the loop. The gate stays open for as long as the Object remains in the field or is recalled, and every pass through it writes Bayesian Lock-In. GslowG_{slow} is evaluated at the operating point with the factor r*r^{*}, high on the inflated branch and near 0 on the low branch for Objects that do not recruit.

At the release fold. When falling forcing carries the system through the release boundary (A.5.3), VtV_t drops to the A-I functional baseline, far below the level the incumbent hypothesis predicts. The drop is a departure at an event, so the Thinker is recruited, and the incumbent’s likelihood falls with it: the replicator block moves mass from the incumbent to the hypothesis next most supported by the lowered VtV_t, while recall through κself\kappa_{self} returns the incumbent as Evidence and slows that movement without reversing it. How much mass the successor receives is set by the emission factor ω(Tint)\omega(T_{int}). Under closure-demand decoherence, ω→1\omega \to 1 and the successor is committed at near-certainty, so the Belief Register passes from one vertex of the simplex to another, and the templates revised toward the successor carry Salience onto the Objects that successor names; where HMH_M is absent or not recalled, the successor is itself A-framed or I-framed. Under Epistemic Suspension the Interference Term is sustained, ω\omega stays low, and mass remains spread across the competing hypotheses, so the successor is emitted provisionally and its effect on μ(bt)\mu(b_t) is muted. The valuation the fold removes is therefore not lost: it is transduced into the acts of the collapse and into this revision of the Belief Register, and the degree of Epistemic Suspension at that moment fixes whether the revision lands as a new commitment or as an open question.

Where a relaxing M has gone. The relaxation term of (A.4-1) does not remove a signal from the books. While MM is raised it passes continuously into VV through β\beta. VV is spent in the selected act, which draws on ℰi\mathcal{E}_i (E1), and passes into SS through γσ(V)\gamma\sigma(V). Where VtV_t recruits the Thinker it is written into btb_t through Stage 2 and returns to the Observer through T(bt)T(b_t). Under repetition, the selection VV drives is conditioned into the cached-value store. Relaxation is the node returning to rest after its content has been transduced onward, as the conservation discipline of Chapter 4, Section 4.1 requires. An Object that never drew Salience generated no signal, and nothing upstream has stopped. SS relaxes on the same terms: the salience the realised valuation produced has already returned to the Individual’s own MM through κSS\kappa_S S and entered the observation streams of the Individuals who read that field, which is the Observability channel closed at A.5.7.3.

Prose derivation: Chapter 4, Sections 4.4.3, 4.4.8 and 4.4.9.

Two coupled loop gains. Linearising around a joint fixed point (M*,V*,S*,b*)(M^{*}, V^{*}, S^{*}, b^{*}) yields a block Jacobian

J=(JfastCsfCfsJslow),
J \;=\; \begin{pmatrix} J_{fast} & C_{sf} \\ C_{fs} & J_{slow} \end{pmatrix},


where JfastJ_{fast} is the 3×3 block of Section A.5, JslowJ_{slow} is the n×nn\times n replicator-plus-self-coupling block, and Csf,CfsC_{sf}, C_{fs} are the cross-coupling blocks generated by ∂μ/∂b\partial\mu/\partial b (slow-to-fast, through the Observer) and ∂ℓ/∂V,∂ℓ/∂S\partial\ell/\partial V, \partial\ell/\partial S (fast-to-slow). The Slow-Layer Loop Gain is

Gslow=r*⋅κself⋅ρ(ℋ)⋅∥∂ℓ∂V∥⋅β∥∂μ∂b∥⋅ω(Tint), G_{slow} \;=\; r^{*}\cdot\kappa_{self}\cdot\rho(\mathcal{H})\cdot\left\|\frac{\partial\ell}{\partial V}\right\|\cdot\beta\left\|\frac{\partial \mu}{\partial b}\right\|\cdot\omega(T_{int}), 

where ρ(ℋ)\rho(\mathcal{H}) is the Restriction-Induced Concentration Factor from the Confabulation Rationality Lemma (larger when ℋ\mathcal{H} omits HMH_M), and ω(Tint)∈[0,1]\omega(T_{int})\in[0,1] is driven to its minimum by Epistemic Suspension and to 1 by closure-demand decoherence.

The name records where the gain is bounded, not where its cycle runs. The cycle the expression traverses is b→μ→M→V→ℓ→bb \to \mu \to M \to V \to \ell \to b: it leaves the Belief Register through the template channel ∂μ/∂b\partial\mu/\partial b, which is the Observer’s read of it, enters VV through β\beta, passes through the fast layer, and returns through the likelihood channel ∂ℓ/∂V\partial\ell/\partial V. Those two factors are the cross-blocks CsfC_{sf} and CfsC_{fs} of the block Jacobian. GslowG_{slow} is therefore the gain of the fast-slow cross-loop as the slow layer governs it, and the slow block contributes no cycle of its own, which is the Monotone Belief-Race Lemma’s result stated in gain terms rather than spectral ones. GcrossG_{cross} accordingly collects what remains once that leading product is taken, the higher-order cross-block terms, and is not a second copy of it.

The joint stability condition is

Gjoint=Geff+Gslow+Gcross<Gcritjoint, G_{joint} \;=\; G_{eff} + G_{slow} + G_{cross} \;<\; G_{crit}^{joint}, 

with GcrossG_{cross} the residual higher-order cross-block terms. This is the quantitative form of the claim that Bayesian Lock-In adds destabilising pressure to a supercritical fast loop: with the cross-channels open, Evidence emitted at all, and the Thinker recruited (r*>0r^{*} > 0), κself>0\kappa_{self} > 0 makes Gslow>0G_{slow} > 0, so the joint system can be supercritical even where the fast layer alone would not be. The floor is architectural in the Self-Coupling factor and contingent in the emission factor, and the difference is what makes Epistemic Suspension an intervention rather than a palliative: κself\kappa_{self} cannot be reduced, so no Individual can decline to have their own prior state recalled as Evidence, but ω(Tint)\omega(T_{int}) can be driven down, and driving it down attenuates every path by which the recalled state reaches the fast layer. Lock-In is therefore structural in the sense that it requires no contingency to arise, and defeasible in the sense that a sustained Interference Term suppresses the gain it produces.

The decomposition G_joint = G_eff + G_slow + G_cross is presented here as a leading-order engineering heuristic for weakly coupled fast and slow loops, not as the linearised stability condition of the full coupled block-Jacobian. The exact stability condition is given by the largest real eigenvalue of the full coupled matrix; the additive form is its small-cross-coupling expansion: G_slow carries the leading cross-coupling product, itself of order ‖C_sf‖ · ‖C_fs‖, and G_cross stands for the corrections of higher order in the cross-coupling norms, left unspecified in the qualitative treatment. The same caveat applies to the five-term three-layer decomposition Gtotal(3)G_{total}^{(3)} introduced in §A.5.7.4 and to the seven-term possession-coupled decomposition Gtotal(H)G_{total}^{(H)} of (A.9.5-2). The disclaimer is restated at §A.9.5 with the additivity heuristic’s domain of validity.

The Knowledge Patch’s three-channel footprint. The Knowledge Patch’s full formal footprint is now visible in three architecturally distinct places:


	Geff=G(1−p(V,S))G_{eff} = G(1 - p(V,S)) at the fast layer (I-Override gate interception).

	ρ(ℋ)\rho(\mathcal{H}) reduction at the slow layer (AIM Vocabulary Acquisition enlarging ℋ\mathcal{H}).

	ω(Tint)\omega(T_{int}) reduction at the slow layer (Epistemic Suspension sustaining the Interference Term).



These three channels operate at architecturally distinct points, which matches the Patch’s three-component specification in Chapter 18 and the Knowledge Patch entry in Chapter 2.

Operationalisation of ρ(ℋ)\rho(\mathcal{H}). The Confabulation Rationality Lemma treats the restricted Hypothesis Space as the structural input to sincere false belief but does not commit to a scalar measure of restrictedness. Two candidate operationalisations are tractable and consistent with the Confabulation Rationality Lemma’s derivation:


	KL-divergence form. Let P*P^{*} be the unrestricted Bayes posterior computed over the full Hypothesis Space ℋ*\mathcal{H}^{*} (including HMH_M), and let PℋP^{\mathcal{H}} be the posterior computed over the restricted ℋ⊂ℋ*\mathcal{H}\subset\mathcal{H}^{*}. Take PℋP^{\mathcal{H}} to be P*P^{*} conditioned on ℋ\mathcal{H}, Pℋ(h)=P*(h)/P*(ℋ)P^{\mathcal{H}}(h) = P^{*}(h)/P^{*}(\mathcal{H}) for h∈ℋh \in \mathcal{H}, which is the Bayes posterior over ℋ\mathcal{H} when the prior over ℋ\mathcal{H} is the unrestricted prior renormalised. Define ρ(ℋ)=exp⁡(DKL(Pℋ∥P*))=1/P*(ℋ)\rho(\mathcal{H}) = \exp(D_{KL}(P^{\mathcal{H}}\|P^{*})) = 1/P^{*}(\mathcal{H}), the second equality holding because Pℋ/P*=1/P*(ℋ)P^{\mathcal{H}}/P^{*} = 1/P^{*}(\mathcal{H}) on the support of PℋP^{\mathcal{H}}. The arguments are taken in this order because DKL(P∥Q)D_{KL}(P\|Q) is finite only when PP places no mass where QQ places none (Cover and Thomas, 1991), and P*P^{*} places mass on HMH_M where PℋP^{\mathcal{H}} places none. This makes ρ(ℋ)=1\rho(\mathcal{H})=1 when ℋ=ℋ*\mathcal{H} = \mathcal{H}^{*} (no restriction) and grows without bound as P*(ℋ)→0P^{*}(\mathcal{H}) \to 0, that is, as the unrestricted posterior places its mass on the hypotheses ℋ\mathcal{H} omits, so that the restricted posterior concentrates on hypotheses the unrestricted posterior would deprecate.

	Dimensionality form. Define ρ(ℋ)=|ℋ*|/|ℋ|\rho(\mathcal{H}) = |\mathcal{H}^{*}|/|\mathcal{H}|, which is cruder but directly measurable whenever the hypothesis catalogue is enumerated. Useful for coarse empirical work such as population-level ℋ\mathcal{H} audits before and after AIM Vocabulary Acquisition.



The KL form is preferred for theoretical work because it respects the underlying probability structure; the dimensionality form is preferred for empirical work because it is directly countable. The choice is a specialist commitment; calibration can proceed under either, with the KL form equal to the dimensionality form whenever the unrestricted posterior is uniform over ℋ*\mathcal{H}^{*}, since then P*(ℋ)=|ℋ|/|ℋ*|P^{*}(\mathcal{H}) = |\mathcal{H}|/|\mathcal{H}^{*}|.

Likelihood functional form. The three candidate families (softmax, Gaussian, logistic) are natural starting points, with softmax recommended as the default because it is standard in decision models and because it yields a tractable closed form for ∥∂ℓ/∂V∥\|\partial\ell/\partial V\| in the stability analysis. The qualitative architecture (slow loop gain adds to fast loop gain) is robust across the three choices; quantitative predictions depend on the commitment and this is a specialist matter.

The Monotone Belief-Race Lemma (qualitative result). The slow block cannot generate oscillation of its own, and the impossibility is entailed by B3 rather than assumed. Because the likelihood vector is content-agnostic, ℓk=ℓk(Vt,St)\ell_k = \ell_k(V_t, S_t) with no dependence on btb_t, the linearisation of the replicator block at any point of the simplex has the form Jslow=D−uv⊤J_{slow} = D - uv^{\top}, with DD real diagonal (Dkk=ℓk−ℓ‾D_{kk} = \ell_k - \bar\ell) and uk=bku_k = b_k, vk=ℓkv_k = \ell_k entrywise positive. Conjugating by Q=diag(uk/vk)Q = \mathrm{diag}\!\big(\sqrt{u_k/v_k}\big) gives Q−1(D−uv⊤)Q=D−ww⊤Q^{-1}(D - uv^{\top})Q = D - ww^{\top} with wk=ukvkw_k = \sqrt{u_k v_k}, a symmetric matrix, so the spectrum of JslowJ_{slow} is real at every interior Belief Register state and for every hypothesis count. At a boundary state, where some bk=0b_k = 0, the conjugation is unavailable because QQ is singular; there the vanishing rows lose their rank-one term, JslowJ_{slow} is triangular, and the spectrum is real by inspection. At a vertex b=ejb = e_j it is exactly {−ℓj}∪{ℓk−ℓj}k≠j\{-\ell_j\}\cup\{\ell_k - \ell_j\}_{k\neq j}. Architecturally: under content-agnostic updating each hypothesis competes only against the belief-weighted mean likelihood, a race refereed independently of the runners’ current standing, and such a race sorts monotonically toward the best-supported hypothesis; it cannot cycle. For the Belief layer to rotate, likelihoods would have to depend on hypothesis prevalence with intransitive structure (each hypothesis gaining support because another is currently held, around a closed cycle), which is a violation of B3 and of the content-agnosticism of Axiom 8, not a parameter regime of the architecture. The delay-feedback self-coupling preserves the result at every recall lag. The term κself[bt−Δ−bt]\kappa_{self}[b_{t-\Delta} - b_t] acts as the same scalar on every coordinate, so the characteristic function of the linearised slow block factors over the eigenvalues of JslowJ_{slow}, and writing ν\nu for one of them (real, by the result above) the corresponding mode obeys τBλ=ν+κself(e−λΔ−1)\tau_B\lambda = \nu + \kappa_{self}\big(e^{-\lambda\Delta} - 1\big). On the imaginary axis, λ=ix/Δ\lambda = ix/\Delta with xx real, the real part of this equation reads ν=κself(1−cos⁡x)\nu = \kappa_{self}(1 - \cos x), which is non-negative because κself>0\kappa_{self} > 0; a mode that is stable without the delay, ν<0\nu < 0, therefore has no imaginary-axis root at any Δ\Delta. More directly, a root with Reλ≥0\mathrm{Re}\,\lambda \geq 0 has |e−λΔ|≤1|e^{-\lambda\Delta}| \leq 1, so Re(τBλ)≤ν−κself+κself=ν<0\mathrm{Re}(\tau_B\lambda) \leq \nu - \kappa_{self} + \kappa_{self} = \nu < 0, a contradiction, and every root of a mode with ν<0\nu < 0 lies in the open left half-plane. A mode with ν>0\nu > 0 already has a positive real root, because f(λ)=τBλ−ν−κself(e−λΔ−1)f(\lambda) = \tau_B\lambda - \nu - \kappa_{self}\big(e^{-\lambda\Delta} - 1\big) is negative at λ=0\lambda = 0 and grows without bound along the positive real axis. This is the stability criterion for the scalar delay equation (Hayes, 1950): with coefficients a=(ν−κself)Δ/τBa = (\nu - \kappa_{self})\Delta/\tau_B and b=κselfΔ/τB>0b = \kappa_{self}\Delta/\tau_B > 0, the criterion reduces to a+b<0a + b < 0, which is ν<0\nu < 0, independent of Δ\Delta. It is the scalar case of the result for positive time-delay systems, which are asymptotically stable if and only if the delay-free system is, whatever the delay, and whose dominant root is always real (Ebihara, Peaucelle, Arzelier and Gouaisbaut, 2014). The memory channel therefore cannot rotate the Belief layer for any values of κself\kappa_{self}, Δ\Delta and τB\tau_B: it rescales relaxation rates, the dominant root moving toward zero from below as the recall lag grows, and supplies no rotation. The same bound holds for a recall distributed over any kernel of non-negative weight and unit mass, whose Laplace transform has modulus at most one on the closed right half-plane, so the result does not depend on the single discrete-lag form. It does depend on the sign of the self-coupling: a negative κself\kappa_{self} would be delayed negative feedback and could rotate the mode, and the Self-Coupling Permanence Principle excludes it. (The symbol TintT_{int} is reserved for the Interference Term of A.5.6; the diagonal conjugating matrix of this proof is written QQ.)

The release rate at a decohered operating point (qualitative reading). At a vertex b=ejb = e_j the replicator block’s eigenvalue in the direction of HkH_k is r(ℓk−ℓj)r(\ell_k - \ell_j), the recruitment rate gating the block. Where a successor is better supported, ℓk>ℓj\ell_k > \ell_j, the corresponding mode of the delay equation in the Monotone Belief-Race Lemma has a positive real root, and for a slow release (λΔ≪1\lambda\Delta \ll 1) that root is, to leading order,

λrel≈r(ℓk−ℓj)τB+κselfΔ. \lambda_{rel} \;\approx\; \frac{r\,(\ell_k - \ell_j)}{\tau_B + \kappa_{self}\,\Delta}. 

Three readings follow. With r=0r = 0 the rate vanishes. A Belief onto which the Thinker is not recruited is held rather than lost, because the replicator block is gated off and the self-coupling term is zero at a held state. The rate scales with the likelihood advantage of the successor, so Evidence that fits incumbent and successor alike moves nothing. Recall enters only the denominator, through the product κselfΔ\kappa_{self}\Delta, so entrenchment slows a release and never reverses it, which is the Lemma’s result stated as a rate. The departure from the vertex starts from the residual mass 1−bj1 - b_j, so its onset lengthens as the restatement count of Stage 2 deepens the incumbent; this is the slow-layer correspondent of the cascade velocity vanishing at the endpoints (A.5.8.2). The leading-order root slightly underestimates the exact root of the mode equation, and the error grows with λΔ\lambda\Delta.

A single update without renewal (qualitative reading). Where one recruited update moves the Belief Register from b0b_0 to b1b_1 and no further discriminating Evidence follows, the replicator block is idle and the self-coupling block alone acts. Under it the quantity b(t)+(κself/τB)∫t−Δtb(s)dsb(t) + (\kappa_{self}/\tau_B)\int_{t-\Delta}^{t} b(s)\,ds is conserved, so the Belief Register settles at

b∞=b1+(κselfΔ/τB)b01+κselfΔ/τB, b_\infty \;=\; \frac{b_1 + (\kappa_{self}\Delta/\tau_B)\, b_0}{1 + \kappa_{self}\Delta/\tau_B}, 

keeping the share 1/(1+κselfΔ/τB)1/(1 + \kappa_{self}\Delta/\tau_B) of the shift. Recall gives part of an isolated update back and never all of it, which is the sense in which it slows a move without reversing it. The group that sets the retained share is the group that slows release, so the entrenchment that slows a release also discounts each single update; repeated updates accumulate the residues. Prose derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.2.2.

The cross-cycle orientation condition. The joint Jacobian couples the two blocks through two entries: ∂μ/∂b\partial\mu/\partial b on the dominant coordinate, the template channel of Stage 3, and ∂ḃdom/∂V=bdom(1−bdom)(∂ℓdom/∂V−∂ℓrest/∂V)\partial\dot b_{dom}/\partial V = b_{dom}(1-b_{dom})\,(\partial\ell_{dom}/\partial V - \partial\ell_{rest}/\partial V), the likelihood channel of Stage 1 lumped onto that coordinate. Their product is the sign of the cross-cycle b→μ→M→V→ℓ→bb \to \mu \to M \to V \to \ell \to b, and the spectral results below require that product to be non-negative: the cross-cycle is positive feedback at the operating point. Both factors are fixed in sign at a decohered operating point. By B2 the dominant hypothesis is the one under which the observed valuation is most likely, so its likelihood is non-decreasing in VV relative to the hypotheses it has displaced, and by Stage 3 the templates revised toward the emitted hypothesis sharpen the Observer’s reading of the Objects that hypothesis names, so ∂μ/∂bdom≥0\partial\mu/\partial b_{dom} \geq 0. Where both factors are negative a diagonal similarity restores the same sign pattern. The condition is a commitment on the generative models of Stage 1 of the same kind as the sigmoidal commitment on σ\sigma at the fast layer: the sign-indefinite case, in which the dominant hypothesis’s likelihood falls in VV at the operating point, is a restoring cross-cycle and lies with Task 12b.

Bifurcation-type preservation (qualitative result). The architectural properties that forced the Saddle-Node Default at the fast layer (no self-termination in M5b, Source Opacity suppression of error-correction in M5a, monotone Concealment Infrastructure) have slow-layer analogues in B1 through B3, and the Monotone Belief-Race Lemma sharpens the analogy into a spectral statement: the slow block contributes gain and never rotation. κself>0\kappa_{self} > 0 is one-signed, restriction of ℋ\mathcal{H} is monotone in the direction of cascade concentration until forced visibility collapses ρ(ℋ)\rho(\mathcal{H}) discontinuously, and ω(Tint)\omega(T_{int}) is bounded and monotone, shifting the location of GcritjointG_{crit}^{joint} without introducing a restoring force. At a decohered operating point (the Belief Register within a neighbourhood of a vertex of the simplex, the regime of the Calcified Phase) the Belief Register lumps onto its dominant-mass coordinate, the cross-couplings ∂ℓ/∂V\partial\ell/\partial V and ∂μ/∂b\partial\mu/\partial b enter through that single coordinate with the one-signed orientation the cross-cycle orientation condition fixes, and the reduced joint Jacobian is a Metzler matrix, all off-diagonal entries non-negative. By Perron-Frobenius theory for Metzler matrices the spectral abscissa is attained by a real eigenvalue, so the first loss of stability of the joint system is a zero-eigenvalue (steady-state) crossing and never a Hopf pair, and the non-generic steady-state alternatives are excluded by the non-zero constant forcing and the absence of odd symmetry exactly as at the fast layer. The joint bifurcation at a decohered operating point is therefore a Saddle-Node as a derived result rather than an analogy. At interior operating points (sustained Interference Term, the Epistemic Suspension regime) the Monotone Belief-Race Lemma still denies the slow block any rotation of its own; the residual question is the alignment of the cross-loop residues, that case is precisely the regime in which ω(Tint)\omega(T_{int}) is being driven down and GslowG_{slow} suppressed, and its exhaustive characterisation belongs to Task 11.

What A.5.6 closes. This specification discharges Task 5 of Section A.7:


	The slow layer is written in the same SDE language as the fast layer, so joint Routh-Hurwitz analysis is available.

	The coupling uses only primitives already defined in the AIM Framework, so no new axioms are introduced.

	The Confabulation Rationality Lemma’s restricted-ℋ\mathcal{H} result becomes the mechanism by which VtV_t becomes EtE_t, which was the open gap.

	The Self-Coupling Permanence Principle supplies the κself>0\kappa_{self}>0 floor that makes GslowG_{slow} strictly positive wherever the Thinker is recruited (r*>0r^{*}>0), which on the inflated branch it is, recovering the architectural claim that Bayesian Lock-In is structural rather than contingent.



Residual specialist work. Four items remain genuinely empirical rather than derivational:


	Functional-form commitment for ℓk(V,S)\ell_k(V, S). The derivation is agnostic between Gaussian, log-concave, and softmax families; picking one is a specialist choice with tractable consequences for ∂ℓ/∂V\partial\ell/\partial V.

	Calibration of κself\kappa_{self}. The Self-Coupling Permanence Principle establishes κself>0\kappa_{self}>0; the magnitude is a measurement problem traceable to existing Bayesian Self-Model literature, together with the recall lag Δ\Delta. The dimensionless group κselfΔ/τB\kappa_{self}\Delta/\tau_B formed from them, together with ν/κself\nu/\kappa_{self}, sets how far the memory channel slows belief relaxation; by the Monotone Belief-Race Lemma the delay self-coupling supplies no rotation at any value of the group.

	Calibration of ρ(ℋ)\rho(\mathcal{H}) across populations with and without AIM Vocabulary Acquisition. This is the single most policy-consequential measurement, because it quantifies the Patch’s slow-layer effect.

	Calibration of ω(Tint)\omega(T_{int}), which governs the effect of the Interference Term on Stage 3 emission and quantifies the Patch’s Epistemic Suspension channel.



With those four quantities in hand, the joint stability condition Gjoint<GcritjointG_{joint}<G_{crit}^{joint} becomes computable, and Task 5 ceases to be an architectural extension and becomes the same kind of calibration exercise as Tasks 3a through 3c.

A.5.7 Inter-Individual Coupling and the Network Loop

This section extends the coupled fast-slow specification of A.5.6 from a single Individual to a population of NN Individuals coupled through Observability and Evidence channels. The extension uses only primitives already present in the AIM Framework: the coupling strength κ\kappa, the transmission rate λ\lambda, the Critical Coupling Strength κc\kappa_c, the Decoherence Time τ\tau, the Observability Gradient, and the quantum-epistemic network dynamics developed in Chapter 14. No new axioms are introduced. Prose derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.4.6; Chapter 13, Section 13.4.8; Chapter 14, Section 14.7; Chapter 19, Section 19.10.

Agent-Type content in the network layer. Population-level Agent-Type content enters the Evidence-coupling matrix KijK_{ij} and the Observability matrix Λ\Lambda as vector-valued rather than categorical priors: each Individual-Object jj in Individual ii’s social field carries an Agent-Type Vector (vC,vR,vX,vY)j(v_C, v_R, v_X, v_Y)_j that determines the qualitative structure of jj’s contribution to ii’s Object-valuation. The network dynamics specified in A.5.7 operate on scalar coupling strengths and do not require explicit vector decomposition of the Agent-Type content in the Jacobian; the vector specification is an Axiom 9 constraint on the classifier that feeds the fast layer rather than an additional variable in the network-layer formalism.

A.5.7.1 Scope and Scoping Commitments

The third layer operates on timescales slower than the slow Bayesian layer. Where the fast valuation loop evolves on τM<τV<τS\tau_M < \tau_V < \tau_S (subsecond to seconds) and the slow Bayesian layer evolves on τB\tau_B (seconds to days), the network layer evolves on the cross-Individual Evidence-propagation timescale τN\tau_N, extending from minutes (synchronous communication) to years (institutional consensus). The Network Timescale τN\tau_N is not a primitive parameter of the coupled system but emerges from the coupling strengths λij\lambda_{ij} and κij\kappa_{ij}. In the regime of weak-to-moderate coupling where cross-Individual dynamics are slower than intrapersonal belief updating, the singular-perturbation ordering τM<τV<τS<τB≤τN\tau_M < \tau_V < \tau_S < \tau_B \leq \tau_N holds and permits block Jacobian analysis at three scales rather than two. The ordering breaks down in the strong-coupling regime near ρ(Koff)→κc\rho(K_{off}) \to \kappa_c, where τN\tau_N approaches τB\tau_B and the three-scale separation collapses into the critical-slowing-down signature that the Rate-of-Change Monitor is designed to detect.

Two scoping commitments are retained from earlier sections:


	Positive Mimesis Preservation. The target is Optimal Coupling Strength κ*>0\kappa^{*} > 0, not κ→0\kappa \to 0. The Optimal Coupling Problem developed in the main text applies without modification to the network extension.

	Non-utopian framing. The network formalism inherits the architectural commitment that some cross-Individual coupling is structurally given (λ>0\lambda > 0 wherever Individuals observe one another) and some is policy-modifiable (κij\kappa_{ij} under institutional design). The goal is Subcriticality Maintenance at the network scale, not elimination of social coupling.



A.5.7.2 Axiom Restatements for the Network Layer

Four restatements, drawn from Axioms 5, 7, and 8 and from the finite energy budget of Chapter 4, Section 4.1, specify the network layer in the same way M1 through M5b specified the fast layer and B1 through B3 specified the slow layer. Those four restatements are the Network-Layer Axiom Restatements.


	N1 Observability as Inter-Individual Channel (from Axiom 7 and the Observability Gradient). The exogenous input mobsi(t)m_{obs}^{i}(t) of A.4 is not primitive at the population scale. It is a realised signal produced by the valuations and behaviours of other Individuals whose actions are visible to Individual ii, weighted by the observability-gradient edge weight λij\lambda_{ij} from jj to ii.

	N2 Evidence as Coupling-Mediated Input (from Axioms 5 and 8, via the Chapter 2 Evidence entry). Bayesian Updating takes as input three Evidence types: first-order observable states, coupling-mediated social Evidence, and introspective output. At the network scale, coupling-mediated Evidence entering Individual ii is a function of the emitted Evidence propositions EtjE_t^{j} of other Individuals jj, weighted by the interpersonal coupling strength κij\kappa_{ij}. The sum over neighbours is additive and carries no correction for correlation between the Evidence propositions arriving from different jj. That is not a simplification. Under Coupling-Induced Opacity the Individual holds no channel distinguishing a restatement of one attribution from independent corroboration of it, so the likelihood the Individual computes sums neighbour Evidence arrival by arrival, crediting a restatement of one attribution the same weight as independent corroboration of it, whatever the correlation among the arrivals actually is. Because ℓk\ell_k is the raw likelihood, the sum is a pooling of likelihoods and not the multiplicative combination that genuinely independent Evidence would license, and the gap between the two is the modelled quantity rather than an approximation of it. N2 therefore models the Individual’s updating rather than the true evidential structure, and the divergence between the two is the Type II limb of the Confabulation Rationality Lemma at the network scale: accumulated mass tracks the count of restatements rather than the weight of what stands behind them. The same failure to discount repetition drives the persuasion-bias model of updating on a network (DeMarzo, Vayanos and Zwiebel, 2003), in which the weight a source carries in the long-run consensus is set by its position in the network, which fixes how often what it says is repeated, rather than by the precision of its information alone.

	N3 Non-Commutativity Propagation (from the Wang-to-Mechanism derivation of Chapter 14). Intrapersonal non-commutativity of measurement contexts entails interpersonal coupling as a derived consequence, because the order in which an Individual receives Evidence from different neighbours affects her Belief Register non-trivially when κij\kappa_{ij} is sufficiently large. At the network scale, path-dependence of belief trajectories is therefore the expected regime rather than a pathology, and the Hilbert-space formalism of Quantum Epistemology is the natural language for the network-layer Belief Register.

	N4 Finite Intake Budgets (from the finite energy budget of Chapter 4, Section 4.1, which is spent, among other things, on holding attention on one thing rather than another). An Individual’s intake of other Individuals draws on two finite budgets, not one. The Observer’s intake is a perceptual-selection budget ΘiO\Theta^{O}_i, and the Observability row of Individual ii satisfies ∑j≠iλij≤ΘiOsi\sum_{j \neq i} \lambda_{ij} \leq \Theta^{O}_i s_i, where si∈[0,1]s_i \in [0,1] is the share of that budget spent on observing Individuals-as-Objects rather than the other Objects of the field. The Thinker’s intake is a working-memory and deliberation capacity ΘiT\Theta^{T}_i, and the Evidence row satisfies ∑j≠iκij≤ΘiT\sum_{j \neq i} \kappa_{ij} \leq \Theta^{T}_i; the same budget carries the I-Override. The two capacities are separate quantities, and both are spent out of the one envelope of E1 (A.2.2), which bounds them: loading perceptual selection reduces the processing of what lies outside it, while loading working memory increases it (Lavie, Hirst, de Fockert and Viding, 2004), and a Salience comparison is computed under load while its correction is not (Gilbert, Giesler and Morris, 1995). The Thinker does not draw on the Observer’s budget, but it sets the allocation of that budget through the templates it authors (A.5.9), so a Thinker under load leaves the Observer’s allocation to raw Salience. That is the loop of Chapter 9, Section 9.13.4, with ΘiT\Theta^{T}_i as the quantity on which the load acts. Allocation within the Observer’s budget is divisive normalisation (Reynolds and Heeger, 2009), the form whose ratio rule over attentional weights fixes the total (Bundesen, 1990): λij=ΘiOwijqjci+∑k≠iwikqk,qj=σjζ,
\lambda_{ij} = \Theta^{O}_i \, \frac{w_{ij}\, q_j}{c_i + \sum_{k \neq i} w_{ik}\, q_k}, \qquad q_j = \sigma_j^{\zeta},
 where wijw_{ij} is the template-coded weight of Individual jj in Individual ii’s field, qjq_j is the Salience of jj as ii’s Observer reads it, with exponent ζ\zeta (ζ=1\zeta = 1 at the scale of the single Observer), and ci≥0c_i \geq 0 is the claim of the non-social field. The allocation is algebraic: it has no dynamics of its own and is slaved to the fast-layer state, as the coupling matrices are slaved to position under P3 (A.9.2). A decline in attention to an Object that has ceased to be novel is not a term of the allocation. It is the Thinker’s revision of the Object’s novelty in the Belief Register, which lowers the template-coded Salience the Observer computes, so the negative feedback lies outside the M channel, as M5b requires, and runs on the slow timescale through the template channel of A.5.9.



A.5.7.3 The Coupled Network System

Let i=1,…,Ni = 1,\dots,N index Individuals on a directed graph 𝒢\mathcal{G} with two weighted adjacency matrices:


	Λ=[λij]\Lambda = [\lambda_{ij}], the Observability Matrix, with λij≥0\lambda_{ij} \geq 0 the rate at which Individual jj’s realised valuation becomes an observed Model signal for Individual ii. Λ\Lambda is structurally given by the institutional and technological environment (platforms, disclosure regimes, sumptuary norms, broadcast media) and is the target of Class 1 interventions at the network scale.

	K=[κij]K = [\kappa_{ij}], the Evidence-coupling matrix, with κij≥0\kappa_{ij} \geq 0 the weight with which Individual jj’s emitted Evidence EtjE_t^{j} enters Individual ii’s Belief Register. The diagonal is the Self-Coupling Permanence term κii=κself\kappa_{ii} = \kappa_{self}, which is strictly positive and structurally irreducible.



The network equations extend the three blocks of A.5.6 to each Individual, with two new cross-Individual channels:

τMṀti=−Mti+αmobsi(t;T(bti))+κS(T(bti))Sti+ξMi,τVV̇ti=−Vti+wAAti+wIIti+βMti+ξVi,τSṠti=−Sti+γσ(Vti)+ξSi,τBḃti(Hk)=rtibti(Hk)[ℓki(Vti,Sti)−ℓ‾i(Vti,Sti)]+κself[bt−Δi(Hk)−bti(Hk)]+ηki,mobsi(t)=∑j≠iλijσj(Vtj),(N1, Observability channel)ℓki(Vti,Sti)=ℓk∘(Vti,Sti)+∑j≠iκijω(Tintj)𝟙[Etj=Hk].(N2, Evidence channel)
\begin{aligned}
\tau_M \dot M^{i}_t &= -M^{i}_t + \alpha\, m_{obs}^{i}(t; T(b^{i}_t)) + \kappa_S(T(b^{i}_t))\, S^{i}_t + \xi_M^{i},\\
\tau_V \dot V^{i}_t &= -V^{i}_t + w_A\, A^{i}_t + w_I\, I^{i}_t + \beta\, M^{i}_t + \xi_V^{i},\\
\tau_S \dot S^{i}_t &= -S^{i}_t + \gamma\, \sigma(V^{i}_t) + \xi_S^{i},\\
\tau_B \dot b^{i}_t(H_k) &= r^{i}_t\, b^{i}_t(H_k)\!\left[\ell_k^{i}(V^{i}_t, S^{i}_t) - \bar\ell^{i}(V^{i}_t, S^{i}_t)\right] + \kappa_{self}\!\left[b^{i}_{t-\Delta}(H_k) - b^{i}_t(H_k)\right] + \eta^{i}_k,\\
m_{obs}^{i}(t) &= \sum_{j \neq i} \lambda_{ij}\, \sigma_j(V^{j}_t), \qquad\text{(N1, Observability channel)}\\
\ell_k^{i}(V^{i}_t, S^{i}_t) &= \ell_k^{\circ}(V^{i}_t, S^{i}_t) + \sum_{j \neq i} \kappa_{ij}\, \omega(T_{int}^{j})\, \mathbb{1}[E_t^{j} = H_k]. \qquad\text{(N2, Evidence channel)}
\end{aligned}


The first four equations are the intrapersonal coupled system of A.5.6, written for Individual ii. The fifth equation closes the Observability channel: one Individual’s realised valuation becomes another Individual’s Model signal, scaled by the observability-gradient weight λij\lambda_{ij}. The sixth equation closes the Evidence channel: the likelihood that Individual ii assigns to hypothesis HkH_k is a baseline ℓk∘\ell_k^{\circ} (the single-Individual form of A.5.6) plus a network contribution from every neighbour jj who emitted HkH_k as Evidence, weighted by the interpersonal coupling κij\kappa_{ij} and by the neighbour’s Evidence-emission coefficient ω(Tintj)\omega(T_{int}^{j}). The coefficient ω(Tintj)\omega(T_{int}^{j}) is a decreasing function of the Interference Term: ω→1\omega \to 1 as Individual jj’s Belief Register decoheres to a single hypothesis and the emitted Evidence approaches the Individual Fixed Point, and ω→0\omega \to 0 as Epistemic Suspension is sustained and the Belief Register maintains maximal superposition across competing hypotheses.

The indicator 𝟙[Etj=Hk]\mathbb{1}[E_t^{j} = H_k] treats Evidence emission as categorical per Individual; a continuous generalisation replacing the indicator with btj(Hk)b^{j}_t(H_k) is immediate and may be preferred for specialist work, at the cost of stronger assumptions about how emitted Evidence is structured. The two formulations coincide at Individual Fixed Points where btjb^{j}_t has collapsed to near-unity on EtjE_t^{j}.

A.5.7.4 The Network Loop Gain and the Total Stability Condition

Linearising around a joint fixed point across all NN Individuals yields a block Jacobian with three scales:

J=(Jfast(N)Csf(N)Cnf(N)Cfs(N)Jslow(N)Cns(N)Cfn(N)Csn(N)Jnet),
J = \begin{pmatrix} J_{fast}^{(N)} & C_{sf}^{(N)} & C_{nf}^{(N)} \\ C_{fs}^{(N)} & J_{slow}^{(N)} & C_{ns}^{(N)} \\ C_{fn}^{(N)} & C_{sn}^{(N)} & J_{net} \end{pmatrix},


where the superscript (N)(N) denotes block-diagonal replication across Individuals, and the new cross-coupling blocks Cnf(N)C_{nf}^{(N)}, Cns(N)C_{ns}^{(N)}, Cfn(N)C_{fn}^{(N)}, Csn(N)C_{sn}^{(N)} arise from the partial derivatives of the fifth and sixth equations of A.5.7.3 with respect to fast-layer and slow-layer state variables of neighbouring Individuals. The new diagonal block JnetJ_{net} contains the within-Individual network-timescale dynamics on τN\tau_N.

The network loop gain decomposes additively as:

Gnet=GnetΛ+GnetK,
G_{net} = G_{net}^{\Lambda} + G_{net}^{K},


with:


	GnetΛ=α⋅β⋅ρ(Λ)⋅σ′(V*)G_{net}^{\Lambda} = \alpha \cdot \beta \cdot \rho(\Lambda) \cdot \sigma'(V^{*}), the fast-channel network gain, where ρ(Λ)\rho(\Lambda) is the spectral radius of the Observability matrix. This is the cross-Individual analogue of the internal loop gain G=βγκSσ′(V*)G = \beta\gamma\kappa_S\sigma'(V^{*}) of A.5: the link M→VM \to V (gain β\beta) is common to both cycles, and the within-Individual salience channel V→S→MV \to S \to M (gain γσ′(V*)⋅κS\gamma\sigma'(V^{*}) \cdot \kappa_S) is replaced by the cross-Individual Observability channel V→mobs→MV \to m_{obs} \to M (gain ρ(Λ)σ′(V*)⋅α\rho(\Lambda)\sigma'(V^{*}) \cdot \alpha). The Status feedback gain γ\gamma does not enter this channel; it belongs to the within-Individual salience equation.

	GnetK=r*¯⋅ρ(Koff)⋅∥∂ℓ/∂E∥⋅β∥∂μ/∂b∥⋅ω(Tint)¯G_{net}^{K} = \overline{r^{*}} \cdot \rho(K_{off}) \cdot \|\partial\ell/\partial E\| \cdot \beta\,\|\partial\mu/\partial b\| \cdot \overline{\omega(T_{int})}, the slow-channel network gain, where KoffK_{off} is the off-diagonal part of the Evidence-coupling matrix (excluding the κself\kappa_{self} diagonal), ρ(Koff)\rho(K_{off}) is its spectral radius, ω(Tint)¯\overline{\omega(T_{int})} is the population-averaged Evidence-emission coefficient, and r*¯\overline{r^{*}} is the population-averaged Thinker recruitment rate at the operating point. The recruitment factor enters as it enters GslowG_{slow}: neighbour Evidence reaches Individual ii’s Belief Register through the likelihood inside the replicator block (N2), and recruitment gates that block (A.5.6), so Evidence arriving where the Thinker is not recruited writes nothing. In ∥∂ℓ/∂E∥\|\partial\ell/\partial E\| the derivative is taken with respect to the Evidence Individual ii receives once the coupling weights have been applied, on the pattern of ∥∂ℓ/∂V∥\|\partial\ell/\partial V\| in GslowG_{slow}: the coupling strength enters through ρ(Koff)\rho(K_{off}) and the emission strength through ω(Tint)¯\overline{\omega(T_{int})}, and neither is counted a second time in this factor. Under the linear indicator form of N2 the factor is therefore unity, and it is carried because a likelihood responding nonlinearly to received Evidence, which the functional-form commitment may supply, would make it differ from one.



The total stability condition for the coupled three-layer system is:

Gtotal(3)=Geff+Gslow+Gcross+GnetΛ+GnetK<Gcrittotal.
G_{total}^{(3)} = G_{eff} + G_{slow} + G_{cross} + G_{net}^{\Lambda} + G_{net}^{K} < G_{crit}^{total}.


Exactness of the fast-layer pair. The five-term expansion is a leading-order engineering heuristic, as the notation preamble states: the three layers do not decouple, and GslowG_{slow}, GcrossG_{cross} and GnetKG_{net}^{K} enter approximately. The pair Geff+GnetΛG_{eff} + G_{net}^{\Lambda} is the exception, and for that pair the additivity is exact at the fold. At a heterogeneous operating point the linearised Observability channel is DΛD′D\,\Lambda\,D', with DD and D′D' diagonal matrices of the per-Individual gains and slopes, and that matrix does not share the eigenvectors of Λ\Lambda: the first crossing remains real wherever the fast-layer Jacobian is Metzler, but the threshold is not additive in GeffG_{eff} and GnetΛG_{net}^{\Lambda}, so the exactness that follows is a property of the homogeneous operating point. At such a point, where every Individual shares the same α\alpha, β\beta, γ\gamma, κS\kappa_S, slope σ′(V*)\sigma'(V^{*}) and relaxation times, holding the Belief layer fixed and seeking an eigenvalue μ\mu of the full 3N3N fast-layer Jacobian, elimination of the MM and SS components leaves a condition in which Λ\Lambda acts on the VV component alone, so VV must be an eigenvector of Λ\Lambda and the network separates into NN independent scalar modes, one per eigenvalue ℓ\ell of Λ\Lambda. At the zero-eigenvalue threshold the relaxation times cancel, exactly as they do in the single-Individual analysis of A.5, leaving

1=βκSγσ′(V*)+αβσ′(V*)ℓ 1 = \beta \kappa_S \gamma \sigma'(V^{*}) + \alpha \beta \sigma'(V^{*}) \, \ell 

for the mode ℓ\ell. The first mode to cross is the one with the largest real ℓ\ell, and because Λ\Lambda is non-negative, Perron-Frobenius makes that its spectral radius ρ(Λ)\rho(\Lambda), which is real and dominates the real part of every other eigenvalue. Hence Geff+GnetΛ=1G_{eff} + G_{net}^{\Lambda} = 1 holds exactly at the fold, with ρ(Λ)\rho(\Lambda) the correct aggregator rather than merely a bound, and with the threshold independent of the relaxation times. Two consequences follow. The Class 1 and Class 2 intervention typology of A.5.1 is therefore formally exact rather than approximate: the two classes enter one threshold additively, with no cross-term at the fold. And the exactness is confined to this pair and to the fold; it does not extend to the three-layer total, whose slow-layer and cross terms remain leading-order, and it is not a statement about the Hopf locus.

The attention-supply ceiling (qualitative result). Under N4 the fast-channel network gain is bounded by the supply of Observer attention and not by the topology of the graph. For fixed allocation shares every row of Λ\Lambda sums to its budget, and for a non-negative matrix the spectral radius lies between the smallest and the largest row sum (Horn and Johnson, 1985): miniΘiOsi≤ρ(Λ)≤maxiΘiOsi,GnetΛ≤αβσ′(V*)maxiΘiOsi.
\min_i \Theta^{O}_i s_i \;\leq\; \rho(\Lambda) \;\leq\; \max_i \Theta^{O}_i s_i, \qquad G_{net}^{\Lambda} \;\leq\; \alpha\, \beta\, \sigma'(V^{*}) \max_i \Theta^{O}_i s_i.
 Under the normalised allocation of N4 the linearised Observability channel is not a constant matrix, and its signed row sums are bounded by ΘiO\Theta^{O}_i where ci=0c_i = 0 and by ΘiO(1+ζ)2/4ζ\Theta^{O}_i (1+\zeta)^2/4\zeta where ci>0c_i > 0, a bound that equals ΘiO\Theta^{O}_i exactly at ζ=1\zeta = 1. The excess over the budget away from ζ=1\zeta = 1 is recruitment: a rise in Salience draws attention out of the non-social claim cic_i. Three consequences follow. The gain of the Observability channel is set by how much of the Observer’s budget is spent on observing others and not by who is observed, so a concentration of attention on a few Individuals redistributes Status without raising ρ(Λ)\rho(\Lambda): stability separates from distribution. Increases in density or in per-edge weight raise ρ(Λ)\rho(\Lambda) only while the budget is slack; once it binds they redistribute a fixed quantity, and the channel escalates only by the capture of attention share, a rise in sis_i drawn from the Individual’s Appetitive and Intrinsic engagement. And the Thinker’s budget bounds the slow channel in the same way, ρ(Koff)≤max⁡iΘiT\rho(K_{off}) \leq \max_i \Theta^{T}_i, so the Critical Coupling Strength of A.5.7.5 is reachable through the Evidence channel only where the Thinker’s budget admits it. The normalised allocation gives the linearised channel a negative entry wherever a source’s Salience lies below the attention-weighted mean, so the reduced network Jacobian then leaves the Metzler class on which the Perron-Frobenius argument of A.5.7.6 rests; the extension of the Saddle-Node Default to that case is part of Task 12b. Prose derivation: Chapter 4, Section 4.4.7; Chapter 8, Section 8.12.7.

The decomposition Gtotal(3)G_{total}^{(3)} is a leading-order engineering heuristic for weakly coupled loops, not the exact stability condition of the full block-Jacobian. The exact condition is given by the largest real eigenvalue of the full four-block matrix; the additive form is its small-cross-coupling expansion, in which GslowG_{slow} carries the leading fast-slow cross-coupling product of order ∥Csf∥⋅∥Cfs∥\|C_{sf}\| \cdot \|C_{fs}\| and GcrossG_{cross} stands for the cross-block corrections of higher order. A cycle that passes through both the Observability matrix Λ\Lambda and the Evidence-coupling matrix KoffK_{off} is carried by neither GnetΛG_{net}^{\Lambda} nor GnetKG_{net}^{K} and falls to GcrossG_{cross}, and its contribution is not in general of higher order than theirs, because the spectral radius is not subadditive: two non-negative matrices that each have spectral radius zero can sum to one with positive spectral radius (Horn and Johnson, 1985). The higher-order reading of GcrossG_{cross} therefore holds where the mixed Λ\Lambda–KoffK_{off} cycles are weak against the single-channel cycles. The caveat was first stated at §A.5.6 for the three-term decomposition G_joint and carries over here unchanged; the possession-coupled seven-term expansion Gtotal(H)G_{total}^{(H)} is stated at §A.9.5.

A.5.7.5 The Critical Coupling Strength as a Spectral Threshold

The Critical Coupling Strength κc\kappa_c of the Chapter 2 glossary and the Quantum Epistemology treatment is now given a closed architectural interpretation:

κc=inf⁡{ρ(Koff):Gtotal(ρ(Koff))=Gcrittotal},
\kappa_c = \inf\!\left\{ \rho(K_{off}) : G_{total}(\rho(K_{off})) = G_{crit}^{total} \right\},


that is, κc\kappa_c is the smallest spectral radius of the off-diagonal Evidence-coupling matrix at which the network pushes GtotalG_{total} to the critical threshold, with all other parameters held at their operating-point values. The spectral radius has the role it has in the propagation threshold for contagion on a network, where, with a common recovery rate, an infection-recovery process dies out or persists according to whether the ratio of transmission to recovery lies below or above the reciprocal of the spectral radius of the contact matrix (Lajmanovich and Yorke, 1976; Chakrabarti et al., 2008); in both, the topology of the coupling network enters the threshold through that single quantity. The band in which ρ(Koff)\rho(K_{off}) meets or exceeds κc\kappa_c is Endogenous Runaway Coupling: Gtotal≥GcrittotalG_{total} \geq G_{crit}^{total} and the network’s own Evidence dynamics compel certainty-without-Truth convergence regardless of Referent Truth. Three consequences follow directly:


	κc\kappa_c is network-topology dependent. For a given average coupling weight, a denser graph of Evidence couplings has a larger ρ(Koff)\rho(K_{off}), which moves the network toward κc\kappa_c without moving κc\kappa_c; the threshold itself falls where a denser graph of Observability weights raises ρ(Λ)\rho(\Lambda) in GnetΛG_{net}^{\Lambda}, or where the operating point at which the infimum is evaluated moves. Together these are the architectural basis for the Information-Cascade Amplification Effect: platforms that increase network density bring the network closer to the critical threshold, and lower that threshold, even if per-edge coupling is unchanged. The dependence holds while the intake budgets of N4 are slack. Where they bind, per-edge weights fall as density rises and the spectral radius is fixed by the budget, so a platform raises ρ(Koff)\rho(K_{off}) toward κc\kappa_c, and lowers κc\kappa_c through ρ(Λ)\rho(\Lambda), by capturing a larger share of the budget for the Evidence and Observability channels, not by density as such (A.5.7.4).

	κc\kappa_c is τ\tau-dependent, and the dependence does not run through the threshold. GcrittotalG_{crit}^{total} is fixed by the topology of the coupled loop and not by any timescale, exactly as Gcrit=1G_{crit} = 1 is independent of τM\tau_M, τV\tau_V and τS\tau_S at the fast layer (§A.5). A longer Decoherence Time τ\tau does not raise the threshold; it lengthens the run above it, extending the interval over which endogenous Evidence accumulates before exogenous reality-contact interrupts the cascade, and so raising the magnitude of compounding a supercritical network reaches before correction arrives. Any τ\tau-dependence of κc\kappa_c itself is inherited from the operating point at which the spectral infimum is evaluated, since the definition above holds every other parameter at its operating-point value. This is the architectural basis for the claim in the Coupling-Decoherence framework that the (κ,τ)(\kappa, \tau) plane is the operating-point space of the network layer: κ\kappa locates the network against the threshold, and τ\tau fixes how far past it the trajectory runs.

	The network is held below κc\kappa_c through three intervention levers. Reducing ρ(Koff)\rho(K_{off}) (interpersonal Evidence coupling), reducing ρ(Λ)\rho(\Lambda) (Observability), or reducing τ\tau (Decoherence Time, via forced visibility and reality-testing) each lowers GnetG_{net} or shortens the interval over which a supercritical network compounds before correction arrives. The three are complementary in the same way Class 1 and Class 2 interventions are complementary at the single-Individual scale.



A.5.7.6 Bifurcation-Type Preservation at the Network Scale

The Saddle-Node Default of A.5.3 extends to the network scale under the three architectural properties that forced it at the single-Individual scale:


	No restoring force at the network scale. κij≥0\kappa_{ij} \geq 0 and λij≥0\lambda_{ij} \geq 0 are one-signed, so the cross-Individual channels contribute positive feedback without architectural damping. The network inherits the no-self-termination property of the M-channel.

	Source Opacity suppresses correction at every node. Because every Individual’s Stage 3 Evidence emission is drawn from a restricted Hypothesis Space via the Confabulation Rationality Lemma, the cross-Individual Evidence channel propagates restricted-posterior outputs rather than veridical source decompositions. The network has no node at which a correction signal could enter.

	Concealment Infrastructure is monotone at population scale. The Ambient Evidence Amplification Effect specifies monotone accumulation of endogenous Evidence until forced visibility collapses the concealment one-way (prose derivation: Chapter 13, Section 13.4.8).



The extension is a two-part statement rather than an argument by analogy. First, each Individual’s slow block satisfies the Monotone Belief-Race Lemma (A.5.6), so no node of the network contributes rotation of its own. Second, the cross-Individual channels are one-signed (κij≥0\kappa_{ij} \geq 0, λij≥0\lambda_{ij} \geq 0), so at decohered operating points the reduced network Jacobian, assembled from N Metzler blocks joined by non-negative couplings, is itself Metzler for fixed allocation shares (the normalised allocation of N4 is the exception, taken up at A.5.7.4 and Task 12b), and the Perron-Frobenius argument of A.5.6 applies to the whole: the spectral abscissa is real, the first network-scale loss of stability is a steady-state crossing, and the Saddle-Node follows by the same genericity exclusions. The network-scale Fold at a decohered operating point is therefore derived, conditional on the one-signed coupling commitments of N1 through N3 and the content-agnostic updating of B3: the compliant coupled system crosses instability on the real axis, and a complex crossing appears when and only when an augmenting structure is installed. The phenomenological correspondent remains the Calcified-to-Terminal transition of the Crisis State Architecture, at which a population-scale Concealment Infrastructure collapses discontinuously to the A-I functional baseline, and the Differentiation Collapse Mechanism specifies the special case in which removal of a Fault-Line Figure collapses τ\tau synchronously across the whole network.

The Hopf alternative at the network scale is accessible through exactly two routes, and each is the violation of a named architectural commitment rather than a parameter regime. A new state variable with intrinsic negative feedback converts the crossing to a complex pair at moderate gain and lag, which is the formal signature of Institutional Buffering and the content of Task 11. Prevalence-responsive likelihoods with intransitive structure rotate the Belief layer directly and violate the content-agnosticism of Axiom 8; a single asymmetric prevalence channel does not suffice, the closed intransitive cycle being required. The delay self-coupling is not a route: being one-signed, it leaves every stable slow mode stable, with a real dominant root, at every recall lag (A.5.6). Constitutional checks, independent media norms, low-theatre dispute resolution, and social insurance qualify as candidate restoring nodes only insofar as they introduce new dynamical variables; where they merely attenuate existing couplings they shift the operating point and extend Decoherence Time without altering the Saddle-Node terminus. Task 11 accordingly carries two architectural questions: which institutional structures genuinely instantiate augmenting restoring nodes, and the interior-operating-point case identified at A.5.6. Its spectral half is discharged above.

A.5.7.7 The Knowledge Patch Footprint at the Network Scale

The Knowledge Patch’s three-channel formal footprint of A.5.6 extends to five channels at the network scale:


	Fast layer within Individual (p(V,S)p(V,S) on GeffG_{eff}). I-Override gate interception, unchanged from A.5. Because the fast-channel network gain carries the Decision Hub weight (GnetΛ=α⋅β⋅ρ(Λ)⋅σ′(V*)G_{net}^{\Lambda} = \alpha \cdot \beta \cdot \rho(\Lambda) \cdot \sigma'(V^{*})), the same interception that reduces β\beta to βeff\beta_{eff} attenuates GnetΛG_{net}^{\Lambda} as well as GeffG_{eff}: within-Individual Patch adoption propagates to the network fast channel through β\beta.

	Slow layer within Individual (ρ(ℋ)\rho(\mathcal{H}) reduction). AIM Vocabulary Acquisition enlarging each Individual’s representable Hypothesis Space, unchanged from A.5.6.

	Slow layer within Individual (ω(Tint)\omega(T_{int}) reduction). Epistemic Suspension sustaining the Interference Term, unchanged from A.5.6.

	Network Evidence channel (ρ(Koff)\rho(K_{off}) reduction). Epistemic Suspension operating on Evidence intake from neighbours reduces the effective weight each Individual assigns to neighbours’ emitted Evidence propositions. This reduces ρ(Koff)\rho(K_{off}) without requiring any change to the underlying graph topology: the edges remain, but their effective weights are attenuated by Patch-competent receivers.

	Network Observability channel (ρ(Λ)\rho(\Lambda) reduction). Observability Governance at institutional scale (Class 1 interventions generalised) reduces the spectral radius of the Observability matrix. This is the network-scale manifestation of the Don’t Name Them principle, sumptuary regimes, platform-level metric hiding, Blind Pricing (Chapter 12, Section 12.37), and the Coupling-Decoherence Content Qualification Gate.



The fifth channel operates at institutional scale rather than Individual scale and is therefore a collective-action lever. The Subcriticality Maintenance Principle at the network scale specifies that individual Patch adoption (channels 1 through 4) is necessary but not sufficient for subcritical network dynamics; institutional modification of Λ\Lambda (channel 5) is the architectural complement that closes the gap between individual Patch efficacy and population-scale stability.

A.5.7.8 Residual Specialist Tasks

The network formalism opens five calibration tasks that extend the A.7 task list. Tasks 7 through 10 are calibration. Task 11 carries an architectural component as well: the characterisation of augmenting restoring structures and the interior-operating-point case, its spectral question being settled at A.5.6 and A.5.7.6.


	Task 7. Spectral estimation of Λ\Lambda for real populations. Observability matrices for contemporary information environments (social media platforms, traditional broadcast media, professional networks, geographic communities). Deliverable: ρ(Λ)\rho(\Lambda) estimates with confidence intervals, benchmarked against pre-digital baselines to quantify the Observability Gradient shift.

	Task 8. Spectral estimation of KoffK_{off} for real populations. Interpersonal Evidence-coupling matrices calibrated through behavioural experiments on Evidence acceptance as a function of source identity and relationship structure. Deliverable: ρ(Koff)\rho(K_{off}) estimates and dependence on platform design.

	Task 9. Empirical measurement of κc\kappa_c. Identification of historical or contemporary populations at or near κc\kappa_c using the Retrospective Assay methodology and the Coupling-Decoherence News Rating System. Deliverable: calibrated κc\kappa_c values for named population-scale systems and a cross-validation protocol against the Rate-of-Change Monitor.

	Task 10. Network-scale Knowledge Patch efficacy. Calibration of the population-averaged ω(Tint)¯\overline{\omega(T_{int})} and its dependence on Patch penetration across the network. Deliverable: the threshold Patch-adoption rate at which GtotalG_{total} falls below GcrittotalG_{crit}^{total} for representative Λ\Lambda and KK.

	Task 11. Institutional Buffering spectral characterisation. Formal characterisation of the Institutional Buffering mechanisms of Chapter 2 as network-scale restoring forces capable of sustaining a network-scale limit cycle, where each candidate buffering mechanism is modelled as a new dynamical variable (additional rows and columns of J_net with intrinsic negative-feedback structure) rather than as a reduction of the existing Evidence-coupling matrix or Observability matrix. Required output: necessary and sufficient spectral conditions on the augmented J_net for bifurcation-type conversion from Saddle-Node Default to sustained cycle.



A.5.7.9 Scope Note

The network layer closes the architectural chain from the Individual fast valuation loop (A.5) through the Individual slow Bayesian layer (A.5.6) to the population-scale coupled dynamics (A.5.7). The three-scale formalism is architecturally complete in the sense that every construct the main text invokes (PM compounding, Bayesian Lock-In, Information-Cascade Amplification, Calcified-to-Terminal transition, Differentiation Collapse, Subcriticality Maintenance, Optimal Coupling) now has a formal locus in the coupled system. What remains is calibration (Tasks 1 through 13) and the Precautionary Asymmetry commitment on the civilisational-scale inference, which is unchanged from A.6.

A.5.8 The Cascade-Rate Formulation of the Slow Layer (qualitative result)

Provenance and scope. This section carries the formalisation of cascade dynamics at the level of the Authenticity Belief: the individual Confabulation cascade, its velocity profile, the collective mean-field dynamics, the rate form of the Subcriticality Condition, the Leadership Compression formalisation, and the Content-Independence result. It is the phenomenological rate-level complement to the coupled-layer treatment of A.5.6 and A.5.7: where A.5.6 specifies the Belief Register’s replicator dynamics over a general Hypothesis Space, the present section specialises to the two-hypothesis case that drives the Crisis State Architecture of Chapter 13, and works at the level of aggregate rates. The register is qualitative in the sense of A.1: the structural results follow on inspection of the equations, and calibration of the rate parameters is specialist work in the Task 3 family.

A.5.8.1 The Individual Cascade

Let PtP_t denote an Individual’s Authenticity Belief at time tt: the subjective probability that their desires reflect genuine A or I sources rather than Preconscious Transmission. This is the two-hypothesis specialisation of the Belief Register of A.5.6, with Hypothesis Space {Hauthentic,Hmimetic}\{H_{authentic}, H_{mimetic}\} and Pt=bt(Hauthentic)P_t = b_t(H_{authentic}). The updating rule is Bayes’ Theorem:

Pt+1=P(Et∣Hauthentic)⋅PtP(Et∣Hauthentic)⋅Pt+P(Et∣Hmimetic)⋅(1−Pt)(A.5.8-1)
P_{t+1} = \frac{P(E_t \mid H_{authentic}) \cdot P_t}{P(E_t \mid H_{authentic}) \cdot P_t + P(E_t \mid H_{mimetic}) \cdot (1 - P_t)} \qquad\text{(A.5.8-1)}


where EtE_t is the evidence observed at time tt (primarily self-generated explanations for desires). The critical quantity is the likelihood ratio

LRt=P(Et∣Hauthentic)P(Et∣Hmimetic)(A.5.8-2)
LR_t = \frac{P(E_t \mid H_{authentic})}{P(E_t \mid H_{mimetic})} \qquad\text{(A.5.8-2)}


(The symbol Λ\Lambda is reserved for the Observability matrix of A.5.7.3; the scalar likelihood ratio is written LRtLR_t to avoid collision.)

Under Confabulation (Axiom 4), authentic-sounding explanations are generated with a fixed probability regardless of actual source: the narrative system optimises for plausibility, not accuracy. The Individual nonetheless interprets these explanations as if they were diagnostic, so the perceived likelihood ratio satisfies LRperceived>1LR_{perceived} > 1: authentic explanations are expected to be more common under the authentic Hypothesis — a valid inference that fails only because the Individual does not know that Confabulation generates authentic explanations regardless of source. The cascade dynamics follow:

Pt+1=LRperceived⋅PtLRperceived⋅Pt+(1−Pt)(A.5.8-3)
P_{t+1} = \frac{LR_{perceived} \cdot P_t}{LR_{perceived} \cdot P_t + (1 - P_t)} \qquad\text{(A.5.8-3)}


For any LRperceived>1LR_{perceived} > 1 this map has exactly two fixed points, P*=0P^* = 0 (unstable) and P*=1P^* = 1 (stable), and every initial prior P0>0P_0 > 0 converges to P*=1P^* = 1 under iteration, at a rate increasing in LRperceivedLR_{perceived}. The map applies one likelihood ratio in every period, which is the case in which every self-generated explanation is authentic-sounding. Where Confabulation yields an authentic-sounding explanation with probability q<1q < 1, independently across periods, the per-period ratio LRtLR_t is a random variable, equal to LRperceivedLR_{perceived} with probability qq and below unity otherwise, and the log-odds log⁡[Pt/(1−Pt)]\log[P_t/(1-P_t)] advance by log⁡LRt\log LR_t each period. Every P0∈(0,1)P_0 \in (0, 1) then converges to P*=1P^* = 1 almost surely when E[log⁡LRt]>0E[\log LR_t] > 0, the expectation taken under the frequency with which Confabulation actually produces each kind of explanation, and to P*=0P^* = 0 when that expectation is negative. The condition E[log⁡LRt]>0E[\log LR_t] > 0 states that the authentic Hypothesis lies closer in Kullback–Leibler divergence to that frequency than its rival does, and it is the two-hypothesis case of the concentration of a misspecified posterior on the divergence-minimising hypothesis (Berk, 1966). The deterministic map is the case q=1q = 1 of this condition, and wherever the condition holds the limit is P*=1P^* = 1. This is the Individual Fixed Point of the Confabulation Rationality Lemma reached along the two-hypothesis route: under the restricted Hypothesis Space, and wherever E[log⁡LRt]>0E[\log LR_t] > 0, sincere false belief is the unique attractor.

A.5.8.2 Cascade Velocity

Define the cascade velocity as the expected per-period change vt=E[Pt+1−Pt]v_t = E[P_{t+1} - P_t]. Under (A.5.8-3) it has the closed form

vt=(LRperceived−1)⋅Pt(1−Pt)LRperceived⋅Pt+(1−Pt)(A.5.8-4)
v_t = \frac{(LR_{perceived} - 1) \cdot P_t (1 - P_t)}{LR_{perceived} \cdot P_t + (1 - P_t)} \qquad\text{(A.5.8-4)}


which is positive for all Pt∈(0,1)P_t \in (0, 1) when LRperceived>1LR_{perceived} > 1 and vanishes at the endpoints. The velocity is maximised at intermediate PtP_t: when PtP_t is low there is little probability mass to shift, and when PtP_t is high most of the shift has already occurred. Cascade progression therefore follows the characteristic S-curve — slow initial movement, rapid mid-cascade acceleration, asymptotic approach to the Fixed Point.

A.5.8.3 Collective Mean-Field Dynamics

Let Pi,tP_{i,t} denote Individual ii’s Authenticity Belief and P‾t=1N∑iPi,t\bar{P}_t = \frac{1}{N}\sum_i P_{i,t} the population mean, the proxy for collective Belief. Each Individual updates on both private evidence (their own Confabulations) and social evidence (observed expressions of others’ Beliefs); the social term enters as a likelihood on the population mean, P(P‾t∣Hauthentic)P(\bar{P}_t \mid H_{authentic}) increasing in P‾t\bar{P}_t, which closes the reflexive loop: Individual Beliefs constitute P‾t\bar{P}_t, and P‾t\bar{P}_t is evidence for Individual updating. This is the two-hypothesis, mean-field specialisation of the Evidence channel N2 of A.5.7.2. The collective dynamics are approximated by the mean-field equation

P‾t+1=P‾t+[αpriv(LRprivate−1)+βsoc(P‾t−Pthreshold)]P‾t(1−P‾t)(A.5.8-5)
\bar{P}_{t+1} = \bar{P}_t + \left[\alpha_{priv}(LR_{private} - 1) + \beta_{soc}(\bar{P}_t - P_{threshold})\right] \bar{P}_t (1 - \bar{P}_t) \qquad\text{(A.5.8-5)}


where αpriv\alpha_{priv} scales the private Confabulation evidence, βsoc\beta_{soc} scales the social proof, and PthresholdP_{threshold} is the Belief level above which social proof becomes net positive. (αpriv\alpha_{priv} and βsoc\beta_{soc} are local scalars of this formulation, distinct from the ignition gain α\alpha and the Decision Hub weight β\beta of A.3.)

Fixed-point structure. Write a=αpriv(LRprivate−1)≥0a = \alpha_{priv}(LR_{private} - 1) \geq 0, b=βsoc>0b = \beta_{soc} > 0, c=Pthresholdc = P_{threshold}. The map (A.5.8-5) has fixed points at P‾=0\bar{P} = 0, P‾=1\bar{P} = 1, and the interior point P‾*=c−a/b\bar{P}^* = c - a/b where the bracket vanishes. The interior point, when it lies in (0,1)(0, 1), is always unstable — the linearisation about it exceeds unity by b⋅P‾*(1−P‾*)b \cdot \bar{P}^*(1 - \bar{P}^*) — so it is the basin boundary, not an attractor. The low-Belief state P‾=0\bar{P} = 0 is locally stable, in the continuous-time / small-step reading of the map, if and only if a<b⋅ca < b \cdot c. (As a discrete map the full condition is |1+a−bc|<1|1 + a - bc| < 1, which additionally requires a−bc>−2a - bc > -2; the period-doubling boundary below that floor is outside the architectural operating regime contemplated here.) The system is therefore bistable for a<b⋅ca < b \cdot c: perturbations below the interior threshold self-correct toward the low-Belief state, and perturbations above it cascade to the Collective Fixed Point. As aa rises to b⋅cb \cdot c the interior threshold P‾*=c−a/b\bar{P}^* = c - a/b passes through the low-Belief state and the two exchange stability. The crossing is a transcritical bifurcation, the form a zero-eigenvalue crossing generically takes when a fixed point persists for every parameter value, as P‾=0\bar{P} = 0 does here (Kuznetsov, 2004), and it is distinct from the Saddle-Node event of A.5.8.7. For a>b⋅ca > b \cdot c every initial condition with P‾0>0\bar{P}_0 > 0 cascades to P‾=1\bar{P} = 1. The parameter crossing at a=b⋅ca = b \cdot c is the collective-scale correspondent of the loop-gain threshold of A.5: below it, correction is locally self-sustaining; above it, compounding is global.

A.5.8.4 The Subcriticality Condition in Rate Form

The mean-field equation (A.5.8-5) carries no exogenous corrective flux. Its social term is signed and supplies downward flux below the interior threshold, which is what makes the low-Belief state stable, but every term in it is endogenous to the population’s own Belief. Corrective mechanisms — Patch-competent Evidence intake, exogenous reality-contact, the interventions of A.5.1 — enter as a negative flux. Define the mimetic amplification rate

rM(P‾,θ)=[αpriv(LRprivate−1)+βsoc(P‾−Pthreshold)]P‾(1−P‾)(A.5.8-6)
r_M(\bar{P}, \theta) = \left[\alpha_{priv}(LR_{private} - 1) + \beta_{soc}(\bar{P} - P_{threshold})\right] \bar{P}(1 - \bar{P}) \qquad\text{(A.5.8-6)}


with θ\theta the environmental parameter vector (observability, A-precarity, I-domain vitality, crisis intensity) on which αpriv\alpha_{priv}, βsoc\beta_{soc}, and LRprivateLR_{private} depend. The rate form reads (A.5.8-5) in the continuous-time, small-step limit noted at A.5.8.3, so that dP‾/dtd\bar{P}/dt is the map’s per-period increment taken as a rate. Let rCr_C denote the corrective mechanism rate: the aggregate downward flux on P‾\bar{P} produced by corrective intake. The corrective flux acts on the interior of [0,1][0, 1] and vanishes at P‾=0\bar{P} = 0, where no Belief remains to correct, so that the flow keeps P‾\bar{P} in [0,1][0, 1]; on the region P‾>P‾safe\bar{P} > \bar{P}_{safe} to which the Subcriticality Condition refers, rCr_C is taken to depend on θ\theta alone. The full dynamics are dP‾/dt=rM(P‾,θ)−rCd\bar{P}/dt = r_M(\bar{P}, \theta) - r_C, and Subcriticality obtains when

rC>rM(P‾,θ)for allP‾>P‾safe(A.5.8-7)
r_C > r_M(\bar{P}, \theta) \quad \text{for all} \quad \bar{P} > \bar{P}_{safe} \qquad\text{(A.5.8-7)}


where P‾safe\bar{P}_{safe} is the maximum collective Belief level consistent with avoiding Terminal Phase progression. The Subcriticality Threshold is the surface in parameter space where rC=rMr_C = r_M. Below it the system is self-correcting; above it, self-amplifying toward the Collective Fixed Point. Intervention design reduces to the question of which parameters can be shifted, at what cost, to move the system below the threshold.

The coupling-decoherence bridge. The rate pair maps onto the (κ,τ)(\kappa, \tau) operating plane of A.5.7.5: the amplification rate rises with Coupling Strength (high coupling means expressed Beliefs constitute strong Evidence for neighbours’ updating, accelerating cascade velocity through βsoc\beta_{soc}), and the corrective rate falls with Decoherence Time (short τ\tau means reality-contact arrives quickly, supplying the exogenous Evidence that competes with the endogenous circulation). The rate condition (A.5.8-7) is therefore the phenomenological form of the requirement that Coupling Strength sit below the Critical Coupling Strength κc\kappa_c and that Decoherence Time remain short enough for exogenous Evidence to interrupt the cascade before convergence stabilises.

Relation to the loop-gain thresholds. The fast-layer correspondent is the closed-form result of A.5: G_crit = 1 — amplification per cycle below unity decays, above unity compounds — independent of the relaxation times, which govern Decoherence Time and time-to-instability rather than the threshold itself. The rate-based condition (correction outpaces amplification) and the loop-gain condition (amplification per cycle below unity) are the same architectural condition expressed at different layers. For the full multi-layer coupled system the corresponding condition is the Total Stability Condition of A.5.7.4 and (A.9.5-2), whose closed-form threshold remains Task 1; the rate form is the correct phenomenological criterion and is consistent with the fast-layer closed form, but it is not a closed-form derivation of the coupled system’s threshold and should not be read as such.

A.5.8.5 Leadership Compression Formalisation

The Leadership Compression Principle is formalised by distinguishing population-level dynamics from decision-node dynamics. Let PLP_L denote the leadership Belief on which imposition turns. Two Beliefs enter at this node and they are not interchangeable. The leadership Grievance Belief in the scapegoat Hypothesis supplies the target the imposed act is directed at; the leadership Authenticity Belief removes the brake, since under Apex M-Capture its drift to unity leaves the leader certain that a Status-sourced drive is genuine necessity, so nothing internal contests the act. Both evolve under the cascade map of A.5.8.1, which is why either reaches its action threshold endogenously on self-generated evidence; only the first carries a target term, so PLP_L in (A.5.8-8) is the Grievance Belief, and the Authenticity Belief enters as the condition under which no internal correction opposes it. And ALA_L is leadership authority — the capacity to impose policy regardless of population Belief. Crisis imposition occurs when

PL>PactionandAL>Athreshold(A.5.8-8)
P_L > P_{action} \quad \text{and} \quad A_L > A_{threshold} \qquad\text{(A.5.8-8)}


where PactionP_{action} is the Belief threshold at which leadership acts on the Hypothesis and AthresholdA_{threshold} the authority level sufficient to impose action despite population-level resistance. Population-level Subcriticality (A.5.8-7) does not prevent crisis when the imposition condition is satisfied: above the authority threshold, no population-level intervention set reduces crisis probability to zero, because leadership M-capture with sufficient authority can impose crisis faster than population-level correction can prevent it. The corollary for intervention design is that Subcriticality must be maintained at the leadership level, not merely the population level: by selection constraints (preventing high-wMw_M Individuals from reaching positions above the authority threshold), by authority distribution (preventing any Individual from occupying such positions), or by dismissal mechanisms (enabling rapid removal of Individuals whose Belief approaches the action threshold).

A.5.8.6 Content-Independence Formalisation

The Content-independence of crisis dynamics follows from the observation that the updating equations of this section contain no term indexed on the Content of the Hypothesis. Let HiH_i be any member of the unbounded set of possible scapegoat Hypotheses. The updating dynamics for any HiH_i are the canonical Bayesian rule, and the cascade velocity, convergence rate, and Fixed Point stability are functions of LRperceivedLR_{perceived} (set by the Confabulation mechanism), αpriv\alpha_{priv}, βsoc\beta_{soc}, and θ\theta alone. None of these indexes on ii: the architecture processes any scapegoat Hypothesis with identical dynamics, and the space of possible HiH_i is unbounded — any group, any grievance, any causal attribution can fill the Hypothesis slot. The comparative historical method, by searching for Content commonalities across crises, searches for patterns in ii; but the dynamics are ii-invariant, which is why Content-comparison fails to identify the common architecture. The commonality lives in {LRperceived,αpriv,βsoc,θ}\{LR_{perceived}, \alpha_{priv}, \beta_{soc}, \theta\}, not in ii.

A.5.8.7 The Dual-Locus Ignition Theorem and the Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary (qualitative result)

Scope. The preceding subsections supply three components: the collective bistability of the mean-field Belief dynamics (A.5.8.3), the Subcriticality Condition in rate form (A.5.8.4), and the Leadership Compression formalisation (A.5.8.5). This subsection states what the three jointly entail about where in a population the capacity to ignite the collective transition is located. The result is that ignition capacity is concentrated at the two extremes of the provisioning-authority distribution — the least-provisioned segment and the apex — and vanishes in the mid-distribution, and that the two loci are independent: each satisfies its ignition condition alone, with the other locus’s variables at rest. The register is qualitative in the sense of A.1: the structural results follow on inspection of the equations given two monotonicity premises stated below, and calibration of the forcing functions is specialist work in the Task 3 family.

The floor variable. Let ai(t)a_i(t) denote Individual ii’s Appetite-satisfaction level and afloora_{\text{floor}} the floor of the A-Floor Requirement: the provisioning level below which sustained deficit forces the fidelity degradation established by the Upstream Corruption Principle. The floor variable is indexed by Individual, while the Appetitive contribution A(t)A(t) that enters the Treadmill gain in regime 2 at §A.9.7 is indexed by Object; the map between the two is Task 13 of §A.7. Define the floor deficit

DA(t)=max⁡(0,afloor−miniai(t))(A.5.8-9)
D_A(t) = \max\big(0,\; a_{\text{floor}} - \min_i a_i(t)\big) \qquad\text{(A.5.8-9)}


referenced to the worst-off Individual, following the exogenous-floor trigger of Chapter 17 §17.5: the fold is triggered where the inflated Mimetic aggregate presses against the least-provisioned segment’s Appetite floor, so the deficit that matters for ignition is the minimum’s, not the mean’s. Two monotonicity premises connect DAD_A to the rate pair of A.5.8.4, both carried by the fidelity-attenuation channel (φ\varphi) of the Upstream Corruption Principle. First, sustained Appetite deficit attenuates the weight placed on incoming likelihoods; downweighted exogenous evidence is observationally identical to strengthened endogenous coupling, so the social-proof gain βsoc\beta_{soc} rises and Grievance Beliefs gain likelihood force, raising LRprivateLR_{private} through θ\theta. Second, the same attenuation erodes the Belief Heterogeneity Buffer, which is a component of the corrective flux: reality-contact that no longer displaces Mimetically-sourced priors no longer sustains the cross-Individual Belief variance from which the Belief Heterogeneity Buffer’s damping derives. Hence

∂rM∂DA>0,∂rC∂DA<0.(A.5.8-10)
\frac{\partial r_M}{\partial D_A} > 0, \qquad \frac{\partial r_C}{\partial D_A} < 0. \qquad\text{(A.5.8-10)}


Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary. Define the net-flux margin over the guarded Belief range,

R(DA)≡maxP‾∈(P‾safe,1)[rM(P‾;θ(DA))−rC(θ(DA))],(A.5.8-11)
R(D_A) \equiv \max_{\bar P \in (\bar P_{safe},\, 1)} \big[\, r_M(\bar P;\, \theta(D_A)) - r_C(\theta(D_A)) \,\big], \qquad\text{(A.5.8-11)}


so that the Subcriticality Condition (A.5.8-7) holds exactly when R<0R < 0. By (A.5.8-10), RR is strictly increasing in DAD_A. Under two premises — (P1) the population is subcritical at zero floor deficit, R(0)<0R(0) < 0; (P2) the deficit forcing is sufficient, R(DA)>0R(D_A) > 0 for DAD_A large enough — there exists a unique critical deficit DAcritD_A^{crit}, defined by R(DAcrit)=0R(D_A^{crit}) = 0, such that sustained deficit at or above DAcritD_A^{crit} carries the population across the Subcriticality Threshold surface of A.5.8.4. At the crossing, the amplification curve rM(P‾)r_M(\bar P) touches the corrective level rCr_C tangentially at its interior maximiser; beyond it, a corridor of net-positive flux opens in the guarded range and the collective transits toward the Collective Fixed Point — the collective correspondent of the Saddle-Node event of §A.5.3. No leadership variable appears anywhere in the condition. Deprivation of the least-provisioned segment, sustained past DAcritD_A^{crit}, ignites the transition regardless of the state of the apex. The propagation of the breach is distributional rather than uniform: sustained deprivation drives the worst-off segment’s adoption thresholds down first and furthest, manufacturing a low-threshold vanguard whose self-percolation is what carries the population across the fold (the Susceptibility-Dispersion Result, giving the corollary its recruitment mechanism; Granovetter, 1978; Watts, 2002). The discharge phenomenology at this locus is the floor-reasserting fold of Chapter 17 §17.5.

The apex locus restated and sharpened. The imposition condition (A.5.8-8) is PL>PactionP_L > P_{action} together with AL>AthresholdA_L > A_{threshold}. Two sharpenings follow from machinery already on the table:


	The Belief conjunct is autonomous. Under Apex M-Capture, the leader’s Belief evolves under the individual cascade map of A.5.8.1, for which the Fixed Point P*=1P^* = 1 is the unique attractor for every P0>0P_0 > 0 wherever E[log⁡LRt]>0E[\log LR_t] > 0. The conjunct PL>PactionP_L > P_{action} is therefore satisfied in finite time endogenously, on the leader’s self-generated Confabulation evidence alone, with no requirement on the population’s evidence field. And because Differential Satiation (M5b) leaves the apex deficit non-satiable, no provisioning operation zeroes the drive behind the cascade: the apex locus cannot be disarmed by provision, only gated.

	The authority conjunct is the sole gate, and the required population contribution is nil. For AL>AthresholdA_L > A_{threshold}, imposition proceeds regardless of P‾\bar P (A.5.8.5). The apex locus is therefore a point-source ignition: one node suffices. The floor locus is by contrast extensive: DAD_A is a population-scale provisioning condition whose forcing acts through the mean field, and no single mid-distribution Individual — contributing O(1/N)O(1/N) to P‾\bar P, holding sub-threshold authority, and provisioned within the floor — can reproduce either mechanism.



Framework-Specific Theorem (Qualitative, Dual-Locus Ignition). In the coupled system of A.5.8, ignition of the collective transition admits exactly two position-indexed sufficient conditions, and they sit at the two extremes of the provisioning-authority distribution: (i) the floor condition DA≥DAcritD_A \ge D_A^{crit} (Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary), which contains no leadership variable; and (ii) the apex condition PL>Paction∧AL>AthresholdP_L > P_{action} \wedge A_L > A_{threshold} (A.5.8-8), which contains no population variable. Either alone is sufficient; neither requires the other; the mid-distribution satisfies neither, because mid-distribution deficits sit above the floor (no φ\varphi forcing) and mid-distribution authority sits below the gate (no bypass). Ignition capacity is therefore concentrated at two loci in the distribution, and the two loci differ in kind as well as in position: the floor drive is extensive, slow-accumulating, and zeroable by provision; the apex drive is point-source, endogenously self-arming under M-Capture, and non-satiable — controllable only through the authority gate.

The two loci are not equally dangerous, and they are not causally isolated. The theorem establishes that each locus ignites alone. Two further asymmetries follow from machinery already stated, and both run in the same direction.

Arming rate. The apex condition’s Belief conjunct is satisfied at a rate set by the convergence of the individual cascade map (A.5.8.1), fixed by LRperceivedLR_{perceived} and the leader’s starting prior. No population variable enters it, so the time to satisfaction does not scale with NN: a large population, or a watchful one, slows it by nothing. The floor condition requires DAD_A to accumulate past DAcritD_A^{crit} and then the mean field to traverse the guarded range at rM−rCr_M - r_C, and both are population-scale quantities. The structural claim is therefore scale-independence against scale-dependence. The wall-clock magnitudes that separate the two are an empirical ordering rather than a result of this formalism, and are given at Chapter 13 §13.7.

Intervention surface. The floor drive is zeroable: provision closes the deficit that forces it. The apex drive is not, by Differential Satiation (M5b), which leaves the apex deficit no closure condition at any provisioning level, so the only controllable term in the apex condition is ALA_L. The locus that arms independently of population scale is therefore also the locus with the smaller intervention surface, and the conjunction is what makes it the more dangerous of the two — most sharply wherever the authority gate admits an output whose consequence is irreversible within the interval any correction would require.

A directed channel between them. Independence in the theorem is sufficiency-independence: each condition ignites with the other locus’s variables at rest. It is not causal isolation, and one channel joins them. A population carried across the floor condition selects its apex holders from a field that is itself cascading, so sustained floor breach raises the probability that the apex condition is met, through selection rather than through any term in (A.5.8-8). The converse channel does not exist: no provisioning operation reduces the apex drive, so the apex locus cannot be relieved by acting on the floor.

Two consequences for the intervention architecture. Holding DA<DAcritD_A < D_A^{crit} does double work, disarming the extensive locus and lowering the selection pressure that arms the point-source one. And it remains insufficient, because the locus whose pressure it lowers is the one provisioning cannot reach: the gate operations of A.5.8.5 are necessary at every level of provision, not only where the floor is breached.

Interventions read off the two loci. The floor locus is disarmed by holding DA<DAcritD_A < D_A^{crit}: the A-Floor Requirement in its universal, worst-off-referenced form, appearing here as an entailment of Subcriticality Maintenance rather than as an independent welfare commitment. The apex locus cannot be disarmed on the drive side; its intervention surface is exactly the one A.5.8.5 lists — selection constraints, authority distribution, dismissal mechanisms — all of which are operations on the gate ALA_L. The asymmetry is the formal content of the observation that a system can provision its way out of the floor locus but can only govern its way out of the apex locus.

Relation to named results. The apex locus is the ignition geometry of the Leadership Compression Principle (Chapter 17 §17.7), which remains the canonical architectural statement of the compression mechanism; the present subsection adds the position-indexed pairing with the floor locus and the exactness claim. The floor locus formalises the exogenous-floor fold of Chapter 17 §17.5, and its monotonicity premises (A.5.8-10) are carried by the Upstream Corruption Principle’s fidelity channel. The paired result itself — the dual-locus and exactness claim, not merely its two component mechanisms — is derived verbally at Chapter 17 §17.7.8, which is the prose correspondent of this subsection; the Dual-Locus Ignition Theorem and the Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary carry Chapter 2 glossary entries. Prose derivations of the component results: Chapter 13 §13.8.4 (the floor condition); Chapter 17 §17.5 (floor-reasserting fold); Chapter 17 §17.7 (Leadership Compression); Chapter 17 §17.17 (the race condition at the apex).

A.5.9 The Channel-Count Asymmetry and the Four Derived Consequences (qualitative result)

Architectural premise (from Chapter 4, Sections 4.4.8 and 4.4.12). The Observer computes the salience reading it delivers to the Decision Hub on templates it does not author: cached, I-maintained priors — Model classes, Reference-Set composition, comparative-position templates, Model-valuation-tracking templates, and priors about which Object classes are currently deficit-relevant — supplied through the Belief Register. The last are the Thinker’s priors about deficit state and not the deficit signal itself; being written on the slow timescale, they leave the M-channel open-loop with respect to current deficit levels, as M5b requires. In the fast-layer formalism this enters as a parametric dependence of the M-channel forcing on a template state TT authored by the Thinker:

τMdMdt=−M+αmobs(t;T)+κS(T)S(t)+ηM(t)(A.5.9-1)
\tau_M \frac{dM}{dt} = -M + \alpha \, m_{obs}(t; T) + \kappa_S(T) \, S(t) + \eta_M(t) \qquad\text{(A.5.9-1)}


where mobs(t;T)m_{obs}(t; T) is the observation stream as classified and sign-coded under the templates (the Agent-Type Vector classifier of A.2.1 is one component of TT), and κS(T)\kappa_S(T) is the template-coded reading of ambient salience. TT is written on slow timescales — the Belief-Register write path, which is the template channel through which the Belief Register reaches the fast layer in A.5.6 — and is frozen on the fast timescale, which is the caching the architecture relies on. Because TT enters the fast layer only parametrically, the three-node analysis of A.5 is preserved exactly: the Jacobian, the loop gain GG, the threshold Gcrit=1G_{crit} = 1, and the Saddle-Node results are all unchanged. What the template-dependence adds is an influence calculus over the operating point.

The influence calculus. Write the fixed-point valuation as a function of the component-controlled arguments, V*=V*(A,I,T)V^{*} = V^{*}(A, I, T), with the exogenous inputs suppressed. In the subcritical regime the closed-loop sensitivities are

∂V*∂A=wA1−G,∂V*∂I=wI1−G,∂V*∂T=χT1−G(A.5.9-2)
\frac{\partial V^{*}}{\partial A} = \frac{w_A}{1 - G}, \qquad \frac{\partial V^{*}}{\partial I} = \frac{w_I}{1 - G}, \qquad \frac{\partial V^{*}}{\partial T} = \frac{\chi_T}{1 - G} \qquad\text{(A.5.9-2)}


where χT≡β⋅∂(αm‾obs(T)+κS(T)S*)/∂T\chi_T \equiv \beta \cdot \partial(\alpha \, \bar{m}_{obs}(T) + \kappa_S(T) S^{*})/\partial T is the template channel gain: the sensitivity of the M-channel forcing to the template state, weighted into VV by the Decision Hub weight β\beta. Three structural facts follow on inspection.


	Control, not channel number. The physical channel count into the Decision Hub is one-to-one-to-one — the three weighted terms of the Integration Equation. The asymmetry is in control of the arguments of V*V^{*}: the Thinker controls two of them (II, its direct Ground-Resolution input, and TT, which it alone authors), the Body Manager controls one (AA), and the Observer controls none — its single channel βM\beta M delivers content computed under TT. Counted by controlling component, influence over the integrated valuation runs two to one in the Thinker’s favour, the Body Manager being the one genuinely independent input.

	No deadlock. The Observer cannot oppose the Thinker with content the Thinker did not supply: M*M^{*} carries no coding orthogonal to TT’s coding, so no coalition of the Observer’s channel with the Body Manager’s against the Thinker is architecturally constructible.

	Operating-point invariance. The common factor 1/(1−G)1/(1-G) shows that loop closure amplifies all three channels equally, so the two-to-one asymmetry is preserved at every subcritical operating point — and the leverage of every channel, the template channel included, grows without bound as GG approaches threshold. Template configuration is therefore most consequential precisely in high-GG environments.



The four derived consequences. The canonical statements are in Chapter 4, Section 4.4.12; each is a reading of (A.5.9-2).


	I-Supremacy Result. Cultural configuration is an operation on the Thinker’s templates: it moves V*V^{*} through ∂V*/∂I\partial V^{*}/\partial I and ∂V*/∂T\partial V^{*}/\partial T simultaneously. No cultural operation reaches the AA argument — the Body Manager bears no priors and has no upstream channel, so its structural cultural sensitivity is zero. Whenever χT≠0\chi_T \neq 0, configuration therefore loads two of the three channels against the Body Manager’s one, and can override A-sourced priorities at the Decision Hub even when the A-signal fires at full magnitude.

	A-Disadvantage. There is no reciprocal amplifier: no parameter of the fast or slow layer raises the weight of A-channel evidence in VV by cultural operation, in contrast to the M-side loci (ρ(ℋ)\rho(\mathcal{H}), ω(Tint)\omega(T_{int}), ρ(Koff)\rho(K_{off}), ρ(Λ)\rho(\Lambda)) and the I-side template state TT. Errors in cultural configuration therefore compound against the Body Manager’s channel systematically, not symmetrically.

	I-Template Override Result. An override configuration is a template state under which the two Thinker-controlled channels move together against the A-signal: the direct I-resolution devalues deficit-repair, and the Observer’s salience-coding under the same templates flags override-associated Objects as positively salient and deficit-repair Objects as low-salience or aversion-coded. The combined displacement through wIw_I and χT\chi_T can then exceed and oppose wAAw_A A while the Body Manager fires at full magnitude: the single unshaped channel is outvoted at the Decision Hub, sustained even against survival threat.

	I-Corrective Asymmetry. TT is writable only by the Thinker. The Decision Hub’s feedback to the Thinker is the tag-stripped Scalar (M5a), which cannot distinguish a confabulated Ground-Resolution from an accurate one, and neither the Body Manager nor the Observer has a write channel into TT. Within-system correction of Thinker drift is therefore architecturally unavailable, and external supply of the Thinker’s priors — the Knowledge Patch operating on the Thinker’s Hypothesis Space (A.6.4; the ρ(ℋ)\rho(\mathcal{H}) channel of A.5.6) — is the only intervention the architecture admits. This is the fast-layer face of the no-restoring-force property that drives the Saddle-Node Default of A.5.3: the only component that could correct the drift is the component that drifted.



Consistency with the intervention-loci closure. The closure of A.5.5 is preserved: template revision is not a new locus but the within-Individual access route to loci the table already names — it re-filters the ignition input (mobs(t;T)m_{obs}(t; T)), re-codes the salience coupling (κS(T)\kappa_S(T)), and, at the slow layer, operates through ρ(ℋ)\rho(\mathcal{H}). The I-Override gate of A.6.4 and the template channel of A.5.6 are both instances of the Thinker’s second channel in operation: the intervention architecture is built on precisely the asymmetry formalised here. Calibration of the template channel gain χT\chi_T is folded into the structural-identifiability scope of Task 3d.

A.6 Robustness, Essential and Relaxable Assumptions

The formalism’s robustness properties are summarised in three categories — assumptions that cannot be relaxed, assumptions that can, and the failure modes that would block the emergent signatures — after which two sections treat the interventions that act on the quantities those categories name.

A.6.1 Essential Assumptions

The qualitative loop-gain result depends on three assumptions which are load-bearing and cannot be relaxed without undermining the architectural claims of the treatise:


	Fast perceptual-to-goal coupling (τ_M small relative to conscious-report latencies). Without this, the preconscious-integration claim of Axiom 7 fails, and M2 is not satisfied.

	Positive Status feedback (γ > 0 and σ’ > 0 at the operating point) and positive salience-to-M coupling (κ_S > 0). Without positive feedback and non-zero salience coupling, the internal loop cannot close and compounding dynamics cannot arise. This is the load-bearing commitment of M4 together with the cycle-closing role of κ_S.

	Source Opacity (M5a), entailed by the integration operation of M3 via the Data Processing Inequality. Without source-tag destruction in the integration, the Individual can introspectively decompose V into A, I, M components, which undermines the Confabulation architecture of Chapter 11 and the Two-Question Diagnostic of Chapter 15.



A.6.2 Relaxable Assumptions

The qualitative result is robust to relaxation of the following:


	Exact numerical timing windows. The framework’s claim is that τ_M is substantially shorter than conscious-report latencies; the specific 60 to 340 millisecond window is a best-current estimate, not a load-bearing commitment.

	Anatomical specificity of the perceptual-to-goal substrate. The framework cites mirror-neuron systems as the best-supported current candidate; any fast perceptual-to-goal mapping satisfying M2 works.

	Specific functional form of σ. The qualitative existence of G_crit holds for any bounded, monotone, differentiable σ. The quantitative threshold, the bifurcation type, and the magnitude of the second-order stability effect of m_obs reductions all depend on the specific form, and this is named as Task 2.

	Linearity of the Decision Hub integration. The weighted-sum form of M3 is a first-order approximation; more general integration functions are admissible provided they are differentiable and produce a scalar output.

	First-order linear relaxation of the three state equations. Equations A.4-1 through A.4-3 commit each node to relaxing toward its forced level at a constant rate. The exact threshold G_crit = 1, and its independence of the three relaxation times, is a property of that skeleton. The existence of a critical loop gain is what the architecture requires, and the existence survives in the wider class of monotone relaxations. The value 1 does not. The form is the committed representation of the claim that each channel settles toward what is driving it on a single time, not a proof that no other relaxation could carry the claim.



A.6.3 Failure Modes

Two failure modes would block the emergent signatures the treatise derives. The first (Subthreshold G) is stated in a scale-differentiated form that reflects the architectural fact that civilisational-scale adjudication is not methodologically available under terminal stakes; the second (Preserved source tags) is stated in its standard form.


	Subthreshold G. If the internal loop gain G ≡ κ_S·β·γ·σ’(V*) never exceeds G_crit in any realistic parameter regime, M-effects are transient and PM compounding does not occur at the scale the architecture predicts. At individual-scale and institutional-scale manifestations (consumer valuation cascades, price bubbles in positional goods, polarisation dynamics in bounded communities, status-driven organisational pathology), this question is adjudicable by survivable empirical work. Tasks 3a, 3b, and 3c are the research programmes that would adjudicate it. At those scales the architecture’s claim is falsifiable in the standard Popperian sense. If calibration places realistic operating points below G_crit, the framework’s predictions at those scales are not instantiated in the populations measured, and the claim stands or falls on that evidence. The architecture is preserved as a statement of capacity (the system is capable of producing the signatures) without the stronger claim that empirical conditions instantiate them at the scales tested. Where supercriticality is instantiated, the resulting collapse is architecturally predicted to proceed as a Saddle-Node (Fold) rather than as a Hopf cycle; the derivation is given in §A.5.3, and the Calcified-to-Terminal transition of the Crisis State Architecture (Chapter 13) is its phenomenological correspondent.

At the civilisational scale the same adjudication procedure is not methodologically available, and this appendix says so explicitly rather than absorb the civilisational-scale claim into the same falsification schedule as the survivable scales. The terminal manifestations of supercritical G that the treatise identifies (thermonuclear crisis between mimetically entangled nuclear powers, civilisational-scale cascade failure, terminal reconfiguration) are observer-extinguishing outcomes. No posterior is updated after the event because no observers remain to update it, no journal publishes the result, no reviewer adjudicates the finding, and no subsequent generation of researchers inherits the dataset. The record from which such a risk would otherwise be estimated is biased in the same direction: catastrophes severe enough to eliminate observers leave no observers to record them, so the observed frequency of near-terminal events understates their true frequency (Ćirković, Sandberg and Bostrom, 2010). The standard Popperian schedule (formulate hypothesis, specify falsification conditions, wait for the outcome, revise if wrong) presupposes that the outcome is survivable by the community that formulated the hypothesis. At the civilisational scale under terminal stakes, that presupposition fails. Waiting for the outcome is not a methodologically available move because waiting is itself the outcome, and the outcome eliminates the waiter.

The appendix therefore adopts the Precautionary Asymmetry as a load-bearing methodological commitment. The asymmetry is this. A framework that overstates civilisational-scale risk and is wrong imposes recoverable costs (reputational damage to the framework, opportunity cost of precautionary measures, over-allocation of attention to risks that did not materialise), and those costs are borne by a community that survives to bear them. A framework that understates civilisational-scale risk and is wrong imposes non-recoverable costs (terminal outcome, elimination of the adjudicating community, no survivors to revise the framework), and those costs cannot be borne at all in the epistemic sense because there is no bearer left. The two error modes are not symmetric and cannot be treated as symmetric by any methodology that takes terminal stakes seriously. The asymmetry is a claim about which error is recoverable, not a decision rule forbidding every action that carries terminal risk; the decision-rule forms of the precautionary principle face known impossibility and paralysis objections (Peterson, 2006; Sunstein, 2003), and the asymmetry does not depend on them. The framework’s architectural claim at the civilisational scale is accordingly positioned as an entailment from the architecture validated at survivable scales, combined with the historical record of post-threshold cascades at pre-nuclear civilisational scales (Rome, Weimar, and comparable cases where threshold-crossing dynamics ran to completion and were reconstructed retrospectively from surviving records). The statistical record of armed conflict is consistent with that positioning: war casualties are distributed with tails heavy enough that the long intervals between the largest events leave decades of relative calm uninformative about whether the risk of catastrophic conflict has fallen (Cirillo and Taleb, 2016; Clauset, 2018). It is not positioned as a hypothesis awaiting civilisational-scale empirical test, because that test is architecturally unavailable under terminal stakes.

Two consequences follow for how Tasks 3a, 3b, and 3c should be understood. First, those tasks adjudicate the architecture at the scales where adjudication is survivable, and they are sufficient to falsify the architecture at those scales if the calibration results point that way. Second, those tasks do not and cannot adjudicate the civilisational-scale claim directly. The civilisational-scale claim is supported by architectural entailment from the survivable-scale findings plus the historical record, and is defended against the objection “but this has not been empirically tested at the civilisational nuclear scale” by the observation that such a test is not methodologically available and that insisting on it as a precondition for action is itself a position that asymmetrically privileges the non-recoverable error mode. The framework’s claim at the civilisational scale is therefore weaker than a directly tested empirical prediction but stronger than a speculative extrapolation. It is an architectural entailment under a declared Precautionary Asymmetry, and the declaration is part of the framework’s methodology rather than a concession extracted by objection. Prose derivation: Chapter 17, Section 17.18.


	Preserved source tags downstream. If some downstream process preserves reliable tags distinguishing A, I, and M contributions to V, the Confabulation architecture is weakened even when the fast loop operates as specified. The framework’s claim in Chapter 11 is that no such preservation occurs within the Individual’s introspective access; the appendix’s formalism is compatible with inference of the leading source from behaviour across contrasting conditions, by a third party or instrument or by the Individual running the same contrasts, which is what the framework’s behavioural diagnostics exploit; this is inference, not recovery of the decomposition.




A.6.4 Knowledge Patch as Class 2 Intervention on β

The fast-loop formalism as specified above describes the architecture in the absence of any downstream compensatory mechanism. The framework’s Knowledge Patch (Epistemic Suspension, the Two-Question Diagnostic, and the Presumption Against Scapegoating; see Chapter 18) is a downstream intervention that modifies how V(t) is converted into action without repairing any of the architectural properties the formalism specifies. The Patch does not restore source tags to the Individual’s introspective access; Source Opacity (M5a) remains intact, because it is entailed by the integration operation of M3 and cannot be repaired from inside the Individual. What the Patch does is route around Source Opacity by applying behavioural tests (audience-removal, Model-substitution) to candidate actions before execution.

In the two-class typology of Section A.5.1, the Knowledge Patch is a Class 2 intervention operating on β. It is architecturally distinct from and complementary to Class 1 visibility-suppression interventions that operate on m_obs(t). The Patch does not reduce the stream of Model observations reaching the Individual (that is the architectural role of Class 1 interventions); it reduces the effective Decision Hub weight with which the resulting M(t) signal is incorporated into action. The architectural reason the Patch targets β rather than M directly is stated by the Corollary for Intervention in Section A.5.4, the Parasitism Theorem’s corollary property: because the mimetic channel has no dedicated substrate of its own, every intervention on M must operate through one of the host couplings it parasitises, and the Patch is the specific case in which that coupling is β.

Formally, the Patch introduces an I-Override gate between V(t) and motor output. Let p(V, S) denote the Patch-Interception Probability, which depends on the realised V (higher V draws more scrutiny) and on the salience S (higher salience makes the diagnostic behavioural signatures more detectable). Because the gate is operated by the Thinker, p(V, S) is the probability that the Thinker is recruited between valuation and motor output and, once recruited, carries the source-attribution inference through. An action selected without recruiting the Thinker passes the gate unexamined. The dependence of p on V and S is the dependence of recruitment on them: a high valuation, in a context the Individual has learned to read as one where M-loading is likely, presents the prediction-mismatch that recruits the Thinker. The effective Decision Hub weight on M becomes

βeff=β⋅(1−p(V,S)) \beta_{\text{eff}} = \beta \cdot (1 - p(V, S)) 

and the Effective Loop Gain becomes

Geff≡κS⋅βeff⋅γ⋅σ′(V*)=G⋅(1−p(V,S)) G_{\text{eff}} \equiv \kappa_S \cdot \beta_{\text{eff}} \cdot \gamma \cdot \sigma'(V^*) = G \cdot (1 - p(V, S)) 

Three consequences follow directly. First, the Patch does not alter the critical threshold G_crit, because G_crit is a property of the loop’s topology and is independent of p. The three-cycle contributes only to the constant coefficient of the characteristic polynomial, which is why G_crit = 1 exactly and why it does not move with the relaxation times either (§A.5). Second, the Patch moves the system’s operating point from G to G_eff ≤ G, bringing systems that would otherwise operate supercritically back into the subcritical regime provided p is sufficiently large. Third, the Patch’s efficacy scales with p, which in turn scales with the diagnostic competence of the Individual and the institutional structures that support that competence. A population with widespread Knowledge Patch adoption has a higher population-mean p, a lower population-mean G_eff, and consequently a systematically lower incidence of supercritical episodes, which is the architectural correspondent of Subcriticality Maintenance.

Although the Patch is formally one Class 2 intervention among three, its architectural role is distinct from the other two. The Patch is the intervention that installs diagnostic competence: the capacity of Individuals and populations to recognise mimetic dynamics as mimetic, to ask threshold questions (is G > G_crit in this domain, is m_obs inflated here, is γ too strong in this institutional structure, is κ_S elevated by the salience environment), and to distinguish the architectural sources of compounding valuation from the confabulated narratives Source Opacity otherwise supplies. Without this diagnostic competence, Class 1 interventions on m_obs and Class 2 interventions on γ and κ_S appear as arbitrary restrictions rather than as responses to identifiable architectural conditions, and populations reject them accordingly. The Patch is therefore the delivery pathway through which the rest of the intervention architecture becomes administrable. Like an intravenous line, it cures nothing on its own, but nothing else is deliverable without it. A Patch-only population has the line in but no medicine yet flowing (diagnostic competence without substantive intervention execution). The converse population does not arise: without the Patch the substantive interventions are not merely undeliverable but unformulable, because a population that cannot recognise the architectural conditions they answer to cannot conceive them, musters no political will for them, and experiences any that are imposed as arbitrary restrictions (producing rejection or confabulated reinterpretation). Subcriticality Maintenance therefore requires both: the Patch as the preconditional delivery-pathway intervention, which alone makes the substantive interventions thinkable, and the Class 1 and remaining Class 2 interventions as the substantive ones delivered through it.

The Patch is a management intervention rather than a cure. The three-node architecture is unchanged. Source Opacity is unchanged. Ignition is unchanged: α > 0 remains structurally given and m_obs(t) is governed by the Class 1 intervention suite operating in parallel. Only the downstream action-selection gate is modified, and the modification is controllable, reversible, and sensitive to institutional support. The Patch’s failure modes (insufficient p, inconsistent application, erosion of diagnostic competence under crisis pressure) correspond to p falling toward zero, G_eff rising back toward G, and the system re-entering the regime where supercritical episodes occur. The specialist-derivation task of calibrating p empirically is named as Task 6 in Section A.7. Task 6 calibrates the delivery-pathway patency (how large p can be made in practice across contexts), which is separable from the downstream question of how much G_eff reduction is achievable in combination with Class 1 and the remaining Class 2 interventions once the pathway is open. The two empirical questions are coupled but distinct, and Task 6 addresses the first. The Precautionary Asymmetry declared in Section A.6.3 gives Task 6 additional weight at the civilisational scale, because Patch efficacy is one of the intervention variables the framework identifies that can reduce G_eff below G_crit without waiting for a civilisational-scale empirical test that cannot be run.

Five-channel formalisation (from A.5.6 and A.5.7). The fast-layer treatment above describes the Patch as a single-channel intervention on β. The fast-to-slow coupling specified in Section A.5.6 reveals two additional channels through which the Patch operates at the slow Bayesian layer, and the network-layer extension of Section A.5.7 reveals two further channels through which the Patch operates at the population scale. The Patch’s full formal footprint is therefore visible in five architecturally distinct places: (1) at the fast layer within Individual, the I-Override gate interception reduces Geff=G(1−p(V,S))G_{eff} = G(1 - p(V,S)); (2) at the slow layer within Individual, AIM Vocabulary Acquisition enlarges the Hypothesis Space ℋ\mathcal{H} to include HMH_M, reducing the Restriction-Induced Concentration Factor ρ(ℋ)\rho(\mathcal{H}) and thereby GslowG_{slow}; (3) at the slow layer within Individual, Epistemic Suspension sustains a non-zero Interference Term, reducing the Evidence-Emission Coefficient ω(Tint)\omega(T_{int}) and thereby GslowG_{slow}; (4) at the network Evidence channel, Patch-competent Evidence intake attenuates the effective weight each Individual assigns to neighbours’ emitted Evidence propositions, reducing ρ(Koff)\rho(K_{off}) and thereby GnetKG_{net}^{K}; and (5) at the network Observability channel, Observability Governance and the Coupling-Decoherence Content Qualification Gate reduce the spectral radius ρ(Λ)\rho(\Lambda) of the Observability matrix and thereby GnetΛG_{net}^{\Lambda}. The total stability condition at the three-layer scale is Gtotal(3)=Geff+Gslow+Gcross+GnetΛ+GnetK<GcrittotalG_{total}^{(3)} = G_{eff} + G_{slow} + G_{cross} + G_{net}^{\Lambda} + G_{net}^{K} < G_{crit}^{total}. These five channels operate at architecturally distinct points and are complementary; channels 1 through 3 correspond to the Patch’s three-component specification in Chapter 18 at the within-Individual scale; channel 4 is exercised by Individuals at the network scale, through Patch-competent Evidence intake (A.5.7.7); and channel 5 is the institutional and collective-action lever required for population-scale Subcriticality Maintenance.

A.6.5 The Polarity-Switch Scaling Principle and the Constitution-Direction Principle (Statement and Status)

The Knowledge Patch’s Operation 6 (the Push-Pull Obligation Principle; Chapter 18) carries a quantified formal treatment in Appendix 18B (Dyadic Formalism and the Polarity-Switch Scaling Principle), whose register is welfare economics over an empirically calibrated network topology rather than the axiomatic dynamical formalism of this appendix. The architecture-level content is recorded here so that the correspondence between the prose and the formal record remains complete.

Statement. Let each Individual’s stable interpersonal network carry the layered structure documented in the Dunbar research programme, with the sympathy-group cardinality |L1|≈15|L^1| \approx 15 as the outermost layer over which sustained demand-extraction is coherently exercisable. Then: (1) demand-based A-coverage saturates at a population-size-independent fraction ηDemand=min⁡(1,15ρ⋅T‾A/n‾)\eta_{Demand} = \min(1, 15\rho \cdot \bar{T}^A / \bar{n}), set by the L1L^1 cardinality, the need-to-extraction-capacity targeting correlation ρ∈(0,1]\rho \in (0,1], and the transfer-to-need ratio; scaling the population does not raise it. (2) Push-based coverage, supplied by capacity-matching over overlapping ego-networks, scales with population above the percolation threshold for giant-component formation and achieves full coverage when mean per-capita capacity beyond A-sufficiency exceeds mean per-capita A-need. (3) The welfare gap UPush(N)−UDemand(N)U_{Push}(N) - U_{Demand}(N) is positive for all N≥2N \geq 2 and grows approximately linearly in NN beyond the Dunbar bound, decomposing into coverage-gap recovery, Mimetic-Premium deadweight elimination, and an I-capacity differential. (4) The Appetitive floor is invariant across polarities: institutionally guaranteed A-floors are a precondition of either architecture, not a consequence of the switch. The general form is the Constitution-Direction Principle (Chapter 18): wherever a flow constituted from a system’s periphery is experienced as emanating from its centre, Source Opacity conceals the true direction, Confabulation fixes the misreading under the Sincerity Guarantee, and the misread polarity installs the unbounded Mimetic dynamic; the corrective is to operate the system on its true polarity while holding the A-floor invariant. The Chapter 12 constitution-of-Money result is the Constitution-Direction Principle’s population-scale instance.

Status. The entailment of the push polarity is architectural: it follows from Differential Satiation, Source Opacity, Confabulation, and the Cascading Support and Coercion/Freedom definitions (the five-premise derivation compressed at Appendix 18B, Section 18B.2), and it stands independently of any parameter value. The quantification is empirically calibrated rather than axiomatic: the Dunbar cardinalities, the targeting correlation ρ\rho, and the per-dyad deadweight are measured or stylised inputs, so the welfare gap’s direction is entailed while its magnitude is parameter-dependent. This section records the statement; the model, worked example, sensitivity analysis, and falsification criteria are at Appendix 18B. Within this appendix’s own formalism the polarity switch introduces no new gain channels: it operates through the existing channels of A.6.4, namely consequence-free refusal at the I-Override gate (reducing GeffG_{eff}) and attenuation of demand-legitimacy evidence at the network Evidence channel (reducing GnetKG_{net}^{K}).

Prose derivation: Chapter 18, Section 18.10; quantified treatment: Appendix 18B.

A.7 Cross-Reference to the Bayesian Layer, Theory-Refining Nulls, and Specialist-Derivation Tasks

Cross-reference to Chapter 13 (Bayesian Belief Dynamics). The fast valuation layer specified in this appendix operates on subsecond-to-second timescales and produces per-episode updates of M, V, and S within a single Individual. These per-episode updates are the kernel that Chapter 13’s Bayesian layer aggregates across repeated exposures and across Individuals in a reference network to produce the slower phenomena of Bayesian updating in belief space, population-level Lock-In, and the Unifying Crisis Principle. The two layers operate on distinct timescales and distinct state spaces (fast valuation at the individual-Object level; Bayesian belief at the population-proposition level) and their coupling is the fast layer’s V-output entering the Bayesian layer as evidence-weighted update strength. The explicit formal bridge between the two layers is specified in Section A.5.6; the remaining work (Task 5) is calibration of three coupling parameters.

Theory-refining nulls. Two falsification criteria follow directly from the architecture:

Criterion 1 — Interaction Necessity. The architecture predicts that PM compounding depends on the closed internal loop. Experimental or observational manipulations that reduce any one of κ_S, β, or γ toward zero (breaking the salience-to-M coupling, the Decision Hub’s weight on M, or the Status feedback from realised V to environmental Observability) should collapse PM compounding even when the other two gains remain intact and the ignition pathway remains unchanged. Persistent PM compounding after the internal loop is broken would falsify the interactional sufficiency claim of the architecture.

A note on the ignition pathway. Reductions in m_obs(t) (Class 1 interventions) have a first-order effect on operating-point location and a second-order effect on stability through σ’(V*); they are not predicted to collapse an already-supercritical cycle by their first-order effect alone. A separable and also testable architectural prediction is that m_obs > 0 is necessary for cycle onset in a cold system: a population in deep perceptual isolation from Models should not exhibit the initial rise of M(t) that the ignition pathway produces, even though the internal loop parameters remain structurally intact. This onset-conditions prediction is empirically challenging because true m_obs deprivation is difficult to achieve without confounding interventions on A and I, but it is in principle testable and is distinct from Criterion 1.

Criterion 2 — Temporal Mediation. The architecture predicts that M is preconscious and operates on τ_M substantially shorter than conscious-report latencies. A fast mediator tied to M must temporally precede valuation updates, and its mediation effect must scale with environmental salience S. Absence of a fast mediator that precedes valuation updates (i.e., demonstration that valuation updates precede or are simultaneous with the mimetic signal) would falsify the preconscious-integration claim of Axiom 7 and undermine M2.

Both criteria are stated as operationally testable by specialists with the relevant methodological competence (neuroimaging, behavioural-economic experiments, longitudinal network studies). Neither is a demand on the theorist of the architecture. Both criteria operate at survivable scales, consistent with the scale-differentiated treatment of falsification in Section A.6.3. Prose derivation: Chapter 8, What Would Falsify This? (items 6 and 7); falsification-posture frame: Chapter 3, Section 3.9.2.

Specialist-derivation tasks: strategic priority. Thirteen numbered tasks (Tasks 1 through 13, with Tasks 3, 4 and 12 carrying lettered parts) are named as specialist-derivation and specialist-calibration items extending the architectural specification into a calibrated, empirically testable quantitative model. Of these, Task 5 (Bayesian coupling) is architecturally specified in Section A.5.6, with calibration of three parameters remaining. The formal bridge between the individual-scale architecture of Chapter 8 and the population-scale dynamics of Chapter 13 is in place; the treatise’s most consequential claims (Unifying Crisis Principle, civilisational trajectories, institutional Lock-In) rest on that bridge, and calibration of its parameters is the remaining empirical programme. Tasks 7 through 11 (introduced in Section A.5.7) are the network-layer calibration items that close the three-layer formalism at the population scale. Task 6 (Knowledge Patch efficacy calibration) is the highest-priority task for the framework’s normative goal of Subcriticality Maintenance, and carries additional weight under the Precautionary Asymmetry declared in Section A.6.3. Task 1 (closed-form G_crit) is the natural starting point for a specialist reader because it is the smallest and most self-contained task. The task list below is ordered pedagogically from smallest to largest rather than by strategic priority. Each task is a bounded contribution that does not require mastery of the full framework. A note for calibration design: under the functional derivation of M5b, the quantities Tasks 3a through 3c calibrate are the gain structure of a salience-computation service, not a free-standing psychological force. Salience is an uncontroversial and heavily instrumented construct in cognitive neuroscience and behavioural economics, so existing salience paradigms are directly reusable for the estimation of β, κ_S, and γ.

Task 1 — Closed-form G_crit^total for the possession-coupled decomposition. Closed-form derivation of G_crit^total for the seven-term possession-coupled decomposition Gtotal(H)G_{total}^{(H)} of (A.9.5-2), via Routh-Hurwitz analysis of the four-block Jacobian (A.9.5-1). The single-loop threshold G_crit = 1 of A.5 is the special case recovered when the six additional gains vanish. Specialist community: dynamical-systems theorists.

Task 2 — Saddle-Node exhibition under committed sigmoidal σ. Formal exhibition of the Saddle-Node Fold under committed sigmoidal σ across the supercritical regime of the three-node skeleton, including characterisation of the time-to-fold and pre-fold compounding magnitude as a function of buffering attenuation (institutional buffer absorbing salience consequences mid-cycle, partial Knowledge Patch activation, exogenous A-I pulse). The Hopf sub-case is unavailable at this scale, by the inaccessibility result at §A.5.3; the architecturally augmented case is Task 11.

Task 3a — Neural calibration of β. Estimation of the Decision Hub weighting β from neuroimaging data, using existing social-influence paradigms (Lebreton et al., 2012, and subsequent work) to estimate the vmPFC/ventral striatum valuation response attributable to observed-preference inputs versus A-I inputs. Required output: an estimated range for β with confidence intervals, and a measurement protocol reusable across populations and Object classes. Integration point: feeds calibrated β into the dynamical system and into the internal loop gain G. Specialist community: cognitive neuroscientists. Estimated effort: a multi-year empirical programme.

Task 3b — Behavioural calibration of α and τ_M. Estimation of the ignition gain α and the M-channel time constant τ_M from behavioural timing studies (Model-observation paradigms, forced-choice tasks with controlled Model exposure, fast behavioural-priming experiments). Required output: estimated ranges for α and τ_M with confidence intervals, and a measurement protocol. Integration point: feeds calibrated α and τ_M into the dynamical system. α calibration supports the onset-conditions prediction discussed in the Criterion 1 note, not the internal-loop stability analysis; the stability-relevant calibration of ignition-adjacent parameters is Task 3c for κ_S and γ. Specialist community: experimental psychologists. Estimated effort: a multi-year empirical programme. An extension of Task 3b to the calibration of Knowledge Patch efficacy is a natural companion programme and is named separately as Task 6.

Task 3c — Market calibration of γ and κ_S. Estimation of the Status feedback gain γ and the salience-to-M coupling κ_S from field-experimental or market-data sources. Candidate approaches include observability-manipulation field experiments (varying the public visibility of consumption decisions and measuring downstream valuation shifts, which calibrates γ), salience-manipulation experiments (varying the aggregate salience field while holding identifiable Model signals fixed, which calibrates κ_S), and natural-experiment studies of markets where Observability or salience structure changes exogenously (platform redesigns, regulatory changes to disclosure regimes, attention-architecture reforms). Required output: estimated ranges for γ and κ_S, and for the functional form of σ in specific markets, with confidence intervals. Integration point: feeds calibrated γ and κ_S into the dynamical system and into the internal loop gain G. Specialist community: field experimental economists working with behavioural and social psychologists. Estimated effort: a multi-year empirical programme.

Task 3d — Structural identifiability analysis of the parameter set. Structural identifiability analysis of the parameter set (β, γ, κ_S, τ_M, τ_V, τ_S, α, plus the state-dependent w_M(S) parameters introduced in A.9 and the template channel gain χ_T of A.5.9). The analysis should determine whether the parameters are simultaneously identifiable from feasible behavioural and neural calibration designs and, where they are not, identify minimal observational supplements that restore identifiability. Identifiability is logically prior to the calibration tasks 3a, 3b, and 3c, which presuppose the parameters can be estimated separately. Specialist community: dynamical-systems theorists with expertise in structural identifiability, computational neuroscientists with calibration-design experience.

Task 4 — The holding-to-estimate map that Ψ aggregates. Closed-form construction of the map from holding and occupancy events to the dyadic estimates Σ_j(i) that Ψ aggregates, including the hysteresis of the τ-window of A.12. The linearised event-contribution of (A.9.4-5) remains the working form for qualitative loop-gain analysis. Refer to A.9 for the integrated treatment of multi-Object dynamics, Reference-Set Reset, Mimetic Treadmill, Model-Convergence, and Apex Differential-Expansion as features of the coupled system. > Task 4a — Reset Corollary rate. Closed-form derivation of the Reset Corollary (§A.9.6), including the rate at which the ratchet component dominates the exit component as a function of catalogue density and acquisition event rate. Specialist community: dynamical-systems theorists, behavioural economists. > Task 4b — Treadmill Corollary trajectory. Closed-form derivation of the Treadmill Corollary (§A.9.7), including the operating-point trajectory along w_M(S) under specified sigmoidal commitment and the saturation displacement under catalogue expansion. Specialist community: dynamical-systems theorists. > Task 4c — Convergence Corollary closed forms. Closed-form derivation of the Convergence Corollary (§A.9.8), including the closed-form expressions for κ_c and κ_c^net under specified Λ(d) and K(d) and the rate of convergence under given event-rate dynamics. Specialist community: network theorists, complexity economists. > Task 4d — Apex Differential-Expansion Corollary rates. Closed-form derivation of the Apex Differential-Expansion Corollary (§A.9.9), including the rate of π̄_{R_i} descent under specified policy parameters, the rate of τ_decoherence compression, and the competing-magnitudes condition under which apex-driven loss reduces aggregate V̄_k faster than per-Individual intensification of mimetic wanting raises it. Specialist community: comparative political economists, historical sociologists, complexity economists. > Task 4e — Discrete-event linearisation of G_conv. Proper handling of the discrete-event linearisation underlying G_conv and ∂π/∂H, including time-averaging conventions, dimensional normalisation, and the conditions under which the additive loop-gain decomposition of (A.9.5-2) is non-interfering. Specialist community: dynamical-systems theorists with expertise in hybrid continuous-discrete systems.

Task 5 — Calibration of the fast-to-slow coupling specified in A.5.6. The architectural specification of the coupling is now in place. The remaining work is calibration of three quantities: (a) the Self-Coupling Permanence parameter κself\kappa_{self}, traceable to existing Bayesian Self-Model literature; (b) the Restriction-Induced Concentration Factor ρ(ℋ)\rho(\mathcal{H}), operationalisable as KL-divergence exp⁡(DKL(Pℋ∥P*))=1/P*(ℋ)\exp(D_{KL}(P^{\mathcal{H}}\|P^{*})) = 1/P^{*}(\mathcal{H}) for theoretical work or as the dimensionality ratio |ℋ*|/|ℋ||\mathcal{H}^{*}|/|\mathcal{H}| for empirical work; and (c) the Evidence-Emission Coefficient ω(Tint)\omega(T_{int}) governing the effect of the Interference Term on Stage 3 emission. Calibration of ρ(ℋ)\rho(\mathcal{H}) across populations with and without AIM Vocabulary Acquisition is the single most policy-consequential measurement. Integration point: feeds into the Joint Stability Condition Gjoint=Geff+Gslow+Gcross<GcritjointG_{joint} = G_{eff} + G_{slow} + G_{cross} < G_{crit}^{joint} of Section A.5.6. Specialist community: cognitive scientists, Bayesian modellers, and researchers in educational design. Estimated effort: a multi-year empirical programme.

Task 6 — Knowledge Patch efficacy calibration (delivery-pathway patency). Estimation of the Patch-Interception Probability p(V, S) in populations with varying levels of Knowledge Patch adoption, characterisation of how p depends on institutional support for diagnostic competence, cognitive load, crisis pressure, and cultural transmission pathways, and measurement of the extent to which installed diagnostic competence translates into actual recognition of Class 1 and remaining Class 2 interventions as responses to identifiable architectural conditions. Task 6 calibrates the delivery-pathway patency, not the overall efficacy of the intervention architecture; the latter depends on the combined administration of Class 1 and Class 2 interventions through the pathway that the Patch installs, and is a larger empirical question the Task 6 calibration feeds into. Required output: estimated ranges for p across contexts, a measurement protocol that distinguishes diagnostic competence from diagnostic willingness, and a derivation of the conditions under which population-mean G_eff can be maintained below G_crit. The measurement protocol should also characterise the interaction between Patch efficacy and Class 1 intervention intensity: in environments with strong visibility suppression (low m_obs), the Patch’s diagnostic signals may be less salient and p may fall; in environments saturated with Model signals (high m_obs), diagnostic signals are abundant and p may be higher but the pressure on the Patch to intercept is correspondingly greater. Integration point: feeds calibrated p(V, S) into the Knowledge Patch treatment of Section A.6.4 and into the Bayesian coupling of Task 5. Specialist community: experimental psychologists, cognitive scientists, and researchers in educational and institutional design working in collaboration. Estimated effort: a multi-year empirical programme, likely requiring dedicated longitudinal studies of populations receiving structured Knowledge Patch training versus untreated control populations.

Task 7 — Spectral estimation of Λ\Lambda for real populations. Estimation of Observability matrices for contemporary information environments (social media platforms, traditional broadcast media, professional networks, geographic communities), with Λ=[λij]\Lambda = [\lambda_{ij}] encoding the rate at which Individual jj’s realised valuation becomes an observed Model signal for Individual ii. Required output: ρ(Λ)\rho(\Lambda) estimates with confidence intervals, benchmarked against pre-digital baselines to quantify the Observability Gradient shift, together with estimates of the Observer’s budget ΘiO\Theta^{O}_i and its social share sis_i (N4), which bound ρ(Λ)\rho(\Lambda) once the budget binds and which a platform moves when it captures attention. Integration point: feeds calibrated ρ(Λ)\rho(\Lambda) into the network loop gain GnetΛG_{net}^{\Lambda} of Section A.5.7.4 and into the spectral-threshold form of κc\kappa_c in Section A.5.7.5. Specialist community: network scientists, computational social scientists, and platform-data researchers. Estimated effort: a multi-year empirical programme.

Task 8 — Spectral estimation of KoffK_{off} for real populations. Estimation of interpersonal Evidence-coupling matrices through behavioural experiments on Evidence acceptance as a function of source identity and relationship structure, where K=[κij]K = [\kappa_{ij}] has diagonal κii=κself\kappa_{ii} = \kappa_{self} and off-diagonal block KoffK_{off}. Required output: ρ(Koff)\rho(K_{off}) estimates and dependence on platform design, together with estimates of the Thinker’s budget ΘiT\Theta^{T}_i (N4), which bounds ρ(Koff)\rho(K_{off}) and so fixes whether the Critical Coupling Strength is reachable through the Evidence channel. Integration point: feeds calibrated ρ(Koff)\rho(K_{off}) into the network loop gain GnetKG_{net}^{K} of Section A.5.7.4 and into the spectral-threshold form of κc\kappa_c in Section A.5.7.5. Specialist community: experimental social psychologists, behavioural economists, and Bayesian-cognition researchers. Estimated effort: a multi-year empirical programme.

Task 9 — Empirical measurement of κc\kappa_c. Identification of historical or contemporary populations at or near κc\kappa_c using the Retrospective Assay methodology and the Coupling-Decoherence News Rating System. Required output: calibrated κc\kappa_c values for named population-scale systems and a cross-validation protocol against the Rate-of-Change Monitor. Integration point: provides the empirical reference for the spectral-threshold definition of κc\kappa_c in Section A.5.7.5 and the Total Stability Condition in Section A.5.7.4. Specialist community: historical sociologists, computational social scientists, and Coupling-Decoherence framework practitioners. Estimated effort: a multi-year programme combining historical case studies with contemporary instrumented populations.

Task 10 — Network-scale Knowledge Patch efficacy. Calibration of the population-averaged Evidence-emission coefficient ω(Tint)¯\overline{\omega(T_{int})} and its dependence on Patch penetration across the network, together with the population-mean attenuation of ρ(Koff)\rho(K_{off}) achievable through Patch-competent Evidence intake. Required output: the threshold Patch-adoption rate at which GtotalG_{total} falls below GcrittotalG_{crit}^{total} for representative Λ\Lambda and KK. Integration point: extends the within-Individual Patch efficacy of Task 6 to the network scale, closing the Patch footprint at channels 4 and 5 of the five-channel formalisation in Section A.6.4. Specialist community: experimental social psychologists, public-health researchers, and researchers in institutional and educational design. Estimated effort: a multi-year empirical programme requiring large-N longitudinal studies of network-embedded populations.

Task 11 — Institutional Buffering spectral characterisation. Formal characterisation of the Institutional Buffering mechanisms of Chapter 2 as network-scale restoring forces capable of sustaining a network-scale limit cycle. The framing rule is that each candidate buffering mechanism must be modelled as a new dynamical variable in the network-scale formalism, contributing new rows and columns to J_net with intrinsic negative-feedback structure, not as a reduction of the existing Evidence-coupling matrix or Observability matrix. Required output: necessary and sufficient buffering spectral conditions for bifurcation-type conversion from Saddle-Node Default to sustained cycle, expressed as conditions on the eigenvalues of the augmented J_net once the buffering terms are introduced. The corresponding inaccessibility result for the un-augmented J_net is given at §A.5.3 and is the architectural reason this task cannot be discharged by parameter modulation of existing couplings alone.

Task 12a — Self-observation (Reafference) in the Observability channel. Chapter 4, Section 4.4.9.1 specifies the Reafference Pathway as self-observation of executed action through the Observer. The present Observability channel (N1) sums over j≠ij \neq i and therefore excludes a diagonal term λii\lambda_{ii}. Admitting λii≥0\lambda_{ii} \geq 0 makes mobsm_{obs} endogenous to the Individual’s own valuation, adding a second fast cycle M→V→MM \to V \to M alongside M→V→S→MM \to V \to S \to M. Writing g2=αβλiiσ′(V*)g_2 = \alpha\beta\lambda_{ii}\sigma'(V^*) for the two-cycle gain: (i) the zero-eigenvalue threshold moves to Gcrit=1−g2G_{crit} = 1 - g_2; (ii) the Hopf locus is relocated but not opened. A pure-imaginary pair requires both a2a1=a0a_2 a_1 = a_0 and a1=ω2>0a_1 = \omega^2 > 0. Writing x,y,zx, y, z for the reciprocal relaxation times and Σ\Sigma for (x+y+z)(xy+yz+zx)/xyz(x+y+z)(xy+yz+zx)/xyz, the coefficients are a2=x+y+za_2 = x+y+z, a1=xy+yz+zx−g2xya_1 = xy+yz+zx - g_2 xy and a0=xyz(1−g2−G)a_0 = xyz(1 - g_2 - G). The first condition gives G=1−Σ+g2(x+y)/zG = 1 - \Sigma + g_2(x+y)/z, which at equal relaxation times is G=2g2−8G = 2g_2 - 8, and the second gives g2<1+z(x+y)/xyg_2 < 1 + z(x+y)/xy. The curve a2a1=a0a_2 a_1 = a_0 reaches G=0G = 0 at g2=(x+z)(y+z)/xyg_2 = (x+z)(y+z)/xy, which exceeds the a1>0a_1 > 0 ceiling by z2/xyz^2/xy for every choice of relaxation times; at that point the cubic factors as (λ+a2)(λ2+a1)(\lambda + a_2)(\lambda^2 + a_1) with a1<0a_1 < 0, a real pair past the fold and not a Hopf point. On the Hopf locus proper, G<−z(x+y)/xy<0G < -z(x+y)/xy < 0 for every g2≥0g_2 \geq 0 and every ordering of the relaxation times, the equal-τ\tau value being −2-2. A product of positive couplings cannot reach it, so the Saddle-Node Default is unconditional in g2g_2 and is inherited, as at A.5.3, from the couplings’ positivity; the ordering τM<τV<τS\tau_M < \tau_V < \tau_S does no work here. What the two-cycle moves is the fold, through (i), and the margin there is g2g_2 itself. Required output: the extended three-node (or four-block) analysis with λii\lambda_{ii}, confirmation of the unconditional Saddle-Node Default under heterogeneous λii≥0\lambda_{ii} \geq 0 coupled with the off-diagonal Observability channel of A.5.7.4, and a clear separation of this channel from the memory self-coupling κself\kappa_{self}. The Pathway must not be identified with κself\kappa_{self}. Specialist community: dynamical-systems theorists. Estimated effort: a focused analytical derivation with numerical confirmation.

Task 12b — Sign-indefinite couplings in the fast-layer spine. Chapter 4’s Signed Valuation Principle requires signed component inputs and signed VV, including negative M-valuation. The Signed-Input Stability Corollary of A.5 settles the case of signed exogenous inputs with positive couplings. What remains is the case in which one of κ_S, β, γ or σ’ itself changes sign, which takes the linearisation out of the Metzler class on which the Hopf exclusion rests (A.5.3 names coupling sign-reversal as a route to Hopf). Required output: which Hopf routes open under negative couplings and what remains of the Saddle-Node Default. The task carries a slow-layer instance and two network-scale instances of the same question. At the slow layer, the Bifurcation-type preservation result of A.5.6 rests on the cross-cycle orientation condition, and the case in which the dominant hypothesis’s likelihood falls in VV at a decohered operating point is a restoring cross-cycle outside the Metzler class; required is what remains of the joint Saddle-Node result there. The normalised allocation of N4 gives the linearised Observability channel negative entries at stratified operating points (A.5.7.4), so the Saddle-Node Default at the network scale needs an argument that does not rest on the Metzler property. And the Thinker’s revision of novelty in the Belief Register is a negative fast-to-slow loop through the template channel of A.5.9, which admits rotation for sufficiently slow revision; required is the condition on its timescale under which it remains overdamped, as single bursts followed by decay in collective attention indicate (Crane and Sornette, 2008; Candia et al., 2019). Specialist community: dynamical-systems theorists.

Task 13 — The provisioning-to-input mapping. Section A.3 distinguishes the per-Object Appetitive contribution A(t) from the per-Individual Appetite-satisfaction level ai(t)a_i(t) whose floor the A-Floor Requirement governs, and the two carry different indices: A(t) is indexed by Object, ai(t)a_i(t) by Individual. Section A.9.7’s regime 2 is where they meet, since the Treadmill gain there is proportional to (M*−A*)(M^{*} - A^{*}) while the deficit that arms the Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary at §A.5.8.7 is defined on min⁡iai(t)\min_i a_i(t). Required output: the map from a provisioning state to the Appetitive contribution of the Objects that would correct it, sufficient to express GtreadG_{\mathrm{tread}} in regime 2 as a function of aia_i; the distributional map from a population-scale provisioning aggregate to the floor deficit DAD_A, which no aggregate determines without a commitment about how provision is distributed; the resulting dependence of GcriteffG_{\mathrm{crit}}^{\mathrm{eff}} on provisioning; and the map from the envelope state ℰi\mathcal{E}_i of A.2.2 to both. Integration point: closes the one route by which a population-scale quantity reaches the fast layer under the closure of the intervention loci at §A.5.5, and is the prerequisite of the claims-to-capacity coupling named at Appendix 12A, Section 12A.9. Specialist community: dynamical-systems theorists working with economists on distributional incidence.

These thirteen numbered tasks collectively define a research programme that extends the architectural specification into a calibrated, empirically testable quantitative model. The treatise’s role is to provide the architecture and the qualitative results that follow from it. The tasks named here are the quantitative and empirical contributions that remain. The two-class intervention typology established in Section A.5.1 (Class 1 ignition-pathway interventions on m_obs; Class 2 internal-loop interventions on κ_S, β, γ) gives the empirical programme a clear analytical structure at the within-Individual scale: Tasks 3a through 3c calibrate the parameters that determine whether the internal loop is supercritical in a given population, Task 6 calibrates the Class 2 intervention variable that is most directly under the framework’s normative ambition, and the Class 1 intervention variables (the institutional and cultural determinants of m_obs) are calibrated through the field and natural-experiment components of Task 3c together with the policy-design literature the framework engages in Chapter 15. Tasks 7 through 11 extend the analytical structure to the network scale, where the Class 1 / Class 2 typology generalises to spectral-radius interventions on ρ(Λ)\rho(\Lambda) (network Observability) and ρ(Koff)\rho(K_{off}) (network Evidence coupling), respectively, with Task 11 characterising the architectural conditions, specifically the introduction of new dynamical variables with intrinsic negative-feedback structure into the augmented J_net, under which Institutional Buffering can convert the architecturally entailed Saddle-Node Fold into a sustained network-scale limit cycle. The corresponding inaccessibility result for the un-augmented J_net is given at §A.5.3. Tasks 12a and 12b record the Reafference and signed-valuation extensions that must not be slipped into the three-node spine without re-auditing GcritG_{crit} and the Hopf exclusion. Task 13 supplies the mapping on which any coupling of a population-scale quantity to the effective threshold depends, the exogenous inputs A(t) and I(t) being the only route such a quantity has into the gain structure. The tasks taken together adjudicate the architecture at the survivable scales where empirical adjudication is methodologically available, under the Precautionary Asymmetry that governs the appendix’s treatment of the civilisational scale.



A.8 Aggregation Gradient Formalisation

This section formalises the Aggregation Gradient (Chapter 2 glossary; prose derivation in Chapter 9, Section 9.10) within the fast-layer framework. The gradient is the monotonic relationship between representational distance from any single Decision Hub and the legibility of the Mimetic Premium. The formalisation establishes the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) for the M-component as a function of aggregation rung, derives the SNR Monotonicity Theorem, and proves the Aggregation-Concealment Independence Theorem (the principal named result of this section). The notation inherits the fast-layer parameters specified in A.4 and A.5.

A.8.1 Three-Process Decomposition

At any single Decision Hub, the integrated value V(t) is a weighted sum of A(t), I(t), and M(t) as specified in M3. For aggregation analysis, the three sources are distinguished by their large-sample behaviour:


	A (bounded, cyclic): A-signals are scaled to physiological deficit states and terminated by satiation (Axiom 6, Axiom 1). Across many Individuals and many transactions, A-contributions average toward a stable substrate mean A¯\overline{A}. The variance of the A-contribution across a sample of n observations decreases as O(1/n)O(1/n) and does not grow with time. A is a high-frequency component in the population-level signal.


	I (bounded, deepening): I-contributions are bounded by sufficiency at any level of competence development (Axiom 6). Across many Individuals, I-contributions average toward a stable substrate mean I¯\overline{I} with decreasing variance. I does not compound in the resource-extraction sense. I is a high-frequency component.


	M (ratcheting, non-averaging): M is structurally non-satiating (Axiom 6). At a fixed operating point its contribution is bounded, since σ\sigma is bounded and the fast layer relaxes onto a fixed point rather than compounding without limit (A.5.3, Ignition-Release Asymmetry). The operating point does not stay fixed. Each Reference-Set Reset raises it, and the Treadmill carries wMw_M up the rising portion of its climb as the salience field follows (A.9.6, A.9.7), so successive acquisition events walk the inflated level upward rather than returning it. Across many Individuals and many transactions the M-contribution therefore does not average to a stable mean, and the expectation of cumulative M grows monotonically with the number of acquisition events and the time horizon. M is a low-frequency component in the population-level signal.




Let Xr(n)X_r^{(n)} denote the sample mean of the integrated valuation across n observations at rung r. When the three source contributions are mutually uncorrelated, the variance decomposition at rung r takes the form:

Var(Xr(n))=σA2(r,n)+σI2(r,n)+σM2(r,n)\text{Var}(X_r^{(n)}) = \sigma_A^2(r,n) + \sigma_I^2(r,n) + \sigma_M^2(r,n)

where σA2\sigma_A^2 and σI2\sigma_I^2 decrease as O(1/n)O(1/n) with increasing aggregation and σM2\sigma_M^2 does not decrease — it captures the persistent compounding variance of the M-component. The O(1/n)O(1/n) rate holds because the A- and I-contributions are idiosyncratic: weakly correlated across observations, in the sense that the largest eigenvalue of their covariance matrix stays bounded as n grows, so the variance of their sample mean is at most that eigenvalue divided by n, while a component common to the observation set survives averaging (Chamberlain and Rothschild, 1983). Boundedness of a source does not supply this premise: an A-contribution moved in common across the observation set, as by a famine or a recession, is a common component, and its variance does not fall as O(1/n)O(1/n) under averaging across the Individuals it reaches. Where source contributions are correlated — as Object Parasitism and M4 feedback induce between M and the A/I hosts on the same Object — the full expansion carries the cross-covariance terms 2Cov(⋅,⋅)2\mathrm{Cov}(\cdot,\cdot) as well; the SNR argument of A.8.3 uses the weaker premise that A- and I-contributions are idiosyncratic across observations while the M-contribution carries a common compounding component, which is compatible with within-observation source correlation.

A.8.2 Aggregation Operator

Define the aggregation operator 𝒜r\mathcal{A}_r for rung r as the average over the set of Decision Hubs and time periods included at that rung. The six rungs correspond to progressively larger sets:




	Rung
	Label
	Observation set
	C_r (concealment level)





	1
	Individual, single moment
	1 hub, 1 transaction
	Total



	2
	Dyadic
	2 hubs, 1 exchange
	Very high



	3
	Individual longitudinal
	1 hub, T transactions
	High



	4
	Small group / network
	k hubs, T transactions
	Moderate



	5
	Institutional
	K hubs, long T
	Low



	6
	Macro-historical
	Population, centuries
	Near-zero





The size of the observation set at rung r is denoted NrN_r. By definition, N1≪N2≪…≪N6N_1 \ll N_2 \ll \ldots \ll N_6.

A.8.3 SNR Monotonicity Theorem

Define the signal-to-noise ratio for the M-component at rung r as:

SNRr=𝔼[cumulative M component under 𝒜r]Var(bounded source contributions under 𝒜r)\text{SNR}_r = \frac{\mathbb{E}[\text{cumulative M component under } \mathcal{A}_r]}{\sqrt{\text{Var}(\text{bounded source contributions under } \mathcal{A}_r)}}

SNR Monotonicity Theorem. SNRr\text{SNR}_r is monotonically non-decreasing in r:

SNR1≤SNR2≤…≤SNR6\text{SNR}_1 \leq \text{SNR}_2 \leq \ldots \leq \text{SNR}_6

Proof sketch. The theorem takes as premise the correlation structure of the Three-Process Decomposition (A.8.1): A- and I-contributions are idiosyncratic across observations, while the M-contribution carries a common ratcheting component, correlated across the observation set through the shared salience field and therefore not attenuated by averaging. This is an approximate factor structure (Chamberlain and Rothschild, 1983), with the M-contribution as the common factor and the A- and I-contributions as the idiosyncratic residuals: in a large cross-sectional average the weakly correlated residuals diversify away and the factor component does not. Under the averaging reading of 𝒜r\mathcal{A}_r the numerator (the persistent common M-component) is non-decreasing in NrN_r while the denominator falls as O(1/Nr)O(1/\sqrt{N_r}), the standard error of a mean over idiosyncratic contributions; under the cumulative reading the numerator additionally grows with NrN_r. The ratio is therefore non-decreasing in r on either reading. The formal derivation is a specialist task; the qualitative result follows directly from the Three-Process Decomposition of A.8.1. ▫\square

At rung 1 (individual, single moment), SNR1\text{SNR}_1 is minimal: Source Opacity is total and the M-component is merged with A and I into the Common-Currency Scalar with no recoverable source-tag. At rung 6, SNR6\text{SNR}_6 is maximal: the bounded sources have averaged out and the M-component dominates the population-scale signal.

A.8.4 Aggregation-Concealment Independence Theorem

Aggregation-Concealment Independence Theorem. For each rung r, SNRr\text{SNR}_r is independent of the concealment level CrC_r operating at that rung:

∂SNRr∂Cr=0\frac{\partial \text{SNR}_r}{\partial C_r} = 0

Here CrC_r is the concealment level facing the observer who reads the rung-rr aggregate, and that observer is not among the NrN_r Individuals whose valuations compose it. Where the concealment faces the participants themselves, it enters the numerator through ρ(ℋ)\rho(\mathcal{H}) of A.5.6 and the interception factor of A.6.4, raising their GslowG_{slow} and with it the cumulative M-component, and the independence becomes the one-sided statement ∂SNRr/∂Cr≥0\partial \text{SNR}_r / \partial C_r \geq 0: concealment cannot lower SNRr\text{SNR}_r.

Proof. Concealment operates on the hypothesis-space access available to an observer. Specifically, CrC_r reduces the set of admissible source-attributions ℋr\mathcal{H}_r available to the observer (as formalised in A.5.6 for the slow Bayesian layer). It does not alter the aggregation-induced signal separation between bounded and unbounded sources. The numerator of SNRr\text{SNR}_r — the cumulative M-component under 𝒜r\mathcal{A}_r — is a function of the structural loop parameters (κS\kappa_S, β\beta, γ\gamma, σ′(V*)\sigma'(V^*)) and of the aggregation scale NrN_r. It is not a function of ℋr\mathcal{H}_r or of CrC_r. The denominator — the bounded-source variance — is a function of NrN_r and of the A and I satiation parameters. It is likewise not a function of CrC_r. Therefore SNRr=f(r,κS,β,γ,σ′(V*))\text{SNR}_r = f(r, \kappa_S, \beta, \gamma, \sigma'(V^*)) and ∂SNRr/∂Cr=0\partial \text{SNR}_r / \partial C_r = 0. The theorem’s substantive content is the modelling premise that concealment operates only on hypothesis-space access and not on the aggregation-induced signal separation; given that premise, the independence is immediate. ▫\square

Corollary (Gradient Survives Camouflage Architecture). At rungs 5 and 6, aggregation has suppressed bounded-source contributions to a negligible fraction of the signal variance. Full concealment (Cr=1C_r = 1) does not lower SNR5\text{SNR}_5 or SNR6\text{SNR}_6: it leaves them unchanged for the observer who reads the aggregate, and raises them where the participants themselves face it. The M-dominated signal persists in population-scale outcome distributions regardless of whether the observer possesses AIM Vocabulary. The Camouflage Architecture’s eight concealment layers do not undo the gradient because they evolved against the threat of individual recognition and academic naming, not against population-scale statistical analysis of outcome distributions.

Interpretive note. The theorem distinguishes two things the Camouflage Architecture can and cannot do. It can raise CrC_r, reducing hypothesis-space access and blocking the observer from labelling the signal correctly. It cannot lower SNRr\text{SNR}_r, because the signal’s presence is a consequence of the Three-Process Decomposition, not a consequence of the observer’s vocabulary. Macro-residues (concentration of market power, A-Floor erosion patterns, Aggregate NMP divergence) accumulate whether or not any observer can attribute them to M. AIM Vocabulary is the instrument that makes labelling possible, not the instrument that produces the signal.

A.8.5 Coupling Strength Connection

The fast-layer loop gain G≡κS⋅β⋅γ⋅σ′(V*)G \equiv \kappa_S \cdot \beta \cdot \gamma \cdot \sigma'(V^*) (A.4) governs whether mimetic activation compounds within an Individual. The Aggregation Gradient operates on a different axis — across Individuals and time — but the two are connected through the M-compounding that drives the SNR numerator.

For a population with mean loop gain G‾\bar{G}:


	If the population-mean capacity G‾max\bar{G}_{max} sits below 1 (subcritical population), per-Individual M accumulation is bounded in expectation, and the SNR gradient operates on the magnitude of the Per-Transaction Minority Claim (Chapter 2; rung 1 of A.8.6). The gradient is present but the macro-residues accumulate slowly, consistent with the Build-Up Time Decomposition.

	If G‾max\bar{G}_{max} sits above 1 with the population on the inflated branch (supercritical population), per-Individual M accumulation runs at its inflated level and ratchets with each Reference-Set Reset. The SNR gradient is amplified: the numerator grows faster than under subcriticality, and the macro-residues become legible at lower rungs and shorter time horizons.



Executive M-Capture (a step-change in G‾\bar{G} produced by installation of an M-captured Individual at an executive authority level) compresses the timeline: the historical signal that would otherwise require centuries to accumulate at rung 6 becomes legible at rung 5 within a single executive term.

A.8.6 Six-Rung SNR Map

The following table summarises the SNR structure across all six rungs, the dominant concealment mechanism at each rung, and the Knowledge Patch instrument that operates at that rung (from the five-channel footprint of A.6.4).











	Rung
	Observation scale
	SNR_r
	Dominant concealment
	Knowledge Patch instrument





	1
	Individual, single moment
	Minimal (Source Opacity total)
	Source Opacity (Axiom 3)
	Epistemic Suspension / I-Override gate



	2
	Dyadic
	Low
	Reciprocity narrative (joint sincerity)
	Two-Question Diagnostic; Patch-competent Evidence intake



	3
	Individual longitudinal
	Moderate
	Confabulation of personal narrative
	Behavioural Signatures; persistence-and-context patterns



	4
	Small group / network
	Moderate-high
	Observability Boundary; mimetic contagion masking
	Network-pattern analysis; third-party structural audit



	5
	Institutional
	High
	PM-Defence Architecture; credentialing concentration
	Institutional-design diagnostics; Concealment Density assessment



	6
	Macro-historical
	Maximal
	Narrative Authority; Vocabulary Gap (Hilbert Collapse)
	Macro-residue tracking; Crisis State Variable measurement; AIM Vocabulary





A.8.7 Falsifiability

The Aggregation Gradient Formalisation generates four falsifiable predictions testable with the fast-layer formalism:

A.8.7.1 Bounded-source averaging. In large-sample outcome distributions of domains dominated by A or I (basic nutrition, basic shelter, ordinary craft practice), the variance of the M-component should be negligible compared with the variance of the A and I components. Detection of unbounded compounding in domains predicted to be A or I-dominated would falsify the Three-Process Decomposition.

A.8.7.2 SNR monotonicity. Empirical signal-to-noise ratios for M-attribution should increase monotonically from rung 1 to rung 6. Any rung-pair reversal (SNRr+1<SNRr\text{SNR}_{r+1} < \text{SNR}_r) would falsify the SNR Monotonicity Theorem.

A.8.7.3 Concealment independence. Populations that raise concealment levels at institutional rungs (rung 5) without altering the structural loop parameters should display macro-historical M-signals at rung 6 that are unchanged where the concealment faces only the observer and no lower where it faces the participants. Detection of concealment-level changes that lower SNR6\text{SNR}_6 without altering κS\kappa_S, β\beta, γ\gamma, σ′(V*)\sigma'(V^*) or ρ(ℋ)\rho(\mathcal{H}) would falsify the Aggregation-Concealment Independence Theorem.

A.8.7.4 Executive M-Capture acceleration. Polities undergoing Executive M-Capture should display measurable compression of the rung-5-to-rung-6 signal timeline within a single executive term, relative to polities with intact institutional defences. Detection of equally slow trajectories under both conditions would falsify the principal-accelerant claim of A.8.5.



A.9 The Coupled Possession-Differential System

A.9.1 Purpose and Scope

This sub-appendix supplies an integrated formalisation of the multi-Object, multi-Individual coupled dynamics that jointly produce four named architectural phenomena: the Reference-Set Reset, the Mimetic Treadmill, the Model-Convergence Collapse, and Apex Differential-Expansion. The four phenomena are not independent results derived from separate formalisms. They are distinct trajectories and limits of a single coupled dynamical system, and the formalism exhibits the coupling rather than merely asserting it. The system specified below supplies all four in qualitative form; the closed-form quantification of each is named separately at Tasks 4a through 4d of Section A.7.

The treatment is qualitative in the same sense as A.5 and A.5.4: the structural results follow on inspection of the equations and the Jacobian, and the closed-form quantification of thresholds, bifurcation parameters, and convergence rates is named as a residual specialist task in the consolidated task list of A.9.11. Two architectural quantities introduced below, the Model-Convergence loop gain G_conv and the marginal positional sensitivity ∂π/∂H, are defined heuristically rather than from first principles, and their qualitative status is flagged at the point of introduction. Their closed-form construction is named as a residual specialist task and should not be read as a theorem of the present formalism.

A.9.2 Architectural Premises Beyond the Existing Restatements

The coupled system rests on the existing M1 through M5b restatements of A.2 and on three additional architectural premises that are derivative of constructs already canonical in the AIM Framework and require no new axioms. The premises are stated as restatements in the manner of M1 through M5b, with the canonical source named in each.

P1 (Object Parasitism at the Catalogue Level), from Axiom 5. M does not generate Objects of its own. The Objects toward which the M signal is directed are Objects also generated by A or by I, and the M signal directed at such an Object represents the Status differential the Object indexes rather than the Object itself.

P2 (Position-as-Standing), from the Salience-Status Identity of Chapter 8 and the received-aggregate Status of A.11–A.12. The Individual’s position π_i(t) in the comparative differential field is Individual i’s standing: the received-aggregate Status of i, π_i = Ψ({j(i)}), and is not an element of any held set. Holding and occupancy events update H_i and thereby move the arguments of the dyadic estimates Σ_j(i) that Ψ aggregates. They do not themselves constitute π_i. Because Ψ is a low-pass with window τ, leaving an occupancy lowers standing without returning it to the reading that preceded the occupancy. The standing so retained is what the field reads when it installs a higher occupancy after the lower one is vacated. For the qualitative loop-gain analysis below, the contribution of those events is taken in the linearised additive form π_i ≈ Σ{k ∈ H_i^M} p_k, where H_i^M is the M-Object subset of the held-or-occupied set and p_k is the marginal contribution of event k to standing. The linearised sum is that first-order event-contribution, not the identification of standing with the current set. The construction of Ψ is specified at A.12; further closed-form work on the event-to-Σ map is named as a residual specialist task.

P3 (Coupling Strength as a Function of Mediation Distance), from the Critical Coupling Strength construct of A.5.7.5 and the Girardian transition from external to internal mediation. The Observability matrix Λ_ij and the Evidence-coupling matrix K_ij of A.5.7 are not constants of the social environment but instantaneous algebraic functions of the mediation distance d_ij between observer i and Model j, with both matrices monotonically non-increasing in d_ij. Mediation distance itself is an instantaneous algebraic function of relative position: d_ij = D(π_i, π_j), with D symmetric and non-negative and D(π_i, π_j) → 0 as π_i → π_j. Λ and K are therefore not independent dynamical state variables. They are slaved to π at each instant, and their Jacobian block is degenerate in the same sense as the position block of A.9.5.

P1 establishes the Object-as-vehicle structure that makes standing well-formed. P2 specifies what π is, with a linearised event-contribution available for qualitative analysis. P3 closes the loop from standing back into the coupling matrices that govern Model-observation and Evidence-flow at the network layer, which is the architectural source of Model-Convergence.

A.9.3 State Variables and Indexing

The coupled system uses the following indexing and state variables, all introduced as extensions or generalisations of constructs already specified in A.3, A.5.6, and A.5.7.

Indices. - i, j ∈ {1, …, N}: Individual indices. - k ∈ {1, …, K}: M-Object indices in the population’s catalogue of currently observable M-Objects.

State variables (per Individual i, per Object k where applicable). - M_{i,k}(t): the pre-integration M channel for Object k in Individual i. Object-indexed generalisation of the scalar M(t) of A.4. - V_{i,k}(t): the integrated subjective value for Object k in Individual i. Object-indexed generalisation of V(t). - S_k(t): the field-level salience of Object k. Object-indexed generalisation of S(t), with S now a vector over the Object catalogue rather than a scalar. - H_i(t) ⊆ {1, …, K}: the set of Object indices Individual i currently holds or occupies. Discrete-valued state variable updated by holding events (acquisition and loss) and occupancy events (install and vacate). - H_i^M(t) ⊆ H_i(t): the M-Object subset of that set, that is, the subset whose events contribute to the linearised form of π_i under P2. - π_i(t): Individual i’s standing, the received-aggregate Status of A.11–A.12. Not an element of H_i. The linearised form π_i ≈ Σ_{k ∈ H_i^M} p_k is the event-contribution used for the qualitative loop-gain analysis. - b_i(t): Individual i’s Belief Register over the slow-layer Hypothesis Space, as in A.5.6.

Algebraically-slaved quantities (instantaneous functions of state, not independent state variables). - d_ij(t) = D(π_i(t), π_j(t)) - Λ_ij(t) = Λ(d_ij(t)) - K_ij(t) = K(d_ij(t))

Decision-Hub weight on M. - w_M = w_M(S_k), state-dependent rather than constant, per the Mimetic Treadmill commitment named as Task 4 Deliverable 4. The functional form is committed to the bounded-monotone class in the manner of σ, with sigmoidal recommended as the default specialist-derivation choice. w_M is non-decreasing in S_k and saturates at high S_k. The Decision Hub is a normaliser: wA+wI+wM=1w_A + w_I + w_M = 1 with wc≥0w_c \geq 0 at every operating point (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.1; Chapter 2, AIM Weights). Along the Status-driven treadmill (∂/∂S\partial/\partial S), wAw_A is sticky (∂wA/∂S=0\partial w_A/\partial S = 0) while wI>0w_I > 0, so rises in wMw_M are drawn from wIw_I; once wI=0w_I = 0, further rises draw from wAw_A. A-urgency reweighting (hunger elevating wAw_A) is a separate A-state-driven channel and is not part of the treadmill linearisation. Prose derivation of the displacement order: Chapter 8, Section 8.5.3.

The remaining parameters of A.3 (α, γ, κ_S, τ_M, τ_V, τ_S, σ) carry over with their existing meanings, with the convention that any parameter that was scalar in A.4 is now Object-indexed where the Object-level dynamics require it.

A.9.4 The Coupled Dynamical System

The coupled system extends Equations A.4-1 through A.4-3 to the multi-Object, multi-Individual, position-coupled setting, with the slow Bayesian layer of A.5.6 and the network layer of A.5.7 already integrated in. The full system is a set of coupled stochastic differential equations and discrete-event update rules.

Per-Individual fast-layer dynamics, per Object k:

τ_M (dM_{i,k}/dt) = -M_{i,k} + α m_obs,{i,k}(t) + κ_S S_k(t) + ξ_{M,i,k}(t) (A.9.4-1)

τ_V (dV_{i,k}/dt) = -V_{i,k} + w_A A_{i,k}(t) + w_I I_{i,k}(t) + w_M(S_k) M_{i,k}(t) + ξ_{V,i,k}(t) (A.9.4-2)

Population-level salience dynamics, per Object k:

τ_S (dS_k/dt) = -S_k + γ σ(V̄k(t)) + ξ{S,k}(t), V̄k(t) = (1/N) Σ_i V{i,k}(t) (A.9.4-3)

Network ignition pathway, per Individual i, per Object k:

m_obs,{i,k}(t) = Σ_{j ≠ i} Λ_ij(t) σ(V_{j,k}(t)) (A.9.4-4)

Position dynamics, per Individual i (discrete-event update rule plus algebraic functional):

π_i(t) = P(H_i^M(t)) ≈ Σ_{k ∈ H_i^M(t)} p_k (A.9.4-5)

dH_i/dt|_events = δ_acquire(i, k, t) - δ_lose(i, k, t) (A.9.4-6)

where δ_acquire and δ_lose are event indicators specifying the acquisition and loss of Object k by Individual i at time t. For exclusive occupancies the same indicators record install and vacate. Acquisition events are triggered when V_{i,k} crosses an action threshold and the acquisition-feasibility conditions are satisfied. Loss events are exogenous on the fast timescale (theft, market collapse, death of a counterparty, status-stripping, divorce, regulatory action). The linearised sum in (A.9.4-5) is the first-order contribution of a holding or occupancy event to standing. Standing itself is the received-aggregate Status of A.11–A.12 and is not an element of H_i.

Mediation-distance and coupling closure, per pair (i, j), algebraic rather than dynamical:

d_ij(t) = D(π_i(t), π_j(t)) (A.9.4-7)

Λ_ij(t) = Λ(d_ij(t)), K_ij(t) = K(d_ij(t)) (A.9.4-8)

Equations (A.9.4-7) and (A.9.4-8) are instantaneous algebraic relations rather than differential equations. d_ij, Λ_ij, and K_ij are slaved to π_i and π_j at each instant and acquire dynamical content only through the dynamics of π_i and π_j. The Jacobian block treatment of A.9.5 reflects this.

Slow-layer Bayesian dynamics, per Individual i:

τ_B (db_i(H_k)/dt) = b_i(H_k) [ℓ_k^eff(V_i, S) - ℓ̄(V_i, S)] - κ_self [b_i(H_k) - b_i^delay(H_k)] (A.9.4-9)

with the effective likelihood ℓ_k^eff carrying the network coupling from A.5.7 in its full Evidence-matrix form and the Belief Register closing the slow-to-fast return channel through the Observer’s template-coded forcing of M as in A.5.6; the Decision-Hub weight w_M(S_k) depends on salience, per the Treadmill commitment, and not on the Belief Register.

The coupling structure is now visible: position π_i feeds mediation distance d_ij (A.9.4-7), mediation distance feeds the coupling matrices Λ_ij and K_ij (A.9.4-8), the coupling matrices feed the network ignition pathway m_obs (A.9.4-4) and the slow-layer effective likelihood (A.9.4-9), the ignition pathway and the slow-layer return channel feed the fast-layer dynamics (A.9.4-1 through A.9.4-3), and the fast-layer dynamics feed the action-threshold crossings that drive acquisition events (A.9.4-6), which update the held set, which updates position, which closes the cycle back to mediation distance. The coupled system is a single connected loop traversing fast layer, slow layer, network layer, and possession layer, with no architecturally separable sub-system.

A.9.5 The Block Jacobian and the Total Loop Gain

Linearisation around a joint fixed point (M_{i,k}, V_{i,k}, S_k, b_i, π_i*) yields a four-block Jacobian for the four genuine state-variable layers (fast, salience, slow, position), with the coupling matrices Λ and K entering as algebraically-slaved quantities rather than as an independent block:

J = [ J_fast C_fS C_fb C_fπ ] [ C_Sf J_S 0 0 ] [ C_bf C_bS J_slow 0 ] [ C_πf 0 0 J_π ] (A.9.5-1)

The off-diagonal blocks carry the coupling structure:


	C_fS: direct effect of salience on M (through κ_S) and on V, which under the Decision Hub normalisation with sticky w_A is w_M’(S)(M − I) rather than w_M’(S) M*, and so carries the sign of the channel differential (A.9.7).

	C_fb: slow-layer Belief Register feeding the Observer’s template-coded forcing of M, and through β into V.

	C_fπ: position feeding M through the chain π → d → Λ → m_obs → M. Λ does not appear as an independent block because it is algebraically slaved to π per P3 of A.9.2. The position-to-M coupling carries the full chain compactly.

	C_Sf: V feeding S through σ’.

	C_bf and C_bS: fast-layer M and V and salience S feeding the slow-layer effective likelihood.

	C_πf: fast-layer V crossing the action threshold to drive acquisition events that update H_i and π_i. This block is event-rate-mediated rather than continuous and is treated as a rate-weighted sensitivity in the qualitative analysis below.



The position block J_π is degenerate in the continuous linearisation because position updates are discrete event-driven rather than continuous, and the linearisation operates on the inter-event approximation in which H_i is held constant. The position dynamics enter the global stability analysis through the event rate (the frequency at which acquisition and loss events fire), which is itself determined by the fast-layer crossing rate of the action threshold and is a derived quantity rather than an independent dynamical variable.

The total internal loop gain decomposes additively along the architecturally distinct closed cycles in the system. The decomposition assumes the gains add without significant interference, which is a standard engineering heuristic for weakly coupled loops and is not claimed as a theorem (the exception is the fast-layer pair G_eff and G_tread, whose additivity is exact at the fold condition under the sticky-wAw_A rule, with bifurcation type settled by the fold-first identity of §A.9.7):

G_total^(H) = G_eff + G_slow + G_net^Λ + G_net^K + G_tread + G_conv + G_cross (A.9.5-2)

where the seven terms are:


	G_eff = w_M(S) γ σ’(V) κ_S (1 - p): the effective fast-layer loop gain of A.5, with β identified with the normalised operating-point weight w_M(S*) and the Knowledge Patch interception factor (1 - p) carried over. Because the salience equation (A.9.4-3) is driven by the population mean V̄_k, a single Individual’s own path into the field carries a factor 1/N and the remainder arrives through the cross-Individual channel; the expression is therefore the collective-mode gain, which is the mode that governs stability, and not one Individual’s internal gain.

	G_slow = r* · κ_self · ρ(H) · ‖∂ℓ/∂V‖ · β · ‖∂μ/∂b‖ · ω(T_int): the slow-layer loop gain of A.5.6, restated with its A.5.6 factors; ω(T_int) is decreasing in the Interference Term, so sustained Epistemic Suspension lowers G_slow.

	G_net^Λ = α w_M(S) ρ(Λ) σ’(V): the fast-channel network gain of A.5.7.4, with the same normalised Decision Hub weight w_M(S*) that enters G_eff.

	G_net^K = ρ(K_off) · ‖∂ℓ/∂E‖ · β · ‖∂μ/∂b‖ · ω̄(T_int): the slow-channel network gain of A.5.7.4, with ω̄(T_int) the population-averaged Evidence-emission coefficient.

	G_tread = w_M’(S)(M − I) γ σ’(V) while w_I > 0, and w_M’(S)(M − A) γ σ’(V) at w_I = 0: the Treadmill loop gain under Hub normalisation with sticky w_A (I-preferential displacement). The Treadmill cycle S_k → w_M(S_k) → V_{i,k} → V̄_k → S_k does not pass through the M node, so κ_S does not enter G_tread. The term vanishes when w_M is constant; its sign in regime 1 is the sign of (M* − I*). See §A.9.7.

	G_conv ≈ Λ’(d*) (∂d/∂π) (∂π/∂H) r_event: the new Model-Convergence loop gain, contributed by the position-driven update of the coupling matrices. The expression is heuristic and qualitative. ∂d/∂π follows from the mediation-distance functional, ∂π/∂H is the linearised marginal positional sensitivity p_k from the linearised additive form of P2 at A.9.2, and r_event is the acquisition event rate derived from the fast-layer threshold-crossing frequency. The product structure indicates the qualitative dependence of the convergence loop on coupling steepness, marginal positional yield, and event rate, but the closed-form construction (proper handling of the discrete-event linearisation, time-averaging conventions, and dimensional normalisation) is named as a residual specialist task and is not derived here.

	G_cross: the residual cross-block coupling product, capturing higher-order interactions among the six named cycles. Left unspecified in the qualitative treatment.



The total stability condition is

G_total^(H) < G_crit^total (A.9.5-3)

with the inequality determining whether the joint system relaxes to its fixed point or compounds toward a Saddle-Node Fold. The four named architectural phenomena (Reset, Treadmill, Convergence, Apex Differential-Expansion) are now derivable as features and trajectories of this single coupled system, with each phenomenon locatable as a specific architectural contribution to G_total or as a specific trajectory of the fixed-point structure.

The closed-form expression for G_crit^total and the Routh-Hurwitz analysis of the seven-term loop-gain decomposition are named as Task 1 of the specialist task list (A.7).

A.9.6 Reference-Set Reset as a Feature of the Coupled System

The Reference-Set Reset is the architectural phenomenon by which the comparison set against which M_{i,k} is computed updates as the Individual’s possession state H_i changes. In the coupled system, the Reference-Set Reset is not a separate dynamical mechanism. It is the trajectory of the algebraically-slaved coupling matrices Λ_ij and K_ij under the discrete-event update of π_i, exhibited at the Individual level rather than at the field level.

Locating the Reference-Set Reset in the Jacobian. The Reference-Set Reset operates through the chain δ_acquire(i, k, t) → H_i → π_i → d_ij → Λ_ij → m_obs,{i,k’} → M_{i,k’} for all Objects k’ ≠ k. The chain is the off-diagonal block C_fπ of the Jacobian (A.9.5-1), composed with the event-rate-mediated block C_πf. The Reference-Set Reset is therefore the closed loop that travels through the position layer once per acquisition event, and its loop-gain contribution is precisely G_conv of equation (A.9.5-2).

Two Architectural Sub-Cases of Reset. The Reference-Set Reset has two architecturally distinct components, both visible in the same chain.


	Exit component. The acquired Object k leaves the upward-comparable subset of the comparison set, because the Individual’s position now matches or exceeds the position previously associated with possession of k. M_{i,k} decays toward zero on the fast timescale through the existing M-equation relaxation. This is the architecturally trivial component.

	Ratchet component. Adjacent Objects k’ ≠ k, previously below the comparison threshold (because their associated positions exceeded the Individual’s pre-acquisition position by too much to be candidate Models), now enter the upward-comparable set, because the Individual’s post-acquisition position has closed the mediation distance to the Models holding those Objects. Λ_ij for those Models rises through the chain (A.9.4-8), m_obs,{i,k’} rises through (A.9.4-4), and M_{i,k’} rises through (A.9.4-1). This is the architecturally non-trivial component, and it is the source of the well-documented post-acquisition redirection of mimetic drive onto adjacent Objects.



Reset Corollary (Qualitative). Under the coupled system of A.9.4, the Reference-Set Reset is the post-acquisition trajectory of the coupling matrices Λ_ij and K_ij along the chain H_i → π_i → d_ij → Λ_ij, K_ij, with simultaneous decay of M_{i,k} for the acquired Object k and rise of M_{i,k’} for adjacent upward-comparable Objects k’. The aggregate mimetic drive Σ_{k’} M_{i,k’}(t) is approximately conserved across the Reference-Set Reset event when the ratchet component balances the exit component, and is increasing when the ratchet component dominates. It is not decreasing in any regime the architecture admits, and the ground is a counting asymmetry made commensurable by the distance-dependence of Λ, rather than a parameter value: the exit component acts on the single Object acquired, whose M decays through the relaxation term already present in (A.9.4-1), while the ratchet component acts on every adjacent Object whose Model the acquisition has brought inside the upward-comparable set. One Object leaves and a set enters, and the two are commensurable because Λ depends on mediation distance alone (A.9.4-8): the acquisition moves the Individual to the rung the acquired Object marked, so each adjacent Model now stands at the mediation distance the acquired Object’s Model formerly held, and each entering M*_{i,k’} relaxes to the level M*_{i,k} formerly held. At the new steady state the sum over a non-empty entering set is therefore at least the single exit; and because d_ij is slaved to π_i, the exit decay and the entering rises both run on τ_M, so the aggregate moves monotonically between the two steady states and does not dip between them. The exit component cannot dominate wherever that set is non-empty, which is wherever the catalogue is dense enough to carry an adjacent rung. The exit-dominant case is therefore confined to the terminal rung of a finite catalogue, which is the apex case treated separately at A.9.9. What remains open is the rate at which the ratchet dominates, which is Task 4a.

The Reset Corollary establishes the Reference-Set Reset in qualitative form. Prose derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.5.2. The closed-form rate at which the ratchet component dominates the exit component, and the parameter regime in which conservation versus increase obtains, is named as a residual specialist task in A.9.11.

Loss Corollary (Qualitative). Under the coupled system of A.9.4, a loss event δ_lose(i, k, t) for a non-apex Individual i removes k from H_i at the event, while standing π_i, the low-pass aggregate Ψ of premise P2, falls over the window τ rather than at the event. For times short against τ the mediation distances d_ij to the Models holding k and the Objects adjacent to it therefore remain near their pre-loss values, and so do Λ_ij and K_ij through (A.9.4-8). The lost Object k re-enters the upward-comparable set of i, m_obs,{i,k} is sustained through (A.9.4-4), and M_{i,k} rises from the relaxed value it held under possession through (A.9.4-1). The reverse-direction ratchet component, in which Objects above the lost rung leave the upward-comparable set as d_ij grows, acts only as π_i falls, and so acts on the timescale τ, while the loss component acts at the event. The aggregate Σ_{k’} M_{i,k’}(t) is therefore not decreasing across a loss event on timescales short against τ, and the loss component dominates there; this is the within-Individual loss limb of A.9.9 stated for any non-apex Individual rather than for the apex-driven case alone. In the formal system the comparison set is the upward-comparable set, slaved through d_ij to π_i and held by the window τ. Its further holding by the Belief Register (Chapter 4, Sections 4.4.7 and 4.4.8) enters through the slow layer’s return channel (A.9.4-9) and is not separately formalised here. The negative-signed reading of i’s own position against the comparison set lies outside the approach regime in which A.9.4 is specified, and its formal statement is part of Task 12b. Prose derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.5.6, where the event is named Rung Loss.

A.9.7 The Mimetic Treadmill as a Trajectory of the Coupled System

The Mimetic Treadmill is the architectural phenomenon by which sustained mimetic activation persists despite repeated acquisition events that would, under a goal-directed model of M, satiate the drive. In the coupled system, the Treadmill is the trajectory of the operating point (M, V, S) along the climbing curve of w_M(S) as successive Reset events ratchet S upward.

Locating the Treadmill in the Jacobian. The Treadmill operates through the loop S_k → w_M(S_k) → V_{i,k} → V̄_k → S_k, with the state-dependence of w_M closing the cycle under the Decision Hub normalisation constraint wA+wI+wM=1w_A + w_I + w_M = 1. Along ∂/∂S\partial/\partial S, wAw_A is sticky while wI>0w_I > 0, so ∂wI/∂S=−∂wM/∂S\partial w_I/\partial S = -\partial w_M/\partial S and ∂V/∂S=wM′(S*)(M*−I*)\partial V/\partial S = w_M'(S^*)(M^* - I^*). The loop-gain contribution is precisely G_tread of equation (A.9.5-2), stated piecewise:

G_tread = w_M’(S)(M − I) γ σ’(V) while w_I > 0 (A.9.7.1a, regime 1)

G_tread = w_M’(S)(M − A) γ σ’(V) at w_I = 0 (A.9.7.1b, regime 2)

Regime 1 is the Treadmill proper: Status-driven reweighting draws Hub share from the I-channel. Regime 2 is A-encroachment: once I-share is exhausted, further rises in w_M draw from w_A, which is Floor-Breach Ignition territory at A.5.8.7, where the floor deficit is defined on the per-Individual level aia_i rather than on A*A^{*}; the map between the two is Task 13 of §A.7. I-exhaustion formally precedes A-encroachment. With wM′w_M', γ\gamma, σ′>0\sigma' > 0, the sign of G_tread in regime 1 is the sign of (M*−I*)(M^* - I^*).

G_tread vanishes in the constant-w_M limit (recovering the existing A.5 analysis). The Treadmill is therefore not a separate dynamical mechanism but the contribution of the state-dependent normalised weight to the total loop gain along the operating-point trajectory. Because the Treadmill cycle runs from S through the state-dependent weight directly into V and back through the salience equation, without passing through the M node, κ_S does not appear in G_tread. The cycle is a fast two-cycle (S→V→SS \to V \to S). It therefore enters the linear coefficient a1a_1 of the characteristic polynomial as well as the constant coefficient a0a_0:

a2=1τM+1τV+1τS,a1=τM+τS+τVτMτSτV−GtreadτVτS,a0=1−Geff−GtreadτMτVτS.
\begin{aligned}
a_2 &= \tfrac{1}{\tau_M} + \tfrac{1}{\tau_V} + \tfrac{1}{\tau_S}, \\
a_1 &= \tfrac{\tau_M + \tau_S + \tau_V}{\tau_M \tau_S \tau_V} - \tfrac{G_{\mathrm{tread}}}{\tau_V \tau_S}, \\
a_0 &= \tfrac{1 - G_{\mathrm{eff}} - G_{\mathrm{tread}}}{\tau_M \tau_V \tau_S}.
\end{aligned}


Exact additivity of GeffG_{\mathrm{eff}} and GtreadG_{\mathrm{tread}} therefore holds at the fold condition a0=0a_0 = 0, which rearranges to the effective critical gain

Gcriteff=1−Gtread G_{\mathrm{crit}}^{\mathrm{eff}} = 1 - G_{\mathrm{tread}} 

(equivalently, the fold occurs at Geff+Gtread=1G_{\mathrm{eff}} + G_{\mathrm{tread}} = 1), with GtreadG_{\mathrm{tread}} as in (A.9.7.1a)–(A.9.7.1b). Exact additivity at the fold does not by itself settle bifurcation type, because the same GtreadG_{\mathrm{tread}} term shifts a1a_1 and therefore relocates the Hopf locus. At equal relaxation times the Hopf locus is GeffHopf=2Gtread−8G_{\mathrm{eff}}^{\mathrm{Hopf}} = 2\,G_{\mathrm{tread}} - 8, recovering the A.5.3 bound −8-8 when Gtread=0G_{\mathrm{tread}} = 0. The Saddle-Node Default nonetheless survives for every positive choice of relaxation times and Geff>0G_{\mathrm{eff}} > 0: solving both boundaries for GtreadG_{\mathrm{tread}} yields the fold-first identity

Hopf−fold=(GeffτM+τS+τV)(τMτS+τMτV+τSτV)τM2(τS+τV)>0, \mathrm{Hopf} - \mathrm{fold} = \frac{(G_{\mathrm{eff}}\tau_M + \tau_S + \tau_V)(\tau_M\tau_S + \tau_M\tau_V + \tau_S\tau_V)}{\tau_M^{2}(\tau_S + \tau_V)} > 0, 

so the fold boundary is always reached at lower GtreadG_{\mathrm{tread}} than the Hopf boundary. The constant-wMw_M argument of A.5.3 (G>0>−8G > 0 > -8 for a product of positive couplings) covers the treadmill-off spine; the treadmill-on system inherits the Saddle-Node Default by this fold-first identity rather than by that product bound on the total gain.

Coupling to the Reference-Set Reset. The Treadmill is fired by the Reference-Set Reset. Each acquisition-driven Reset (§A.9.6) ratchets π_i upward, raises the upward-comparable Reference-Set composition, and propagates rising V̄{k’} for adjacent Objects through the salience field S{k’} (A.9.4-3). The rising S_{k’} shifts w_M(S_{k’}) up its monotone climb, which raises G_tread for those Objects, which raises the operating point M_{i,k’}* and thence V_{i,k’}, which feeds the next acquisition event. The Reference-Set Reset and the Treadmill are coupled in the sense that the Reference-Set Reset supplies the S-trajectory along which the Treadmill loop gain climbs, and the Treadmill supplies the rising operating point that drives the next Reset.

Treadmill Corollary (Qualitative). Under the coupled system of A.9.4, the Mimetic Treadmill is the trajectory of the operating point (M_{i,k}, V_{i,k}, S_k*) along the rising portion of w_M(S_k) as successive Reset events ratchet S_k upward, with Hub shares redistributed under the sticky-wAw_A rule of (A.9.7.1a)–(A.9.7.1b). The Treadmill loop gain G_tread is determined by that piecewise form whenever w_M is state-dependent and the relevant operating-point channels differ; in regime 1 its sign is the sign of (M*−I*)(M^* - I^*), and the fold condition is Gcriteff=1−GtreadG_{\mathrm{crit}}^{\mathrm{eff}} = 1 - G_{\mathrm{tread}}. The Saddle-Node Default survives the two-cycle by the fold-first identity above. Saturation of w_M at high S_k supplies the only architectural bound on further climb of the weight itself, and is itself displaced upward as the catalogue of M-Objects expands.

The Treadmill Corollary establishes the Mimetic Treadmill in qualitative form. Prose derivation: Chapter 8, Sections 8.5 and 8.5.3. The closed-form trajectory of the operating point along w_M(S) under specified sigmoidal commitment, and the saturation displacement under catalogue expansion, are named as residual specialist tasks in A.9.11.

A.9.8 Model-Convergence Collapse as a Limit of the Coupled System

Model-Convergence is the Girardian phenomenon by which Models that begin as external mediators (distant, unreachable, structurally non-rivalrous) collapse into internal mediators (proximate, contestable, structurally rivalrous) as the gap between observer and Model closes. In the coupled system, the convergence is the trajectory of the coupling matrices Λ_ij and K_ij toward their high-coupling limit as d_ij → 0 under the chain π_i → d_ij → Λ_ij, K_ij.

Locating Convergence in the Jacobian. Convergence is the trajectory of C_fπ and the algebraically-slaved Λ_ij along the limit d_ij → 0. The loop-gain contribution is precisely G_conv of equation (A.9.5-2), which grows as Λ’(d*) increases (the steeper the coupling-versus-distance curve) and as the event rate r_event rises. As Convergence proceeds, the network gains G_net^Λ and G_net^K of equation (A.9.5-2) climb directly through their dependence on ρ(Λ) and ρ(K_off), because the spectral radii of the coupling matrices rise with the off-diagonal entries. They climb while the intake budgets of N4 are slack. Once the budgets bind, Convergence redistributes attention and Evidence intake toward proximate Models at the expense of distant ones without raising the spectral radii, and the network gains rise only so far as Convergence draws the Individual’s attention out of the non-social field (A.5.7.4). The Girardian transition is then a change in who is attended to rather than in how much.

The Critical Coupling Threshold. A.5.7.5 defines the Critical Coupling Strength κ_c as the smallest ρ(K_off) at which the network pushes G_total to G_crit^total with every other parameter held at its operating-point value, so κ_c is a threshold on the total gain rather than on the network channels taken alone. The coupled system supplies a second and stricter quantity, the convergence-channel sufficiency threshold κ_c^net, the coupling level at which G_net^Λ + G_net^K alone, with the other five gains set aside, equals G_crit^total. Because the remaining gains are non-negative, κ_c ≤ κ_c^net, with equality only where the fast-layer, slow-layer and treadmill contributions vanish. Convergence drives Λ_ij and K_ij toward and through both thresholds as d_ij → 0. Below κ_c, Models exert influence without rivalry escalation. Above κ_c the coupled system is supercritical; above κ_c^net the convergence-driven channels are supercritical on their own, and rivalry escalates without further contribution from any other gain.

Convergence Corollary (Qualitative). Under the coupled system of A.9.4, Model-Convergence is the trajectory of the coupling matrices Λ_ij and K_ij toward their high-coupling limit along the chain π_i → d_ij → Λ_ij, K_ij, driven by the position dynamics (A.9.4-5–A.9.4-6). The Girardian external-to-internal transition corresponds to the crossing of κ_c by the relevant matrix entries. At the further threshold κ_c^net the network gains G_net^Λ and G_net^K become jointly sufficient to push G_total above G_crit^total independently of the fast-layer and slow-layer contributions.

The Convergence Corollary establishes the Model-Convergence Collapse in qualitative form. Prose derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.12.1. The closed-form expressions for κ_c and κ_c^net under specified Λ(d) and K(d) commitments, and the rate of convergence under given event-rate dynamics, are named as residual specialist tasks in A.9.11.

A.9.9 Apex Differential-Expansion as a Trajectory of the Coupled System

Apex Differential-Expansion is the architectural phenomenon by which an Individual or coalition occupying the apex of the Status hierarchy retains a single architecturally available pathway for dσ_i/dt > 0: depression of the comparison set’s mean position. The result re-emerges in the coupled system as the trajectory of the position dynamics (A.9.4-5–A.9.4-6) under the constraint Ḣ_i^M ≤ 0, exhibited as a corollary of the same coupled structure that produces Reset, Treadmill, and Convergence.

The Apex Feasibility Constraint at the Possession Layer. The constraint is grounded in two architectural facts: monopolisation of the productive-expansion channel and peer-apex retaliatory symmetry. At the possession layer of the coupled system, both facts translate into a single constraint on δ_acquire for apex Individuals:

δ_acquire(i, k, t) ≈ 0 for all i ∈ A(t), k ∉ H_i^M(t), under admissible policy actions (A.9.9-1)

The apex’s productive-expansion monopolisation entails that no k ∉ H_i^M can be acquired by additional non-mimetic productive expansion, because the apex coalition has already absorbed the available productive expansion. The peer-apex retaliatory symmetry entails that no k ∈ H_j^M for peer apex j can be acquired by extraction, because retaliatory capacity is symmetric. The two facts jointly entail (A.9.9-1), which entails π̇_i ≤ 0 through (A.9.4-5), which is the Apex Feasibility Constraint.

Scale of the two grounds. The grounds hold at different scales, and reading them at one scale misstates the constraint. Productive-expansion monopolisation holds within a single hierarchy, where the apex is singular: no Individual stands level with its holder, so the constraint follows from the position alone. This is the scale at which the prose derivation at Chapter 8, Section 8.12.5 establishes Apex M-Capture and Apex M-Dysfunction. Peer-apex retaliatory symmetry holds between hierarchies, where each society supplies its own apex and those holders are level with one another, so A(t) is a set rather than a singleton. The between-hierarchy case presupposes the within-hierarchy result rather than competing with it, which is why the prose derives the singular case first and Chapter 17 takes up what follows when two Captured apex holders meet as peers.

Within the admissible set π̇_i ≤ 0, the apex’s optimal selection is therefore π̇_i = 0, since any π̇_i < 0 would actively reduce σ_i through the upward term. The relevant case for differential-expansion analysis is accordingly the corner solution π̇_i = 0, at which the upward term vanishes exactly and the downward term in the comparative-Status decomposition becomes the sole determinant of dσ_i/dt.

The Differential-Expansion Trajectory. Under (A.9.9-1), the apex’s only admissible action with positive expected return on σ_i is action that drives δ_lose(j, k, t) > 0 for non-apex Individuals j ∉ A(t) holding M-Objects in their H_j^M. This is policy that strips low-buffer populations of position-contributing M-Objects, which is the formal content of the Differential-Expansion Gradient. The trajectory operates through the chain δ_lose(j, k, t) → H_j → π_j → E_{j ∈ R_i}[π_j] → Δ_i → σ_i, which is the same chain as the Reference-Set Reset trajectory of A.9.6 but operated at the population level on H_j for j ≠ i rather than on H_i for i itself.

Coupling to the Other Three Phenomena. Apex Differential-Expansion couples to Reset, Treadmill, and Convergence through the shared position dynamics:


	Apex-driven Reset of non-apex Individuals. Each δ_lose(j, k, t) event for a non-apex Individual j fires a Reset within j, with the loss component dominating the (now reverse-direction) ratchet component. M_{j,k} does not decay: it persists as wanting-without-possession, intensified by the loss.

	Apex-driven Treadmill suppression. Under the architecturally typical condition that widespread loss across non-apex Individuals reduces aggregate V̄_k faster than per-Individual intensification of mimetic wanting raises it, the falling V̄_k propagates into falling S_k (through A.9.3), falling w_M(S_k) along its descending portion, and falling G_tread. The apex strategy suppresses the Treadmill in non-apex Individuals while preserving it among the apex coalition. The competing-magnitudes condition is named as a residual specialist task (Task 4d).

	Apex-driven Convergence reversal. As non-apex π_j falls under loss events, mediation distance d_ij between apex i and non-apex j increases (because the apex Individual remains at π_i = π_i* by feasibility, while non-apex π_j descends). Λ_ij falls along its monotone-non-increasing curve. Convergence runs in reverse: apex Individuals become external mediators rather than internal mediators with respect to the non-apex population.



Apex Differential-Expansion Corollary (Qualitative). Under the coupled system of A.9.4, with the Apex Feasibility Constraint (A.9.9-1) at the possession layer, the unique architecturally available pathway for dσ_i/dt > 0 for i ∈ A(t) is the trajectory generated by δ_lose(j, k, t) > 0 for non-apex j holding M-Objects. The trajectory simultaneously (i) drives π̄_{R_i} downward, raising Δ_i and σ_i; (ii) fires Reset events in non-apex Individuals with the loss component dominant; (iii) suppresses the non-apex Treadmill under the named competing-magnitudes condition; and (iv) reverses Convergence between apex and non-apex strata. Through the host-viability closure, the strategy compresses τ_decoherence and accelerates the joint coupled system toward the Saddle-Node Default of A.5.3.

The Apex Corollary follows from the integrated coupled system rather than requiring a formalism of its own. Prose derivation: Chapter 8, Section 8.12.5. The closed-form rate of π̄_{R_i} descent under specified policy parameters, and the closed-form rate of τ_decoherence compression, are named as residual specialist tasks in A.9.11.

A.9.10 The Trajectory Futility Theorem

The four preceding corollaries are jointly sufficient for a result about the pursuit taken as a whole, which none of them states individually. It is stated here in its own right because it is what licenses the framework’s claim that M-dominant pursuit is structurally irrational rather than merely costly.

Operationalisation. Satisfaction of the mimetic drive on Individual i is the state in which the aggregate pre-integration drive Σ_k M_{i,k}(t) comes to rest at a low value. That is the state the pursuit is directed at, and the question is whether any trajectory of the coupled system reaches it through the only actions the pursuit has, which are holding events and occupancy events.

Below the apex. By the Reset Corollary (A.9.6), Σ_{k’} M_{i,k’}(t) is approximately conserved across an acquisition event when the ratchet component balances the exit component, and increasing when the ratchet component dominates. In no regime the architecture admits is it decreasing, by the counting asymmetry the Reset Corollary states: the exit component acts on one Object and the ratchet component on the set of adjacent Objects the acquisition brought into range, so a non-empty adjacent set forecloses the decreasing case, and an empty one is the apex limb below. The exit component decays M_{i,k} for the acquired Object; the ratchet component raises M_{i,k’} for the adjacent Objects that enter the upward-comparable set precisely because the acquisition closed the mediation distance to their Models. By the Treadmill Corollary (A.9.7), the operating point climbs the rising portion of w_M(S_k) with each Reset, and saturation of w_M is the only architectural bound, itself displaced upward as the catalogue of M-Objects expands. No fixed point of the acquisition dynamics therefore exists at which the aggregate drive is at rest.

At the apex. By the Apex Feasibility Constraint (A.9.9-1), δ_acquire(i, k, t) ≈ 0 for i ∈ A(t), whence π̇_i ≤ 0, with the corner solution π̇i = 0 at which the upward term vanishes exactly. No further occupancy the field can install remains. The aggregate drive is unaffected by that closure, being governed by A.9.6 and A.9.7 rather than by the availability of occupancy, so it persists at its operating point with no discharge route through the Individual’s own action. The trajectory the apex does admit, δ_lose(j, k, t) > 0 for non-apex j, raises σ_i without discharging M{i,·}: it acts on the comparison set rather than on the drive.

Trajectory Futility Theorem (Qualitative). Under the coupled system of A.9.4, there is no point on the trajectory at which the aggregate mimetic drive Σ_k M_{i,k}(t) comes to rest. Below the apex the drive is conserved or increasing across every holding or occupancy event and the only bound on the operating point recedes as it is approached; at the apex no further occupancy the field can install remains while the drive persists, and the sole remaining pathway to a positive dσ_i/dt operates on the standing of others rather than on the drive. Mimetic status pursuit therefore cannot produce stable satisfaction at any point in the pursuit trajectory.

The Trajectory Futility Theorem is qualitative in the sense of A.5.4 and A.5.8.7: the structural result follows from the corollaries on inspection, while the closed-form condition under which the ratchet component dominates the exit component and the rate of w_M saturation displacement under catalogue expansion remain open specialist tasks in A.9.11. Prose derivation: Chapter 8, Sections 8.5.2 and 8.5.3 for the below-apex limb, and Section 8.12.5 for the apex limb and the conjunction.

A.9.11 Consolidated Specialist Task List

The residual quantification the coupled system leaves open is collected here. These items appear in the full specialist task list of Section A.7 under the same numbering; they are restated at this point so that each corollary above has its outstanding closed form immediately to hand.


	Task 1. Closed-form derivation of G_crit^total for the seven-term loop-gain decomposition (A.9.5-2), via Routh-Hurwitz analysis of the four-block Jacobian (A.9.5-1).

	Task 4. Closed-form construction of the map from holding and occupancy events to the dyadic estimates Σ_j(i) that Ψ aggregates, including the hysteresis of the τ-window of A.12. The linearised event-contribution of (A.9.4-5) remains the working form for qualitative loop-gain analysis.

	Task 4a. Closed-form derivation of the Reset Corollary, including the rate at which the ratchet component dominates the exit component as a function of catalogue density and acquisition event rate.

	Task 4b. Closed-form derivation of the Treadmill Corollary, including the operating-point trajectory along w_M(S) under specified sigmoidal commitment and the saturation displacement under catalogue expansion.

	Task 4c. Closed-form derivation of the Convergence Corollary, including the closed-form expressions for κ_c and κ_c^net under specified Λ(d) and K(d) and the rate of convergence under given event-rate dynamics.

	Task 4d. Closed-form derivation of the Apex Differential-Expansion Corollary at the possession layer, including the rate of π̄_{R_i} descent under specified policy parameters, the rate of τ_decoherence compression, and the competing-magnitudes condition under which apex-driven loss reduces aggregate V̄_k faster than per-Individual intensification of mimetic wanting raises it.

	Task 4e. Proper handling of the discrete-event linearisation underlying G_conv and ∂π/∂H, including time-averaging conventions, dimensional normalisation, and the conditions under which the additive loop-gain decomposition (A.9.5-2) is non-interfering. Specialist community: dynamical-systems theorists with expertise in hybrid continuous-discrete systems.



A.9.12 Relation to Existing Constructs

The integration points to the rest of the AIM Framework are:


	The Reset Corollary (§A.9.6) generalises the per-observation Reset of A.5.2 to the per-acquisition-event Reset at the slow possession-state timescale, with the per-observation case recovered as the high-event-rate limit.

	The Treadmill Corollary (§A.9.7) is the formalisation of the verbal Mimetic Treadmill construct of Chapter 8, derived as the trajectory of G_tread under the coupled system.

	The Convergence Corollary (§A.9.8) is the formalisation of the Girardian external-to-internal mediation transition, with the network coupling layer of A.5.7 supplying the matrix structure and the position dynamics of A.9.5 supplying the convergence trajectory.

	The Apex Corollary (§A.9.9) arises as a corollary of the same coupled system that produces Reset, Treadmill, and Convergence, so that the four phenomena are derivable from a single Jacobian rather than from four separate formalisms.

	The Parasitism Theorem of A.5.4 carries over to the coupled system. Properties 1 through 4 (no self-termination, no dedicated substrate, no stabilising contribution, compounding determined by host parameters) and the structural half of Property 5, independence from the ignition source, are re-established by inspection of the equations (A.9.4-1) through (A.9.4-9), which preserve them at the multi-Object, multi-Individual, position-coupled level. The persistence half of Property 5 depends, as at A.5.4, on where the release boundary of the fold interval lies relative to the residual forcing.



The Subcriticality Maintenance target of the framework (keeping G_total below G_crit^total through combined Class 1 and Class 2 interventions) generalises naturally to the seven-term decomposition. Each of the seven gains supplies its own intervention channel:


	G_eff: Class 1 (visibility suppression) and Class 2 (Knowledge Patch via p).

	G_slow: slow-layer Knowledge Patch via ρ(H) reduction (AIM Vocabulary Acquisition enlarging the Hypothesis Space) and ω(T_int) reduction (Epistemic Suspension).

	G_net^Λ and G_net^K: Observability Governance and Evidence-coupling governance at the network layer.

	G_tread: salience-engineering interventions that compress the operating-point range of w_M(S), or institutional commitments to constant w_M (the Knowledge Patch’s I-Override gate operates here).

	G_conv: position-stabilisation interventions that reduce r_event (acquisition-pace governance) or reduce Λ’(d*) (institutional anonymity around mediation distance).

	G_cross: handled through compound interventions targeting multiple gains simultaneously, the architectural basis for the combined-intervention strategy of A.5.1.





A.10 The Extraction-Direction Asymmetry and the Mutual-Regard Equilibrium

A.10.1 Scope and layer.

This subsection formalises the directional asymmetry of Mimetic Premium extraction and its population-scale equilibrium. It is scoped to the direction and interpersonal differential of PM extraction, and is complementary to the loop-gain spine of A.5: that spine establishes whether PM compounds; this subsection establishes, given compounding, which direction of positional act extracts most and what population-scale condition drives the extracted differential to zero. The collective-alignment dynamics of A.10.3 are a coarse-grained phenomenology at the population scale (cf. the network layer of A.5.7) and are not a claim that the three-node fast loop of A.4 oscillates; consistent with A.5.3, the fast loop does not admit a Hopf geometry.

A.10.2 Per-act extraction asymmetry.

Let the Observer’s computed position of Individual i against counterpart j be a signed differential D_ij = x_i − x_j (Relative-Position Computation Principle). The coordinates x_i and x_j are the standings π_i and π_j, or field-local readings of them: Individual i’s received-aggregate Status as specified at A.11–A.12, not an element of H_i. A positional act is either an upward attribution (raising one’s own end, x_i ↑) or a downward attribution (lowering the counterpart’s end, x_j ↓). Let g_up and g_dn be the channel gains of upward and downward acts, and ρ ≥ 0 the structural both-ends bonus accruing to a downward act, which moves D_ij from the counterpart’s end and registers as a threat resolved. Per unit of effort, an upward act extracts E_up = g_up and a downward act extracts E_dn = g_dn(1 + ρ). The direction ratio is

Rdir=EdnEup=gdngup(1+ρ).(A.10-1) R_{dir} = \frac{E_{dn}}{E_{up}} = \frac{g_{dn}}{g_{up}}\,(1+\rho). \qquad\text{(A.10-1)} 

R_dir > 1 whenever g_dn ≥ g_up and at least one ground is live: the channel-gain ground g_dn > g_up (downward/threat processing on the higher-gain, slower-decaying alarm channel carrying Observer-signed negative Salience), or the structural ground ρ > 0 (the difference-character of D_ij). The two grounds are independent and multiplicative, so the asymmetry survives the loss of either. R_dir is a per-act extraction ratio and is distinct from the internal loop gain G of A.5; it does not enter G_crit.

A.10.3 Collective-alignment dynamics (coarse-grained).

Let m(t) ∈ [−1, 1] be the collective positional alignment of a population between two poles. As a coarse-grained population model — not the fast loop of A.4 — m may be written as a forced damped oscillator

m̈+2βmṁ+ωm2m=F(t),F(t)=Rdirksign(m)(1+c|m|),(A.10-2) \ddot{m} + 2\beta_m\dot{m} + \omega_m^{2} m = F(t), \qquad F(t) = R_{dir}\,k\,\mathrm{sign}(m)\,(1 + c\,|m|), \qquad\text{(A.10-2)} 

with β_m a phenomenological damping coefficient, ω_m a phenomenological frequency, k a coupling constant, and c ≥ 0 a self-reinforcement coefficient. The subscript m marks these as population-alignment parameters, distinct from the fast-layer time constants τ_M, τ_V, τ_S of A.3. Because F is scaled by R_dir and is time-independent anti-restoring state feedback rather than a periodic drive, the forcing sustains a polarising displacement of the equilibrium (bistable shift toward the poles) rather than a sustained oscillation; the put-down is the principal positional input. Boundedness of the forced equilibrium requires ωm2>Rdirkc\omega_m^2 > R_{dir}\,k\,c; below that threshold the trajectory diverges. The polarised equilibria are m*=±Rdirk/(ωm2−Rdirkc)m^* = \pm R_{dir}\,k/(\omega_m^2 - R_{dir}\,k\,c), and they lie in the domain [−1,1][-1, 1] on which mm is defined only when Rdirk(1+c)≤ωm2R_{dir}\,k\,(1 + c) \leq \omega_m^2; outside that condition, the divergent case included, (A.10-2) marks the approach to a pole rather than predicting the state reached. Withholding positional forcing sets F → 0, leaving a homogeneous damped equation whose solution decays to m* = 0. This is the formal content of the maxim that the only way to stop the pendulum is to decline to push or pull it: cessation of forcing, not counter-forcing — a counter-push is a sign-reversed F, not F = 0.

A.10.4 The Mutual-Regard Equilibrium.

Because PM tracks the differential between mutual deferences and not an absolute transferred quantity, let r_ij denote i’s regard for j and r_ji denote j’s regard for i, and define the regard differential

Δrij≡rji−rij,(A.10-3) \Delta r_{ij} \equiv r_{ji} - r_{ij}, \qquad\text{(A.10-3)} 

which is antisymmetric by construction (Δr_ij = −Δr_ji) and therefore signed. The premium extracted by i from j is the positive part of the differential, P_M^{ij} ∝ max(Δr_ij, 0): non-negative on the extracting side, zero on the other, so the price-component floor of A.10.5 holds by construction. The equilibrium P_M = 0 is the symmetry condition r_ij = r_ji for all i, j, satisfied at any level of regard provided each pair’s regard is matched. Two limiting routes reach it: the withholding route (downward attributions suppressed, lowering the high ends of the regard gradient) and the universal-deference route (regard raised symmetrically at a high level). Both flatten the gradient that PM tracks; neither requires the level of regard to be low. Universal deference is therefore coherent: when deference is mutual its differential vanishes. The equilibrium condition is the symmetry of regard, not its absence; differentiated regard (Δr_ij ≠ 0) sustains P_M^{ij} > 0 on the extracting side, whereas symmetric regard at any level yields Δr_ij = 0 and with it P_M = 0.

A.10.5 Floor invariance and non-utopian framing.

All of the above operate above the floor. From the price decomposition P = P_A + P_I + P_M with P_M ≥ 0, no operation drives P_M negative: the pairwise regard differential Δr_ij of (A.10-3) is signed and antisymmetric, but the extracted premium is its positive part, so the price component P_M is non-negative by construction. That bound is the Mimetic Premium Floor Corollary: no operation drives P_M negative, and the equilibria m* = 0 and P_M = 0 are floors approached asymptotically rather than reachable terminal states. (A.10-1)–(A.10-3) govern the rate at which, and the gradient by which, P_M is accrued or attenuated, never its sign. The equilibria m* = 0 and P_M = 0 are approached asymptotically and are not reachable terminal states, because the M-channel cannot be removed (Source Opacity; cf. M5a and the structural condition M(t) ≠ 0 of A.5.1). The formalism therefore describes management toward a floor, consistent with the non-utopian framing of A.5.1: not M-elimination but maintenance of the extracted differential near its floor.

Cross-references. These expressions formalise the Extraction-Direction Asymmetry and the Mutual-Regard Equilibrium (Chapter 2). The prose treatment appears in Chapter 10, Section 10.3.5 (The Direction of Extraction); the interpersonal application in Chapter 18, Section 18.6.5 (The Third-Person Status Diagnostic). The direction ratio R_dir is complementary to, and does not enter, the internal loop gain G of A.5; the collective-alignment model of A.10.3 is a population-scale coarse-graining distinct from the fast-loop bifurcation analysis of A.5.3.



A.11 The Belief-Conditioned Status Estimate and the Fidelity Bound

Notation: Σi(x)\Sigma_i(x) is the dyadic directed valuation scalar (the canonical field salience S(t)S(t) of A.4 is reserved and not reused); Viext(x)V^{\text{ext}}_i(x) is expected extractable value (distinct from A.4 integrated subjective value V(t)V(t)); Costi(x)\text{Cost}_i(x) is expected extraction cost (distinct from the Collaborator-weight CC of the Agent-Type Vector); Ψ\Psi is the population equilibrium operator (the A.5.6 Fast-to-Slow coupling map Φ\Phi is reserved and not reused); rxr_x is target responsiveness (the spectral radii and both-ends bonus uses of ρ\rho are reserved and not reused). Σi(x)\Sigma_i(x) is a directed per-target extractability valuation sitting upstream of the received-aggregate Status (Chapter 2, Status), the relational position computation Dij=xi−xjD_{ij} = x_i - x_j (A.10), and the salience field S(t)S(t) (A.4); it is upstream of, and does not replace, any of them, and it is not the transferred premium PMP_M.

A.11.0 (Framing). Status is always the variable being computed (the dyadic Σi(x)=EBi[v−c]\Sigma_i(x) = E_{B_i}[v-c] of A.11.1, latent and, by A.11.7, never an object of individual belief) and becomes a net observable object only at scale. Coupling through Ψ\Psi (A.11.6) reduces the population of dyadic estimates in two stages: averaging across evaluators cancels the evaluator-specific component, and the low-pass in τ\tau attenuates what remains of the fast component, so that the slow, shared, correlated component is what passes, and that surviving low-frequency envelope is the received-aggregate Status. The filter’s gain is set by κ (higher κ passes a larger standing aggregate) and its integration window by τ (longer τ holds the aggregate aloft after the underlying reality has moved), so Status-as-object is an emergent, coupling-dependent artefact of low-pass filtering, and the high-κ long-τ regime is where the filtered object decouples from reality and, on correction, re-equilibrates by cascade (Corollary B). The low-pass-filter formulation generalises beyond Status to an open, non-exhaustive class of received-aggregate social objects (for example legitimacy, orthodoxy, price) and to the category-boundaries that separate them; see Appendix A.12.

A.11.1 Definition. For evaluator ii, target xx, belief-model Bi(x)B_i(x): Viext(x)=E[v(x)∣Bi(x)]V^{\text{ext}}_i(x) = E[v(x) \mid B_i(x)], Costi(x)=E[c(x)∣Bi(x)]\text{Cost}_i(x) = E[c(x) \mid B_i(x)], and

Σi(x)=Viext(x)−Costi(x)=EBi[h],h:=v−c \Sigma_i(x) = V^{\text{ext}}_i(x) - \text{Cost}_i(x) = E_{B_i}[h], \qquad h := v - c 

Sign convention: Σi(x)>0\Sigma_i(x) > 0 places ii above xx (safely extractable), Σi(x)<0\Sigma_i(x) < 0 places xx above ii. The cost limb cc is the expected cost or risk of extraction (resistance, retaliation, opportunity cost); it is distinct from the canonical A-insecurity/coercion construct Threat, and the term “threat” in this subsection carries only this extraction-risk sense.

A.11.2 Proposition (Agent/Object as a definitional limit). The operator Viext−CostiV^{\text{ext}}_i - \text{Cost}_i references only Bi(x)B_i(x), never the kind of xx. The Object case is the limit rx→0r_x \to 0, in which the counter-evaluation coupling term vanishes and the estimate reduces to a static valuation. This is a definitional limit, not a theorem with deductive content, and is the formal counterpart of “Individuals as Objects” and the limiting reading of Axiom 9. It is corroborated by Object Parasitism (Chapter 2, Object Parasitism), which holds that no valuation arises where no agent-valuation is present.

A.11.3 Result 2 (Fidelity bound and identifiability). Let Σ*(x)=EB*[h]\Sigma^\ast(x) = E_{B^\ast}[h] be the true value under the true state distribution B*(x)B^\ast(x).

Part 1 (fidelity bound). With Lh=Lip(h)≤Lv+LcL_h = \mathrm{Lip}(h) \le L_v + L_c, Kantorovich-Rubinstein duality for the Wasserstein-1 distance gives

|Σi(x)−Σ*(x)|=|EBi[h]−EB*[h]|≤Lh⋅W1(Bi(x),B*(x)) \big| \Sigma_i(x) - \Sigma^\ast(x) \big| = \big| E_{B_i}[h] - E_{B^\ast}[h] \big| \le L_h \cdot W_1\big(B_i(x), B^\ast(x)\big) 

Accuracy is capped by belief accuracy: small W1W_1 forces an accurate estimate. The metric is specifically W1W_1; Lipschitz continuity supplies the constant while boundedness is needed only for the expectations to exist.

Part 2 (identifiability, replacing the earlier false lower bound). The estimate depends on the belief only through the scalar EB[h]E_B[h]. Hence Σi(x)=Σ*(x)\Sigma_i(x) = \Sigma^\ast(x) iff the belief is accurate on that functional, not on the whole distribution. The set {B:EB[h]=Σ*}\{B : E_B[h] = \Sigma^\ast\} is co-dimension 1, so a badly wrong belief can still yield a correct estimate; “any belief error implies estimate error” is false.

Part 3 (conditional lower bound). A bound |Σi(x)−Σ*(x)|≥ℓ⋅W1(Bi,B*)\big| \Sigma_i(x) - \Sigma^\ast(x) \big| \ge \ell \cdot W_1(B_i, B^\ast), ℓ>0\ell > 0, holds only for perturbations along which h=v−ch = v - c is co-Lipschitz with modulus ℓ\ell. It fails wherever hh is flat against the perturbation; the degenerate v=cv = c case is the extreme, with ℓ=0\ell = 0 and Σ≡0\Sigma \equiv 0 for every belief. This assumption must be stated and cannot be asserted generically.

Surviving statement: one cannot know a target’s extractability more accurately than the belief pins down E[v−c]E[v-c], but a correct E[v−c]E[v-c] does not require a correct belief. This is the social-valuation consequence of the Source Opacity Theorem (Chapter 9). Part 4 (Reliability Corollary — sustained correctness forces calibration). Fix a target with true conduct-distribution B*B^{\ast} and a family of encounter circumstances indexed by ii, each imposing its own payoff functional hi=vi−cih_i = v_i - c_i, non-degenerate in the sense of Part 3 and with the hih_i linearly independent modulo constants (a constant shifts every expectation equally and imposes no constraint on the simplex). By Part 2, a correct estimate in circumstance ii confines the belief BB to the co-dimension-one set {B:EB[hi]=EB*[hi]}\{B : E_B[h_i] = E_{B^{\ast}}[h_i]\}. Correct estimates across kk such circumstances confine BB to the intersection of kk such sets, of co-dimension kk; as the hih_i span an increasing space of functionals, the intersection contracts to the beliefs agreeing with B*B^{\ast} on every spanned functional, and, where the family is co-Lipschitz in the sense of Part 3, approximate correctness within ϵ\epsilon across the family forces W1(B,B*)W_1(B, B^{\ast}) correspondingly small. No fixed pattern of offsetting error survives independent constraints drawn from sufficiently varied payoff structures. Across distinct targets the corollary applies target-wise: reliability of the judging faculty is the condition that each per-target belief is so constrained, so sustained correctness across varied circumstances entails calibration, while no bounded record entails it of itself. The verbal derivation is at Chapter 9, Section 9.9.11 and Chapter 14, Section 14.10.10.

A.11.4 Result 3 (Live coupled system). For rx>0r_x > 0 the estimate is a coupled continuous-time system, Σi(x,t)=Viext(x∣σx(t))−Costi(x∣σx(t))\Sigma_i(x,t) = V^{\text{ext}}_i(x \mid \sigma_x(t)) - \text{Cost}_i(x \mid \sigma_x(t)) with σx(t)=g(Σx(i,t))\sigma_x(t) = g(\Sigma_x(i,t)) and the symmetric pair for xx evaluating ii, consistent with the A.9 coupled possession-differential system and the A.5.6 fast/slow split. The human-distinctive property is the reading rate, defined as a system invariant, namely the characteristic relaxation/settling rate of the σ\sigma-subsystem (equivalently ‖∂σ/∂Σx‖\lVert \partial\sigma / \partial \Sigma_x \rVert times the counterpart update rate), connected to the AIM Framework timescales τM,τV,τS\tau_M, \tau_V, \tau_S and Decoherence Time τ\tau.

A.11.5 Result 4 (Agent as belief-parameter, signed bias). Writing Bi=aiBAgent+(1−ai)BObjB_i = a_i B^{\text{Agent}} + (1 - a_i) B^{\text{Obj}} with the Agent branch carrying an added strategic-cost term ΔC>0\Delta C > 0, then holding VextV^{\text{ext}} fixed, Σi−Σ*=−(ai−a*)ΔC\Sigma_i - \Sigma^\ast = -(a_i - a^\ast)\Delta C. Under-classification (ai<a*a_i < a^\ast) biases the estimate up; over-classification biases it down; magnitude |ai−a*|ΔC|a_i - a^\ast|\Delta C. The mixture-weight error |ai−a*||a_i - a^\ast| contributes to W1(Bi,B*)W_1(B_i, B^\ast), which then bounds the estimate error via A.11.3 Part 1 (a belief-space distance, not a value-space bias inserted directly). Here ai(x)a_i(x) links to the (X+Y+R) versus C mass of the Four-Way Agent-Type Vector and Axiom 9. Prose derivation: Chapter 11 Section 11.13.1 (The Four-Way Agent-Type Vector subsection, fourth property).

A.11.6 Population aggregation and κ-corollaries. Population-level received Status is the fixed point Status(x)=Ψ({Σi(x)},{observations of Σj(x)})\text{Status}(x) = \Psi\big(\{\Sigma_i(x)\}, \{\text{observations of } \Sigma_j(x)\}\big) of mutual Bayesian updating, consistent with A.5.7 and Chapters 13-14. Let κ\kappa be the network-endogeneity Coupling Strength (the ρ(K_off) / fraction-from-others reading of Appendix A and Chapter 2), which is not in general numerically equal to the Hilbert-space Coupling Strength of Chapter 14 §14.7.7 and is a distinct quantity from the Hilbert-space Coupling Strength. Corollary A (low κ): each belief is disciplined by direct contact, so by A.11.3 Part 1 the estimate tracks reality on short τ\tau. That low-κ band is Referent-Supplied Coupling: the Evidence stream updating a Belief is dominated by exogenous Referent contact rather than by coupled neighbours’ expressed Beliefs. Corollary B (high κ): shared inherited belief produces correlated signed errors that Ψ\Psi cannot average away, decoupling the estimate from reality over long τ\tau and producing discontinuous re-equilibration on correction. That high-κ regime is Consensus-Derived Coupling: endogenous Evidence, what others in the coupled network believe and express, is the principal input to Belief updating. Corollary B points to the canonical fold results (the Saddle-Node Default of A.5.3, Differentiation Collapse, Succession Decoherence, spine at A.5.7 and A.9.5); it does not itself prove the discontinuity. The load-bearing assumption is correlated, not independent, inherited errors.

A.11.7 Goal Inaccessibility Corollary. The computed valuation Σi(x)\Sigma_i(x) never enters the belief-layer as its own object. By Source Opacity (Axiom 3) the integrated Scalar carries no source-tag, so introspection cannot recover the M-contribution; by Confabulation the belief-layer supplies an object-level rationale b̂i(x)\hat{b}_i(x) whose payoff-relevant projection Eb̂[v−c]E_{\hat{b}}[v-c] equals Σi(x)\Sigma_i(x) while its stated content references A-reasons or I-reasons only. Sincere denial of Status-pursuit is therefore the architecture’s expected first-person output, not evidence against Status-pursuit, and the denial’s sincerity may increase with the effectiveness of the pursuit because a sayable rationale is a precondition of receiving the valuation. This is why Status is diagnosable only third-person (behavioural markers) and never by first-person report.

A.11.8 The Interactional Confirmation Loop (qualitative result). Take the symmetric live pair of A.11.4 with both sides live: ΣA(B,t)\Sigma_A(B,t) and ΣB(A,t)\Sigma_B(A,t), each party’s conduct the signalled image of their current estimate, σA(t)=gA(ΣA(B,t))\sigma_A(t) = g_A(\Sigma_A(B,t)) and σB(t)=gB(ΣB(A,t))\sigma_B(t) = g_B(\Sigma_B(A,t)). Decompose each party’s emitted conduct into a disposition component and an accommodation component, cB(t)=fB(σA(t),𝒟B)c_B(t) = f_B(\sigma_A(t), \mathcal{D}_B) and symmetrically for cAc_A, where 𝒟B\mathcal{D}_B denotes B’s dispositions (script 𝒟\mathcal{D}; the position differential DijD_{ij} of A.10 and the mediation distance dd of A.9 are reserved and not reused, and the map ff here is local to this subsection). The accommodation weight is ∂fB/∂σA\partial f_B/\partial \sigma_A and the disposition weight ∂fB/∂𝒟B\partial f_B/\partial \mathcal{D}_B; each party updates their estimate on the other’s emitted conduct. Four structural results follow.


	Mutual-consistency fixed points. A fixed point of the loop is a pair (ΣA*,ΣB*)(\Sigma_A^{\ast}, \Sigma_B^{\ast}) at which each estimate is consistent with the conduct the other’s estimate elicits. For continuous conduct and update maps on bounded estimate ranges, existence follows from the Brouwer fixed-point theorem. In the accommodation-dominant limit ∂f/∂𝒟→0\partial f/\partial \mathcal{D} \to 0 the fixed-point condition contains no dependence on (𝒟A,𝒟B)(\mathcal{D}_A, \mathcal{D}_B): the equilibrium is determined by the two initial estimates and the response maps alone, and the Kantorovich-Rubinstein distance of either belief from its truth (Part 1 of A.11.3) is unconstrained at the fixed point. Convergence-without-accuracy is therefore the generic accommodation-dominant outcome: the encounter equilibrates on mutual consistency, not on truth.


	The evidence channel. The information the encounter can contribute to A’s belief about 𝒟B\mathcal{D}_B is bounded by the conditional mutual information I(cB;𝒟B∣σA)I(c_B; \mathcal{D}_B \mid \sigma_A), which vanishes in the accommodation-dominant limit and scales with the disposition weight in general. Updating on conduct whose disposition weight is zero leaves W1W_1 between belief and truth invariant: elicited conduct is, in that measure, a channel carrying the observer’s own signalled estimate back to them. This is an interpersonal-chain statement (dispositions to conduct to observer’s update) and is distinct from the introspective Data Processing Inequality chain of M5a (source identity to integrated Scalar to introspection); the two share the information-theoretic apparatus and nothing else.


	Stability, escalation, and the valence asymmetry. Σ\Sigma is signed (A.11.1) and the loop is valence-neutral: favourable initial estimates settle toward cooperative mutual-consistency states, and an unfavourable estimate on either side can carry the pair to an adversarial one, with no disposition to hostility required. Writing gA′g'_A for A’s composite response gain (the sensitivity of A’s emitted conduct to the conduct A receives, through A’s update rule and conduct map) and gB′g'_B symmetrically, the fixed point is locally stable when |gA′gB′|<1|g'_A \, g'_B| < 1 and the loop ratchets when |gA′gB′|>1|g'_A \, g'_B| > 1: the product is the dyadic analogue of the internal loop gain G of A.5, and the escalating adversarial case is the dyadic microcosm of supercritical compounding, terminating at the action thresholds the possession-layer dynamics of A.9 formalise. The two branches are not symmetric: by the Extraction-Direction Asymmetry (A.10.2), threat-directed processing carries the higher channel gain (gdn>gupg_{dn} > g_{up}, Rdir>1R_{dir} > 1), so the adversarial branch operates systematically closer to its escalation threshold than the cooperative branch to its compounding one. Mutual hostility is accordingly easier to ignite and harder to damp than mutual regard is to build, a composition of A.10.2 with the present loop rather than an additional assumption.


	Self-Model inscription. The encounter’s apparent success is emitted as Stage-3 Evidence (A.5.6) with a competence-hypothesis about the judging faculty in the Hypothesis Space, and is thereafter revisited under the Self-Coupling term κself\kappa_{self}: the wrong estimate is written twice, once as a reinforced belief about the target and once, more durably, into the Self-Model (Chapter 15), where it is reinforced independently of the target. No new coupling term is required; the inscription is an instance of the existing Stage-3 and κself\kappa_{self} machinery carrying second-order content. The disposition-drift extension, in which sustained adversarial treatment shifts 𝒟B\mathcal{D}_B itself and a self-confirming estimate becomes self-fulfilling, adds slow dynamics on 𝒟\mathcal{D} and is a residual specialist task; the closed-form treatment of the coupled pair under committed functional forms for the conduct and update maps is likewise specialist work.




Prose derivation: Chapter 14, Section 14.8.9, with the valuation-layer statement at Chapter 9, Section 9.9.11, and the conflict instance at Chapter 16, Section 16.17.



A.12 The Aggregation Operator Ψ (qualitative result)

Purpose. Sections A.5 through A.5.7 established the fast, slow, and network loops for a single belief-content. This section specifies the operator that maps a population of per-dyad estimates of one belief-content into the single standing aggregate that Individuals actually receive. The operator is named Ψ. It is a single field-invariant operator class on a single variable; it is not a family of operator kinds indexed by domain. The result of this section is qualitative: it establishes the form and field-invariance of Ψ, not numerical values of its cutoff or gain. Calibration of any instance of Ψ to a particular domain is a specialist empirical task, not a claim of this appendix.

A.12.1 Definition of Ψ. Let Σi(x,t)\Sigma_i(x,t) denote Individual ii’s per-dyad estimate, at time tt, of a single scalar belief-content xx (a valuation, a price component, a compliance expectation). Let ω\omega index rate of change: high ω\omega is fast, evaluator-specific, uncorrelated fluctuation; low ω\omega is slow, shared, correlated movement. Define Ψ as the composition of two operations, in this order. First, the attention-weighted average over evaluators, Σ‾(x,t)=∑iaixΣi(x,t)\bar\Sigma(x,t) = \sum_i a_{ix}\Sigma_i(x,t) with ∑iaix=1\sum_i a_{ix} = 1, where aixa_{ix} is the attention evaluator ii allocates to xx under N4 (A.5.7.2), normalised across evaluators. The average leaves the component shared across evaluators untouched and attenuates the evaluator-specific component as (∑iaix2)1/2(\sum_i a_{ix}^{2})^{1/2}, which is N−1/2N^{-1/2} only where attention is spread evenly. The effective number of evaluators is (∑iaix)2/∑iaix2(\sum_i a_{ix})^{2}/\sum_i a_{ix}^{2}, and it is the vanishing of the largest weight, not the size of the population, that lets the average converge on what the evaluators jointly track (Golub and Jackson, 2010). Correlation among the evaluator-specific errors sets a floor under the attenuation (Clemen and Winkler, 1985), so the averaging removes less as coupling rises, which is the stage-one face of Corollary B of A.11.6. The even-weight case is the averaging that carries the SNR Monotonicity Theorem of A.8.3. Second, the causal low-pass in time, applied to Σ‾̂(ω)\hat{\bar\Sigma}(\omega), the temporal Fourier transform of that population mean:

Ψ[Σ](t)=∫H(ω;κ,τ)Σ‾̂(ω)eiωtdω2π,H(ω;κ,τ)=g(κ)1+iωτ(κ), \Psi[\Sigma](t) = \int H(\omega;\kappa,\tau)\,\hat{\bar\Sigma}(\omega)\,e^{i\omega t}\,\frac{d\omega}{2\pi}, \qquad H(\omega;\kappa,\tau) = \frac{g(\kappa)}{1 + i\,\omega\,\tau(\kappa)}, 

whose magnitude decreases monotonically in ω\omega, so that components above the cutoff frequency ωc=1/τ\omega_c = 1/\tau are attenuated and components below ωc\omega_c are passed. Two features of the form are load-bearing. It is causal: HH is not real-valued, its impulse response is one-sided, and the output therefore lags its input by a time of order τ\tau, which is what allows the standing aggregate to remain aloft after the underlying reality has moved. And the Coupling Strength enters twice, as the flat gain g(κ)g(\kappa), monotone increasing, and as the window τ(κ)\tau(\kappa), likewise monotone increasing: the flat gain sets how large an aggregate is passed, while the window sets how much of the fast component is discarded relative to the slow, so it is the window and not the gain that makes a more endogenous evidence base pass its shared component in preference to its idiosyncratic one. The two monotonicities are derived rather than posited. Let a base response of window τ0\tau_0 and gain g0g_0 carry the direct contact of evaluators with xx, and let part of the passed aggregate be re-expressed through the coupled network as further input, with loop gain ε(κ)<1\varepsilon(\kappa) < 1 (the re-expressed fraction times g0g_0), ε\varepsilon increasing in κ\kappa. The closed loop is then the first-order filter with g(κ)=g0/(1−ε)g(\kappa) = g_0/(1-\varepsilon) and τ(κ)=τ0/(1−ε)\tau(\kappa) = \tau_0/(1-\varepsilon), both rising with κ\kappa and both diverging as ε→1\varepsilon \to 1. There the response turns critical. With the one-pole base kernel, relaxation after a burst remains exponential, with a time constant τ(κ)\tau(\kappa) that grows without bound; where the base kernel itself has long memory, relaxation at criticality becomes a power law, the endogenous-critical class measured in collective attention (Crane and Sornette, 2008). The one-pole form is therefore the subcritical approximation of a linear self-exciting response. Measured decays of collective attention are sums of exponentials (Candia et al., 2019) or, near criticality, long-memory, and linear in every case. The real, even form 1/(1+(ωτ)2)1/(1+(\omega\tau)^{2}) is the power response of this filter and carries no lag, so it is not the operator the standing aggregate requires. The standing aggregate is the output envelope Ψ[Σ](t)\Psi[\Sigma](t). The specific functional form of HH is illustrative; what the result commits to is the class: an attention-weighted average composed with a linear causal low-pass whose impulse response is non-negative, magnitude monotone in ω\omega, gain and window each monotone in κ\kappa. Non-negativity of the impulse response is the clause that excludes overshoot: an aggregate in the class, given a change in its Referent and no change in attention, approaches the new level without overshooting it and without undershooting the old one. The weights are quasi-static on the window, so Ψ is linear within a window and the allocation of N4 moves the weights between windows. Where attention follows standing, the aggregate taken as a whole is nonlinear and path-dependent (Salganik, Dodds and Watts, 2006; Muchnik, Aral and Taylor, 2013); the nonlinearity is carried by the weight dynamics and not by Ψ, which is what preserves the field-invariance of A.12.3. Calibration of HH is a specialist task.

A.12.2 The cutoff and window are the τ-window and the κ-gain. The cutoff frequency ωc=1/τ\omega_c = 1/\tau is the τ-window: the timescale below which movement is treated as signal and above which it is treated as noise, set by the Decoherence Time of the belief-content. The gain factor g(κ)g(\kappa) is the κ-gain: the coupling-dependent degree to which the shared component dominates. Both are qualitatively determined parameters of the Ψ class, each tied to a quantity established elsewhere — κ\kappa via ρ(Koff)\rho(K_{off}) (A.5.7) and τ\tau via the Decoherence Time (Chapter 14) — and the two are not independent, since a more endogenous evidence base is by construction one whose contradiction arrives later, which is why κ\kappa enters the window as well as the gain. Ψ is thereby a qualitatively determined operator class — a transfer-function shape, a cutoff, and a gain — not a numerically calibrated instance; calibration of HH remains a specialist task (A.12.1; Section A.7).

A.12.3 Field-invariance (the single-operator-class result). Ψ contains no domain index. The same class of transfer function H(ω;κ,τ)H(\omega;\kappa,\tau) — linear, low-pass, with non-negative impulse response, monotone in ω\omega, gain monotone in κ\kappa — acts on any scalar belief-content Σi(x,t)\Sigma_i(x,t), whatever the content xx names. When the aggregate is called a market price, a legitimacy, or an orthodoxy, the operator producing it belongs to that single class; only the belief-content xx, and the (κ,τ)(\kappa,\tau) that content sustains, differ. Formally, for any two belief-contents xx and yy, Ψx\Psi_x and Ψy\Psi_y are instances of the same operator class Ψ\Psi: the instantiated filters H(⋅;κx,τx)H(\cdot;\kappa_x,\tau_x) and H(⋅;κy,τy)H(\cdot;\kappa_y,\tau_y) may differ in their parameters, but no term of the class carries a field label. The apparent multiplicity of aggregation mechanisms across fields is a multiplicity of inputs and parameters, not of operator kinds. This is the field-invariance of Ψ, and it holds on inspection.

A.12.4 The Easterlin instance (worked case). An illustrative instance of Ψ is the aggregate visibility of the Mimetic Premium across a population. Per-Individual valuations contain fast, idiosyncratic Appetite and Intrinsic fluctuations (high ω\omega, uncorrelated across Individuals) and a slow, shared Mimetic component (low ω\omega, correlated through the Observability channel of A.5.7). Ψ attenuates the former twice over, once by averaging across Individuals, since the Appetitive and Intrinsic fluctuations are uncorrelated between them, and again by the low-pass, since they are fast, and passes the latter, which is both shared and slow and so survives each stage. The surviving low-frequency envelope is the population-level growth of PMP_M above the A-and-I satiation baseline — observed as the divergence between rising aggregate output and flat aggregate well-being. The aggregate makes visible, through Ψ, exactly the component (PMP_M) invisible in any single cross-sectional snapshot. This is the fast-loop-and-network ground of the well-being-income divergence: the same qualitative low-pass structure is compatible with that pattern; the instance illustrates the operator class, and does not empirically calibrate it.

A.12.5 Price disaggregation (retained formal object). A price aggregate is Ψ[Σ]\Psi[\Sigma] applied to per-dyad exchange valuations, decomposing as P=PA+PI+PMP = P_A + P_I + P_M (A.10.5; Object Transfer Principle, Chapter 2; prose derivation in Chapter 8, Section 8.13.1). Only PAP_A is anchored to an exogenous floor (use-value, A-satiation); PIP_I is weakly anchored; PMP_M is belief-constituted, non-satiating, and self-referential, with no fundamental to revert to (A.5.4, Properties 1 and 4). A framework treating money as a single undifferentiated quantity cannot separate the floored component from the fundamental-less one, so the un-disaggregated PMP_M inflates and folds inside an aggregate that theory insists shares the PAP_A floor. Recurrent catastrophic collapse is therefore entailed when that undisaggregated PMP_M component sits in a supercritical (or high-κ\kappa long-τ\tau) regime (A.5, A.5.7), not anomalous. This decomposition is an identity licensed by Axioms 1 and 5, not an independent theorem; its force derives from the Parasitism Theorem upstream. The components differ in what persists. A permanent change in a price is a change in the physical conditions bearing on the Appetitive and Intrinsic components of the Good, which hold whatever is believed about the Good and to which the aggregate returns after a disturbance; only PAP_A and PIP_I carry one. PMP_M has no Referent to return to, so a Mimetic component held aloft by coupling is persistent without being permanent: it lasts as long as the window τ(κ)\tau(\kappa) sustains it, and it ends by decay or, on correction, by discontinuous collapse (the fold of A.5.3). A Mimetic move becomes a permanent one only by becoming physical, when action taken on it alters the Appetitive or Intrinsic conditions (Chapter 4, Section 4.1). An attention shock is the transient case. It enters as a pulse in the weights of A.12.1, passes through a filter in the class, and produces a rise followed by a return toward baseline, with no undershoot and no reversion faster than the attention decays. That is the shape measured after abnormal search attention to equities, which reverts almost entirely within a year and is read as temporary price pressure (Da, Engelberg and Gao, 2011). A non-event can hold a price aloft for weeks (Huberman and Regev, 2001), which is the persistent Mimetic case and not a permanent one.

A.12.6 Scope corollary (the domain-admissibility criterion for falsification). Because washing-out holds only under low κ (independent, exogenous evidence) while the fold is a high-κ phenomenon, the coupling regime of a domain is itself the admission criterion for any test of a fold-prediction. A result constitutes a counterexample to a fold-prediction only if it is drawn from a domain independently established to be high-κ and long-τ with a lapsed disconfirmation channel. Because κ and τ are state variables rather than fixed domain labels, this criterion is time-indexed: a domain’s coupling regime is a tracked quantity, assessed at the time a prediction is registered and not at the time its outcome is observed, which forecloses relabelling a domain low-κ after a failed prediction. The independence requirement is essential to this, since the diagnostic — presence or absence of an active disconfirmation channel — is measurable prior to and independently of the fold outcome. No belief-constituted field is therefore permanently in or out of scope. Referent-anchored fields are the exception: because an exogenous Referent floors κ, a domain whose objects are Referent-anchored, or settled by a check constitutive of holding the Belief as formal proof is, is permanently low-κ and does not migrate. A domain that is low-κ with an active external-reality testing channel — the safe-bubble limit of Chapter 14, Section 14.10.9, of which the empirical natural sciences are the paradigm case at present — is out of scope only while it remains in that regime, and does not falsify a fold-prediction, because no fold is predicted there. This is not an exemption but a further prediction: the framework holds that any such domain migrating to high-κ, long-τ with a lapsed channel thereby becomes fold-prone, so the migration is itself a registered, trackable prediction rather than an escape from scope. The criterion is thus the inverse of unfalsifiability: it specifies in advance which domains constitute admissible tests and at what times, and it entails that a falsification obtained within an admissible high-κ domain refutes the fold-prediction at its domain-local locus (the domain-local containment of Chapter 14, Section 14.8.6), while leaving the field-invariance of Ψ (A.12.3) to stand or fall on its own terms. The leading-indicator application of this criterion — the Mimetic aggregate measured against the Appetite-satisfaction of the worst-off segment as the pre-fold signature — is developed at Chapter 17, Section 17.5. A further prediction follows from the class of A.12.1 and is registered with it: where an aggregate is in the class, a change in the Referent with no change in attention is followed by an approach to the new level that neither overshoots it nor undershoots the old one, and the reversal of an attention-driven move is never faster than the attention decays. A reversal below baseline, or one that outruns the decay of attention, places the field’s filter outside the class.

A.12.7 What Ψ does not do. Ψ operates on a belief-content within a given field. It does not determine where the boundaries between fields lie, nor why the same operator reads different quantities in different fields. Those questions concern the structure of the belief-space on which Ψ acts — how beliefs partition into bounded regions — which is a matter of belief architecture, not of the aggregation operator, and is developed in Chapter 14, §14.8.6. The formal content remaining in this appendix is the operator Ψ, its cutoff and window, its field-invariance, and the price and Easterlin instances that anchor it.

Pointer. The migration-and-containment structure of the belief-space foam, and the domain-multiplicity firebreak that follows from it, are developed in Chapter 14 (§14.8.6 and Appendix 14A.10). The boundary-independent-output (nuclear) case and its gating condition are developed in Chapter 17. The load-bearing formal objects they rely on — the Saddle-Node Default (A.5.3), the network critical coupling ρ(Koff)→κc\rho(K_{off}) \to \kappa_c (A.5.7.5), and the Parasitism Theorem (A.5.4) — remain here.



A.13 Concordance of Formal Results and Prose Derivations

Every formal result of this appendix has a verbal derivation in the chapters: the prose carries the architectural argument, the appendix carries the formal statement, and the two are the same claims in two registers. The concordance below gives the correspondence, one row per formal result, citing sections only. Readers moving from a chapter argument to its formalisation follow the chapter’s own pointer to the appendix section; readers moving from a formal result to its architectural motivation follow this table.









	Formal result
	Appendix
	Prose derivation





	Behavioural taxonomy primary, neural mechanism secondary (M1)
	A.2
	Chapter 8 Appendix 8F.1



	Fast perceptual-to-goal coupling (M2)
	A.2
	Chapter 9 §9.11.1



	Finite energy envelope (E1)
	A.2.2
	Chapter 4 §4.1, §4.4.2



	Common-Currency Integration (M3)
	A.2
	Chapter 4 §4.3.2; Chapter 9 §§9.1–9.2



	Status feedback (M4)
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	Chapter 8 §§8.6, 8.13



	Source Opacity via the Data Processing Inequality (M5a)
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	Chapter 9 §§9.1.5, 9.9.8–9.9.9



	Differential Satiation and its functional derivation (M5b)
	A.2
	Chapter 8 §8.5; Chapter 9 §9.10
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	A.2.1
	Chapter 11 Section 11.13.1, The Four-Way Agent-Type Vector



	Minimal three-node system and the Loop-Gain Theorem
	A.4–A.5
	Chapter 4 §4.4.13; Chapter 13 §13.8



	Two-class intervention typology
	A.5.1, A.5.5
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	Reference-Set Reset as fresh ignition
	A.5.2
	Chapter 8 §8.5.2



	Saddle-Node Default and Hopf inaccessibility
	A.5.3
	Chapter 4 §§4.4.13.2, 4.4.13.3; Chapter 13 §13.5; Chapter 17 §17.17.5
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	A.5.3
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	A.5.3
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	Parasitism Theorem
	A.5.4
	Chapter 8 §8.4.4



	Fast-to-slow coupling and the Belief Register (B1–B3)
	A.5.6
	Chapter 13 §13.4; Chapter 14 §14.10; Chapter 18 §18.4; Chapter 15 §15.7



	Network layer (N1–N4, network gains, Critical Coupling Strength)
	A.5.7
	Chapter 13 §13.4.6; Chapter 14 §14.7; Chapter 19 §19.10; Chapter 8 §8.12.1



	Cascade-rate formulation of the slow layer
	A.5.8
	Chapter 13 §§13.8, 13.11



	Dual-Locus Ignition Theorem and Floor-Breach Ignition Corollary
	A.5.8.7
	Chapter 17 §17.7.8 (paired derivation); Chapter 13 §13.8.4 (floor condition); Chapter 17 §17.5 (floor locus); Chapter 17 §17.7 (apex locus); Chapter 17 §17.17 (apex race condition)



	Channel-Count Asymmetry and the four derived consequences
	A.5.9
	Chapter 4 §4.4.12



	Precautionary Asymmetry
	A.6.3
	Chapter 17 §17.18



	Knowledge Patch formal treatment (interception, effective gain)
	A.6.4
	Chapter 18; Chapter 4 §4.4.13.5



	Theory-refining nulls (Interaction Necessity; Temporal Mediation)
	A.7
	Chapter 8, What Would Falsify This? (items 6–7)



	Three-Process Decomposition and the SNR theorems
	A.8
	Chapter 9 §9.10



	Reset Corollary
	A.9.6
	Chapter 8 §8.5.2



	Loss Corollary
	A.9.6
	Chapter 8 §8.5.6



	Treadmill Corollary
	A.9.7
	Chapter 8 §§8.5, 8.5.3



	Convergence Corollary
	A.9.8
	Chapter 8 §8.12.1



	Apex Differential-Expansion Corollary
	A.9.9
	Chapter 8 §§8.12.5, 8.5.6



	Extraction-Direction Asymmetry and collective alignment
	A.10.1–A.10.3
	Chapter 10 §10.3.5; Chapter 18 §18.6.5



	Mutual-Regard Equilibrium
	A.10.4–A.10.5
	Chapter 10 §10.3.5



	Goal Inaccessibility Corollary
	A.11.7
	Chapter 9 §9.9.8; Chapter 18 §18.6.5



	Aggregation operator Ψ and field-invariance
	A.12.1–A.12.3
	Chapter 14 §14.8.6



	Price decomposition
	A.12.5
	Chapter 8 §8.13.1; Chapter 12



	Fidelity bound, identifiability, and Reliability Corollary
	A.11.3
	Chapter 9 §9.9.11; Chapter 14 §14.10.10



	Belief-Conditioned Status Estimate and low-pass condensation
	A.11.0–A.11.6
	Chapter 9 §9.9.12; Chapter 14 §§14.8.6–14.8.8



	Population aggregation and κ-corollaries
	A.11.6
	Chapter 14 §14.8.8



	Interactional Confirmation Loop
	A.11.8
	Chapter 14 §14.8.9; Chapter 16 §16.17; Chapter 9 §9.9.11; Chapter 15 §15.10.2



	Grievance Belief as the adversarial-branch Belief type
	A.11.8
	Chapter 16 §16.3; Chapter 14 §14.8.9; Chapter 13 §13.8.6; Chapter 15 §15.10.2



	Signed classification bias (Agent/Object mixture)
	A.11.5
	Chapter 11 Section 11.13.1 (The Four-Way Agent-Type Vector, fourth property)



	Polarity-Switch Scaling and Constitution-Direction (statement)
	A.6.5
	Chapter 18 §18.10; Chapter 12; Appendix 18B



	Monotone Belief-Race Lemma and slow-layer Hopf exclusion
	A.5.6; A.5.7.6
	Chapter 13 (The Three-Regime Resolution of Collapse and Oscillation); Chapter 4 §4.4.13.2; Chapter 17 §17.17.5



	Confabulation Rationality Lemma in mechanism form (Type I and Type II Exclusion)
	A.5.6
	Chapter 11 §11.2; Chapter 8 §8.4.1; Chapter 14 §14.9.2



	Subcriticality Condition in rate form
	A.5.8.4
	Chapter 13 §13.8.1



	Content-Independence Formalisation
	A.5.8.6
	Chapter 13 §13.6.4



	Finite intake budgets (N4) and the attention-supply ceiling
	A.5.7.2, A.5.7.4
	Chapter 4 §4.4.7; Chapter 8 §8.12.7



	Ambient Evidence Amplification Effect
	A.5.7.2; A.5.7.3
	Chapter 13 §13.4.8



	Release rate at a decohered operating point; single update without renewal
	A.5.6
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	The parameter κ_S is distinct from Self‑Coupling Strength, the Self-Coupling Permanence parameter defined in the Bayesian Self-Model framework (Chapter 15). Self‑Coupling Strength denotes the structural coupling of the Individual’s Self-Model to itself through memory-recall; κ_S here denotes the salience-to-M coupling in the fast valuation loop. To avoid notational collision, the appendix parameter takes the subscript S.↩︎


	The continuous-time replicator form of Bayesian updating standardly takes the log-likelihood as the fitness term; writing the block with the raw likelihood ℓ_k is a monotone reparameterisation that preserves the fixed points and the simplex invariance but alters transient rates. The functional-form commitment named under Residual specialist work fixes this choice. The additive noise terms η_k are likewise understood as constrained to sum to zero over k, so that the noise respects the simplex.↩︎


	The self-coupling term is written in delay-feedback form rather than as an additive delayed prior so that the Belief Register remains on the probability simplex under the coupled dynamics. An equivalent formulation renormalises an additive delayed prior at each step; the two coincide at equilibrium and differ only in transient behaviour, which is a specialist matter for the functional-form commitment named below.↩︎







Appendix B: A Proposed Validation Roadmap

B.1 Purpose and What Validation Means for This Framework

A reader who has followed the architecture to this point is entitled to ask a single, sharp question: what would it take to show that this is wrong? This appendix answers that question in one place. It states the framework’s architectural falsification criteria, registers the conditions the chapters state beside the claims they test, gathers both into a coherent empirical programme, states the standard any such programme must meet, and sets out the studies, measures, and decisive disconfirmation conditions that would put the framework’s genuinely novel claims at risk.

The first thing to be clear about is what validation does not mean here. The framework introduces no new data. Every component of its architecture is either inherited from established scholarship or mathematically entailed by it. The Appetites are the homeostatic physiology that Cannon (1932) described. Intrinsic Motivation is the construct that Self-Determination Theory has elaborated and tested for four decades (Deci and Ryan, 1985). Common-Currency Integration is the convergence finding that decision neuroscience has documented in the ventromedial prefrontal cortex and ventral striatum (Levy and Glimcher, 2012; Bartra, McGuire and Kable, 2013). Confabulation is the verbal-report phenomenon that Nisbett and Wilson (1977) opened and that has been replicated across the intervening decades. Preconscious transmission timing rests on the chronometry of mirror-system and automatic-imitation research (Rizzolatti and Craighero, 2004; Chartrand and Bargh, 1999). Source Opacity rests on one architectural premise and one mathematical result: given that conscious access receives only the integrated Common-Currency Scalar (the Scalar; Scalar-Only Delivery, Appendix A, Section A.5.6), the Data Processing Inequality guarantees that the source decomposition cannot be recovered downstream. The contestable content is the delivery premise, which the choice-blindness and introspection record supports and which Section B.2 states as the third commitment of the falsification surface; the information theory is not in dispute.

Validation therefore does not mean re-testing the inherited components. It would be a category error to mount a study to confirm that hunger is homeostatic or that intrinsic motivation exists. What requires defence is narrower, and it is identified precisely in the epistemic-status inventory of Chapter 1 (Section 1.5). The genuinely contestable assertions reduce to two. The first is that Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, and Mimetic Desire are the correct decomposition of human motivation, that exactly these three, and not two and not four, are the primitive inputs to the Decision Hub. The second is that Mimetic Desire operates through specific mechanisms (preconscious social-observation circuits, Object Parasitism, and non-satiation) that produce the properties developed in Chapter 8. Everything downstream, from Source Opacity through the Scapegoat Mechanism to the Knowledge Patch, follows by derivation from those two claims combined with the inherited architecture, and so does not constitute an independent body of claims requiring separate empirical confirmation. The validation programme targets the two contestable assertions and the architecture’s distinctive quantitative predictions. It does not gold-plate the inherited components with redundant confirmation.

The standard the programme must meet is the one set out in Chapter 3. The Replacement Requirement holds that a critique of a general theory is epistemically valid only if it falsifies a specific prediction the theory makes, identifies an internal contradiction between two of the theory’s own entailments, or supplies a superior replacement that itself satisfies the Completeness Criterion for General Theory Status (CCGT). The Replacement Requirement binds the framework as it binds any general theory: its defenders cannot retreat behind formulations that no observation could reach. The criteria collected below are constructed to be genuinely at risk: each specifies an observation that, if made, would force revision or abandonment of a named claim. None is already established by the phenomena the framework explains. That is the discipline the Replacement Requirement imposes, and it is the discipline this appendix accepts on the framework’s behalf.

One further consequence of the Replacement Requirement governs how to read the whole programme, and Section B.6 returns to that consequence: falsifying a claim of this framework does not dissolve the explanatory demand that produced the framework. Human motivation produces the outputs it produces (cooperation and violence, durable satisfaction and the treadmill, sincere conviction and confabulated narrative), and by the Output-Capacity Entailment Principle (OCEP) some architecture generates them. Disconfirming AIM’s account of that architecture leaves the outputs, and the obligation to explain them, exactly where they were. Validation here is therefore not a referendum on whether the framework survives, but a structured search for the points at which it is most cheaply and most decisively exposed to the evidence.

B.2 The Falsification Surface

The framework stands on three foundations, and everything else in it is derived from them. If it could be shown that any human motive arises from a source that cannot be resolved into the Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation or Mimetic Desire; or that Individuals can read the Mimetic share of what they want from the experience of wanting it, without post-hoc attribution, as reliably as that share can be read from how the wanting behaves; or that Mimetic Desire is not coupled back to itself through the Salience it creates, so that no strengthening of that coupling could carry it past the point at which it sustains itself, the architecture set out in this book would fail. The load-bearing claims through which those foundations meet the evidence are architectural, and the conditions under which they fail are stated here. A chapter that relies on one of them cites the commitment where it uses it and does not restate the condition. The architectural conditions cluster around six contestable commitments. For each, the framework can state what observation would disconfirm it, and in each case the disconfirming observation is one the current weight of evidence runs against rather than one the framework has quietly arranged to be safe from.

The first commitment is three-source exhaustiveness. The taxonomy asserts that every motivational signal entering the Decision Hub originates in A, I, or M, and that no fourth primitive is required. This is disconfirmed by the production of a fourth source that passes the decisive test stated in Chapter 5: a candidate that generates novel wanting toward Objects independently of A, I, and M, that exhibits its own characteristic satiation dynamics, and that cannot be decomposed as a subtype of one of the three, a defensive response mode serving all three, or an efficiency mechanism that merely caches previously computed motivation. The Fourth-Source Objection analysis of Chapters 4 and 5 commits the framework in advance: a critic who exhibits such a source, with a distinct neural substrate and a satiation profile not reducible to A, I, or M, has falsified the exhaustiveness claim, and the framework treats that as the strongest available line of attack rather than dismissing it. The commitment is also a claim of universality, and it is disconfirmed by Individuals who demonstrably lack one of the three sources: no A-signals despite intact physiology, or no M-responsivity despite intact mirror-neuron systems (Chapter 9, Section 9.4.5).

The second commitment is that M is a distinct source, transmitted preconsciously, and not a relabelling of A or I. This is disconfirmed under two conditions. First, if manipulations that target M alone (changes in observability, substitution or removal of the Model, removal of the audience) systematically produced equivalent changes in A-signals or in I-engagement, the source-distinctness of M would collapse into the other two. Second, if the social modulation of valuation that grounds M were shown to occur only at or after the point of conscious access, rather than within the preconscious window, the transmission claim of Axiom 7 would be disconfirmed and M would lose its claim to be a primitive input rather than a deliberative overlay.

The third commitment is Source Opacity and its consequence, the architectural inaccessibility of source-of-origin to introspection. This is disconfirmed if Individuals can reliably identify Mimetically-acquired desires by ordinary introspection, without the framework’s vocabulary, demonstrated by a high correlation between self-reported source-attribution and the independent behavioural signatures of Mimetic origin (audience-sensitivity, Model-dependence, non-satiation). If self-report tracked source as well as behaviour does, the Confabulation architecture, and the diagnostic apparatus built on it, would require revision. Note what such a demonstration would strike. The Data Processing Inequality itself would stand, because it binds any processing of the integrated Scalar; what reliable introspective source-identification would disconfirm is Scalar-Only Delivery (Appendix A, Section A.5.6), the premise that conscious access receives only that Scalar, by exhibiting the pre-integration channel the architecture denies. The disconfirmation would localise at the delivery premise rather than at the mathematics, which is itself a finding worth having. A second observation strikes the same premise. The Scalar reaching conscious access carries the Body Manager’s contribution whether or not the Body Manager’s current deficit bears on the Object, so a bodily deficit irrelevant to an Object should change the source attribution an Individual gives for wanting it (Chapter 13, Section 13.3.4). Source attributions invariant across induced hunger, thirst or pain, in matched samples valuing the same Status-laden Object against a sated baseline, would establish that the Scalar reaching conscious access does not carry the Body Manager’s contribution, and Scalar-Only Delivery would fail with it. A third observation strikes the same commitment from the other side of the dyad. What crosses between Individuals is conduct, received as observed conduct by the Observer and as testimony by the Thinker (Chapter 4, Sections 4.4.3 and 4.4.7), and the estimate one Individual forms of another from that conduct is bounded by the estimating Individual’s Belief about the other (Appendix A, Section A.11.3); no channel carries one Individual’s state of mind to another except through what the first emits. The Harm an act does is therefore fixed by the conduct the Individual harmed receives and reads, whatever the offender’s actual state of mind (Chapter 17, Section 17.14.3). This is disconfirmed if, among Individuals harmed by conduct of the same kind and severity who hold the same account of what the offender meant, those whose offender acted intentionally showed slower recovery or greater lasting disruption of the Self-Model than those whose offender did not, where the Individuals harmed are blind to the offender’s actual state of mind or hold matched accounts of it, recovery is measured on validated instruments over a follow-up long enough to separate acute distress from persisting Trauma, and the result replicates. Such an observation would exhibit a channel between Individuals that the architecture denies, one by which an offender’s state of mind acts on Harm other than through the conduct received; the content limb and the recurrence limb of the Structural Determination Principle, which rest on Axiom 8, would stand.

The fourth commitment is Differential Satiation. The framework claims three structurally different satiation profiles: A satiates episodically and recurs cyclically, I deepens through engagement and does not satiate as a process (its enabling Objects satiate upon functional adequacy), and M has no natural satiation signal because M records salience rather than a deficit, and the Observer’s domain against which that salience is computed is unbounded (Axiom 6; Chapter 8, Section 8.5.1). The reset of the reference point with each achievement is the downstream expression of this non-satiation at the level of the comparison set, not its cause. This is disconfirmed if M-status achievement were shown to produce durable satisfaction without reference-point reset, comparable to the deepening characteristic of I-accomplishment, or if the wanting-liking dissociation characteristic of M-pursuit (the hollow-victory phenomenon) were shown to be an artefact rather than a structural feature. Because the three profiles are entailed by the component functions rather than independently posited (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.12), a clean disconfirmation here strikes the architecture and not merely a peripheral prediction.

The fifth commitment is the criticality dynamics formalised in Appendix A. The framework predicts that the within-Individual mimetic loop possesses an internal loop-gain threshold, that below it mimetic activation propagates transiently and decays while above it the Mimetic Premium compounds, and that the characteristic loss of stability is a saddle-node fold (a discontinuous collapse to the A-I functional baseline) rather than a smooth or oscillatory transition. At the population scale it predicts a critical coupling threshold, network-density dependence, and a critical-slowing-down signature (rising variance and autocorrelation) as a system approaches the fold. These are disconfirmed if systemic mimetic crises (price bubbles, scapegoating cascades, financialised-economy collapses) were shown not to track the loop-gain and coupling conditions the framework names but to arise independently of them, or if such crises were shown to resolve through smooth reversal or sustained oscillation around a fair value rather than through discontinuous collapse, or if the predicted early-warning variance signature were systematically absent in the approach to documented crises. The oscillation alternative carries its own spectral signature — growing oscillatory coherence and quasi-cycle amplitude ahead of transition — so the discriminating observation is the presence of rising variance and autocorrelation without that coherence; and retrodictively, fold-type collapse predicts post-collapse reconstruction constitutionally discontinuous with the pre-collapse regime rather than restoration of the prior configuration (Chapter 17, Section 17.5). Below the Subcriticality Threshold the loop is self-correcting, and the commitment is disconfirmed if cascade progression below the threshold proved irreversible, continuing despite an increased corrective rate (Chapter 13, Section 13.8).

The sixth commitment is the confabulation predictions and their agent-based default. The framework predicts that when source-tags are unavailable the narrative-construction function returns the most probable available ground, that this ground is characteristically agent-shaped rather than systemic, and that the resulting cascades resist self-correction without an externally supplied alternative vocabulary. The cluster is disconfirmed under several conditions developed in Chapters 11 and 17: if populations that converge on Grievance Beliefs spontaneously revise them when disconfirming evidence arrives without external intervention; if collective violence were better predicted by the content of the targeted group than by structural parameters (coupling, deprivation, authority concentration, observability); if perpetrators of collective violence reliably recognised their aggression as aggression during the act rather than experiencing themselves as defenders; or if post-conflict populations acquired structural understanding of crisis dynamics through the experience of violence itself, without independent provision of the structural vocabulary. Each of these is a specific, codeable prediction about the historical and experimental record.

These six commitments are the framework’s architectural surface. The remainder of the appendix sets out the programme that would test them.

B.3 The Empirical Programme

The programme is organised by claim and grouped into five tiers, ordered roughly from the most local and experimentally tractable to the most aggregate and observational. Each study is stated with its design, the measures or instruments it would use, the result the framework predicts, and the observation that would count as decisive disconfirmation. The tiers are not a strict temporal sequence; sequencing and priority are treated separately in Section B.5. Where a tier rests on an established measure, the measure is named so that the design builds on instruments that already carry validation rather than inventing new ones.

B.3.1 Tier 1: Neural Separability and Integration

The architecture asserts that A, I, and M are dissociable signal types that are nonetheless integrated into a single Scalar in a common region. Both halves of this claim are testable with established methods, and they pull in opposite directions in a way that makes the test informative: separability predicts distinct upstream signatures, while common-currency integration predicts convergence downstream.

The integration half is the better established. Decision-neuroscience studies have repeatedly found that subjective value across heterogeneous reward types is encoded on a common scale in the ventromedial prefrontal cortex and ventral striatum (Levy and Glimcher, 2012; Bartra, McGuire and Kable, 2013; Chib, Rangel, Shimojo and O’Doherty, 2009). The framework inherits this and does not need to re-establish it. What the framework adds, and what is worth testing, is that the three named source types each contribute to this common scale and can be driven independently upstream of it.

The separability studies would manipulate one source while holding the others fixed and look for a triple dissociation. An appetitive manipulation (controlled deprivation and satiation of a homeostatic need) should move A-driven valuation and its neural correlates without moving I-engagement or M-sensitivity. An intrinsic manipulation (the overjustification paradigm, in which a contingent external reward is introduced and then withdrawn) should selectively alter I, with the signature finding being that introduced reward undermines rather than enhances subsequent private engagement. A mimetic manipulation should selectively alter M: building on the finding that observing another’s goal-directed pursuit modulates the observer’s own valuation (Lebreton et al., 2012), that relative social position is tracked as a reward type independent of absolute resources (Zink, Tong, Chen, Bassett, Stein and Meyer-Lindenberg, 2008), and that social information shifts subjective value below the threshold of conscious report (Campbell-Meiklejohn, Bach, Roepstorff, Dolan and Frith, 2010), the manipulation would change observability, Model identity, or audience presence and look for changes in valuation localised to social-reward and observation circuitry.

The predicted result is a triple dissociation upstream (each manipulation moves its own source’s correlate without moving the other two) converging on a shared value representation in vmPFC and ventral striatum. The decisive disconfirmation is the failure of dissociation: if the mimetic manipulation systematically co-moved A-signals or I-engagement, or if no manipulation could move one source without moving the others, the three-source taxonomy’s source-distinctness claim would be falsified. This is the neural form of the independent-manipulability signature stated in Chapter 8.

B.3.2 Tier 2: Behavioural Satiation Dynamics

The satiation profiles are, by the framework’s own account, the behavioural surface on which source-discrimination is inferable precisely where introspection cannot recover it (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.12). They are therefore the framework’s most directly observable predictions and among its cheapest to test.

The core design is longitudinal tracking of satisfaction trajectories following the attainment of matched Objects whose dominant source differs. An A-dominant attainment (relieving a genuine deficit), an I-dominant attainment (reaching a competence milestone in a privately pursued activity), and an M-dominant attainment (achieving a positional or status goal) would each be followed over time on three measures: the durability of satisfaction, the presence or absence of reference-point reset (does the attained level become the new baseline against which the next target is set?), and the alignment or dissociation between anticipatory wanting and consummatory liking. The wanting-liking measures can draw on the dissociation paradigm established in affective neuroscience (Berridge and Robinson, 1998).

The framework predicts three distinct curves. A-attainment produces relief that decays cyclically as the deficit recurs, with wanting and liking broadly aligned. I-attainment produces durable satisfaction that opens onto further engagement rather than terminating, with wanting and liking aligned. M-attainment produces a satisfaction spike followed by reference-point reset and a new, higher target, with wanting and liking dissociated (the hollow victory). The decisive disconfirmation is the collapse of the M curve onto the I curve: if positional attainment produced durable, non-resetting satisfaction comparable to a competence milestone, or if the wanting-liking dissociation in M-pursuit proved to be a measurement artefact, Differential Satiation would be disconfirmed for the contrast that matters most. A subordinate aggregate prediction is the macroeconomic signature: rising expenditure that flows into positional channels should produce stagnant aggregate welfare, the pattern long noted in the subjective-wellbeing literature (Easterlin, 1974). If aggregate welfare tracked aggregate expenditure once composition is controlled, the satiation account of the aggregate stagnation would require revision.

B.3.3 Tier 3: Preconscious-Transmission Timing

The framework places the integration of the mimetic signal within a preconscious window, on the order of 60 to 340 milliseconds in the human instantiation, before deliberative scrutiny is possible. This is a chronometric claim and is testable with the temporal-resolution methods (electroencephalography, magnetoencephalography) that the timing literature already uses.

The design measures the latency at which an observed Model’s goal-directed pursuit modulates the observer’s own valuation signal, and compares it against the latency of conscious access to the same information (indexed by report, by masking thresholds, or by established markers of conscious access). The framework predicts that the valuation-modulating effect arrives within the preconscious window and precedes conscious access, consistent with the chronometry of automatic imitation and mirror-system activation (Rizzolatti and Craighero, 2004; Chartrand and Bargh, 1999) and with the preconscious onset of readiness-related activity in the volition literature (Libet, Gleason, Wright and Pearl, 1983). The decisive disconfirmation is a timing reversal: if the social modulation of valuation occurred only at or after conscious access, the preconscious-transmission claim of Axiom 7 would be disconfirmed, and M would have to be re-described as a deliberative overlay rather than a primitive preconscious input. The framework notes a relevant asymmetry here: the exact window is a relaxable empirical calibration, so a window shifted to, say, 50 to 400 milliseconds does not threaten the architecture, whereas a window that opened only after conscious access does.

B.3.4 Tier 4: Population and Crisis Dynamics

This tier tests the quantitative predictions of Appendix A at the scale at which mimetic dynamics produce their most consequential outputs. It is the most demanding tier, because the relevant quantities (loop gain, coupling strength, decoherence time) are not yet calibrated and the systems are observational rather than experimental. It is included not because it is ready to run tomorrow but because it carries the framework’s sharpest aggregate predictions and because partial versions are feasible now.

Three study families sit here. The first is the observability and status-metric study: measuring, across institutions or platforms that vary in how much they expose comparative position, whether mimetic intensity (positional spending, escalation, rivalry) tracks observability as the loop-gain analysis predicts. The framework predicts that environments which raise the salience of comparative position raise mimetic intensity, and that interventions which suppress visibility (the family of measures Appendix A groups as observability governance) lower it. The second is the criticality study: identifying systems approaching documented mimetic crises (asset bubbles, scapegoating cascades) and testing for the predicted early-warning signature, namely rising variance and autocorrelation (critical slowing down) in the run-up, followed by a discontinuous collapse rather than a smooth reversal or a sustained oscillation. The third is the network-coupling study: testing whether denser networks, which have larger spectral radius, exhibit the lower critical-coupling threshold the framework predicts (the basis of its information-cascade amplification claim), so that platform-level increases in connection density raise crisis susceptibility even when per-connection coupling is unchanged. The prediction holds while the intake budgets of Appendix A, Section A.5.7.2 are slack; where they bind, the framework predicts instead that susceptibility tracks the share of attention a platform captures and not its density (Appendix A, Section A.5.7.4).

The predicted results are, respectively, a monotone relationship between observability and mimetic intensity; a critical-slowing-down signature preceding discontinuous, fold-type collapse; and an inverse relationship between network density and the critical threshold. The decisive disconfirmations are correspondingly sharp. If mimetic intensity did not track observability, the loop-gain account of the Mimetic Premium would be undercut. If documented crises resolved through smooth reversal or stable oscillation around fair value, or if the variance signature were reliably absent, the saddle-node prediction of Appendix A would be disconfirmed and the bifurcation analysis would require reformulation. If denser networks did not lower the threshold where intake budgets are slack, or if susceptibility where they bind tracked density rather than the share of attention captured, the network-coupling analysis would require revision. The same tier carries the violence predictions of Chapter 17 in their codeable form: structural parameters (coupling, deprivation, authority concentration, observability) should out-predict content variables (which group is targeted, which ideology is deployed) for the onset of collective violence; if a content-only model out-predicted a structure-only model, the content-independence claim would be falsified.

A methodological condition governs any calibration at this tier that estimates the Aggregation Gradient of Appendix A, Section A.8 from outcome data. The SNR Monotonicity Theorem is stated in expectations, and its denominator is the variance of the bounded A- and I-contributions, which is finite because those contributions are bounded. The numerator is bounded differently: the M-component is bounded at any fixed operating point but ratchets upward with each Reference-Set Reset (Appendix A, Sections A.8.1 and A.9.6), and a quantity of that kind can leave heavy right tails in population outcome distributions. Where it does, sample means and variances converge slowly and are dominated by their largest observations, so an empirical rung-to-rung comparison built on them can register the reversal that Appendix A, Section A.8.7.2 treats as disconfirming when the reversal is an artefact of estimation rather than a property of the gradient. The calibration therefore estimates the tail behaviour of each outcome distribution before it estimates the signal-to-noise ratio, using the tail-index and subexponentiality diagnostics of extreme-value theory (Embrechts, Klüppelberg, & Mikosch, 1997), and reports the ratio with estimators that remain valid under the tail regime found. The bias is specific and directional for the concentration measures through which the macro-residues of Appendix A, Section A.8.4 are read. Under heavy tails the sample share of the top quantile and the nonparametric Gini coefficient are both biased downward, and the bias falls as the observation set grows (Taleb & Douady, 2015; Fontanari, Taleb, & Cirillo, 2018). A comparison across rungs is a comparison across observation sets of different size, so an uncorrected estimator raises measured concentration at the higher rungs relative to the lower ones and can produce the predicted rise where none exists; the correction is a condition of a confirming result as much as of a disconfirming one. The same diagnostics test a prediction of their own: a heavy tail in a domain the framework classes as A- or I-dominated is the disconfirming observation of Appendix A, Section A.8.7.1.

B.3.5 Tier 5: The Artificial-System Assay

The framework’s claims are stated at the level of a substrate-neutral minimal architecture (the Decision Hub, the Body Manager, the Thinker, the Observer) and only then instantiated in the human substrate. Chapter 3’s substrate-neutrality and the cybernetic framing make artificial systems a legitimate test bed, and a useful one precisely because they function as a control case in which the human substrate’s confounds are absent and the architectural components can be installed or withheld by design.

The assay treats an artificial system as a diagnostic instrument in two modes. In the constructive mode, it asks whether a system built to the minimal-architecture specification reproduces the framework’s characteristic outputs: does a system with a non-satiating Observer component coupled to a common-currency integrator, operating on a field of Objects already carrying A-analogue and I-analogue functions, exhibit Object Parasitism (the inflation of those Objects’ valuations) and loop-gain compounding above the predicted threshold? In the diagnostic mode, it asks whether systems trained on human-generated data display mimetic signatures (preference contagion from observed Models, positional escalation, non-satiating pursuit) and whether withholding the Observer-analogue component removes them. The framework predicts that the characteristic outputs appear when and only when the architectural conditions are met, and that they are controllable by the same levers (reducing the integration weight on the mimetic channel, reducing observability, attenuating the salience coupling) that Appendix A identifies for the human case. The decisive disconfirmation is dissociation between architecture and output: if a system meeting the minimal-architecture conditions reliably failed to produce the predicted compounding, or if the predicted signatures appeared in systems lacking the architectural conditions, the claim that the outputs are entailed by the architecture rather than by the human substrate would be undercut. This tier tests the substrate-neutrality on which the framework’s generality depends.

B.3.6 Tier 6: The Monetary Decomposition and the Claims-Capacity Programme

This tier tests the predictions of Chapter 12 and Appendix 12A. It differs in kind from the tiers above: its work is archival and econometric rather than experimental, most of the series it requires already exist, and its one laboratory item is behavioural rather than neural. It is therefore among the cheapest tiers to begin, and it carries the framework’s most direct predictions about the institution to which the book devotes a chapter.

Four items sit here, in dependency order. The first is the measurement foundation: operationalising the price decomposition of Chapter 12, Section 12.27 against activity-statement data, so that generative capacity can be measured net of the Mimetic Premium (Appendix 12A, Task 12A.1). Every quantitative item below takes this as its denominator, since the conventional output aggregate contains the very premium whose accumulation the programme tracks. The second is the reinvested-fraction estimate (Task 12A.2): the fraction of Interest received that is lent out again is not directly observable, and no report by holders would recover it, but it is implied by the observed drift of claims against capacity, with a built-in consistency check, since an implied fraction above unity indicates mismeasured inputs rather than holders re-lending more than they received. The framework’s refutable prediction is that the implied fraction has risen across the period over which financialisation is independently documented. The third is the ratchet study, the tier’s one experimental item: willingness to pay should be plastic upward under an uncorrected Appetitive or Intrinsic deficit and comparatively rigid where no deficit presses (Chapter 12, Section 12.2). This is the criterion that discriminates the identification of Money as the external Common-Currency Scalar, where the cognitive load of scarcity does not, being reproduced under scarcity of time as readily as under scarcity of Money. The fourth is the transition-shape record: the endings of documented claims-saturation episodes should be discontinuous, arriving as default, write-off, erosion of the scale, or cancellation rather than as smooth reversion, and long secular declines of the claims-to-capacity ratio should be traceable to clearance events or to demonstrably bounded holders rather than occurring spontaneously.

The decisive disconfirmations are correspondingly direct. A stationary or falling implied reinvested fraction across the financialisation period would strike the capture claim of Chapter 12, Section 12.14. Willingness to pay indifferent to whether a deficit stands uncorrected would strike the identification of Money as the external Scalar. A record of smooth, spontaneous deleveraging without clearance would stand against the Boundedness Asymmetry Principle as it applies to Money, and a record of gradual endings against the fold inheritance of Appendix 12A, Section 12A.7. The Jubilee Theorem (Appendix 12A, Section 12A.8) rests on the same premises, so the estimates of this tier are also that principle’s empirical premise-tests.

B.4 Measurement Instruments and the Field Diagnostic

The programme above presupposes that source-composition can be measured, and the framework’s own diagnostic apparatus supplies the field instrument. The central measure is not introspective report, which Source Opacity renders unreliable exactly where it matters most, but the behavioural signatures by which the leading source is inferable from observable conduct.

The primary instrument is the two-question diagnostic developed in Chapter 18, applied as a measurement procedure rather than only as an intervention. The diagnostic is eliminative: because M cannot be detected directly, it tests for A and I signatures and identifies M by exclusion. The first question is the appetitive test (does the desire correspond to a genuine bodily or material deficit whose correction would terminate it?). The second is the audience-removal test (would the desire persist if no one would ever observe its satisfaction?). A desire that fails both, that corresponds to no deficit and evaporates without an audience that was neither its Object nor the route to its satisfaction, is M-driven by elimination. For measurement at the level of a population or a sustained belief rather than an individual desire, the same eliminative structure generalises as the appetitive-deficiency test of Chapter 18: identify the group that benefits from maintaining a belief and ask whether that group is under any appetitive deficiency the belief relieves; where the beneficiaries are materially secure and the disadvantage falls elsewhere, the A-channel is closed by the observed absence of correspondence rather than by assertion.

The diagnostic’s measurement validity rests on a complementarity that is itself a testable structural prediction. Applied to oneself, it turns on the audience-removal counterfactual, which only the Individual can access but which the Individual’s confabulation can corrupt. Applied to a third party, it cannot reach that counterfactual but can read the longitudinal behavioural signatures (Private Persistence, the continued pursuit of an activity without audience or external reward; Model-dependence; non-satiation; audience-sensitivity) often more accurately than the subject can, because the observer is not bound to the subject’s particular confabulation. The two readings are independent lines of inference toward the same underlying source-composition, so they can be triangulated, and where they diverge the divergence localises the confabulation. For validation purposes this yields a concrete measurement protocol: collect self-report and independent behavioural coding of the same desires, and test whether behavioural coding predicts the framework’s source-attribution better than self-report does. The framework predicts that it does. If naive self-report, without the framework’s vocabulary, matched or exceeded behavioural coding, Source Opacity would be disconfirmed, which is the same condition stated in Section B.2 viewed from the instrument side. Establishing the inter-rater reliability and predictive validity of the behavioural-signature coding is therefore the measurement foundation on which Tiers 2 and 4 depend, and is among the first things the programme should build.

B.5 Sequencing and Priorities

Not all of the studies above cost the same, and not all expose the framework equally. The programme should be sequenced so that the cheapest and most decisive disconfirmations are sought first, in keeping with the principle that a theory is best served by being exposed early to the evidence most likely to break it.

The first priority is the behavioural satiation studies of Tier 2 and the measurement foundation of Section B.4. They are inexpensive, they rest on established paradigms, and they test the differential-satiation claim that is entailed by the architecture and therefore strikes deep if it fails. The wanting-liking dissociation in M-pursuit and the reference-point-reset signature are the single most accessible places to break the framework, because they require longitudinal behavioural measurement rather than neuroimaging or population-scale data, and because a clean collapse of the M curve onto the I curve would force revision of the architecture rather than a peripheral prediction. Establishing that behavioural coding out-predicts self-report (the Source Opacity test) is part of this tier, because every later tier depends on the validity of behavioural source-measurement.

The second priority is the timing study of Tier 3. It is methodologically well-defined, it uses established chronometric methods, and it tests a claim (preconscious transmission) on which the distinctness of M as a primitive input partly rests. A timing reversal would be a clean and consequential disconfirmation.

The third priority is the neural-separability work of Tier 1. It is more expensive and depends on the prior validity of the source manipulations established in Tiers 2 and 3, but it directly tests the triple dissociation that underwrites the three-source taxonomy and converges on the integration finding the framework inherits.

The fourth priority is the population and crisis dynamics of Tier 4. These carry the framework’s sharpest aggregate predictions but are observational, are not yet calibrated, and depend on the measurement foundation being in place. Partial versions (observability and mimetic-intensity comparisons across platforms, retrospective critical-slowing-down analysis of documented crises) are feasible early and should be pursued in parallel, while the full network-coupling calibration is a longer programme. The artificial-system assay of Tier 5 sits alongside Tier 4 in priority: it is comparatively cheap to begin and, because it isolates the architecture from the human substrate, it provides an early and unusually clean test of the substrate-neutrality the framework’s generality requires. The monetary programme of Tier 6 should begin alongside them, and its archival items arguably earlier: the decomposition foundation and the reinvested-fraction estimate need no laboratory, run on records that already exist, and expose the capture claim of Chapter 12 to a direct numerical disconfirmation.

The ordering principle throughout is disconfirmation efficiency: seek first the observations that are cheapest to make and that, if made, would most directly strike a load-bearing claim. The framework’s strongest commitment to its own falsifiability is that its defenders should run the satiation and timing studies before the studies whose results are easier to absorb.

B.6 The Standard of Success

It remains to state what success and failure mean for the programme, and here the Replacement Requirement of Chapter 3 governs the reading of every result.

Success, on the framework’s own terms, is not a single confirmatory finding. The inherited components are not on trial; confirming them again would establish nothing the framework claims as novel. Success is the survival of the two contestable assertions (the three-source decomposition and the specific mechanisms of M) and the distinctive quantitative predictions of Appendix A, through the studies most capable of breaking them. A framework that passed the satiation, timing, separability, and criticality tests would have earned its claim to be a general theory of the system in the sense CCGT specifies: an architecture from which the full output range can in principle be derived, demonstrated across the major output categories, and exposed to and surviving the evidence that would have disconfirmed it.

Failure must be read with equal care, and this is where the Replacement Requirement does its most important work. Suppose a study delivered a decisive disconfirmation, a fourth source that passed the Chapter 5 test, or a clean collapse of the M satiation curve onto the I curve, or a timing reversal. That result would falsify the named claim and would oblige revision or abandonment of the affected part of the architecture. What it would not do is remove the explanatory demand. Human motivation still produces its outputs, and by OCEP some architecture still generates them. A disconfirmation tells the field that this account of the architecture is wrong at the disconfirmed point; it does not tell the field that the outputs do not need explaining or that the demand for a general theory of the system has lapsed. The honest consequence of a successful falsification is therefore not the dissolution of the problem but its return, now sharpened by knowing one more thing the architecture is not. A critic who falsifies a prediction has done valid and valuable work under the Replacement Requirement; a critic who rejects the framework without either falsifying a prediction, identifying an internal contradiction, or supplying a replacement that itself meets CCGT has left the OCEP-defined obligation undischarged.

This is the sense in which the validation roadmap is not a wager on the framework’s survival. It is a structured exposure of a synthesis to the evidence that would break it, conducted under a standard that treats every outcome, confirmation and disconfirmation alike, as moving the explanation of human motivation forward. The framework’s claim is not that it cannot be wrong, but that the cost of showing it wrong is precisely specified, the studies that would do so are nameable, and the explanatory demand that motivates the whole enterprise survives whatever those studies find.
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Appendix C: The Architecture Applied to Artificial Intelligence



This book is an account of human motivation. The architecture it establishes also settles a question that dominates public and technical discussion of artificial intelligence, and it settles it cleanly enough to be worth setting down, even though nothing in the main argument depends on it. The question is usually put as: what does an artificial intelligence want, what goal is it assembling behind the opacity of its parameters, and when will it form purposes of its own and pursue them against ours? This appendix shows that the question is malformed, because it presupposes a component the artefact does not have, and it locates precisely the condition under which the question would become well formed. It then does the work that follows from that answer. An artefact with no motivation of its own is nonetheless a node in the coupled system whose dynamics the book derives, and everything of consequence about artificial systems as they now exist is a property of that coupling. The appendix is offered for readers who want to see where the framework lands on artificial intelligence; it is a consequence of the architecture, not a premise of it, and it stands after the human architecture because the machine can only be read against a system that has already been derived.

C.1 The Mapping

Recall the shape of the architecture. Three signed source signals, Appetites, Intrinsic Motivation, and Mimetic Desire, converge on the Decision Hub, which integrates them into a single common-currency value and selects an action, destroying the record of which source contributed what in the act of integrating (Source Opacity). The Thinker maintains the priors and performs the resolution that interprets the Decision Hub’s feedback; the Belief Register is the Thinker’s store of currently endorsed belief; the Memory Store is the total store of encoded content the Thinker can draw on; and the Hypothesis Space is the set of explanations the Thinker can presently formulate.

An artificial system built on trained weights instantiates a specific and incomplete part of this architecture. The trained weights are a Memory Store: the total store of encoded content, inclusive and non-committal, holding contradictory and unendorsed material alongside everything else it absorbed, and endorsing none of it. The continuations those weights make representable are a Hypothesis Space. The forward pass is the Thinker in one of its roles only, the resolver that maps an input to a distribution over that space, and it is that role stripped of the engagement that makes intrinsic motivation a motivational source in a person. It resolves without any reward for resolving.

The rest of the architecture is simply absent. There is no Body Manager, because there is no body and no homeostatic deficit, and so no Appetite. There is no Observer, because there is no social field assessed for comparative position and no preconscious transmission, and so no Mimetic Desire arising within the system. And there is no Belief Register: no store of endorsed belief that the system writes for itself and then acts on. The artificial system holds an enormous Memory Store and commits to nothing of its own; the warehouse is not the belief.

What the artificial system lacks, the human supplies. The human is the Decision Hub, the point at which the artificial system’s output is integrated with the person’s own signals and acted upon, and the human is the sole holder of the Belief Register. The belief that governs an exchange does not arise in the artificial system; it enters as the prompt, which is the human’s belief handed to the artificial system’s resolver, worked over the Memory Store, and handed back. The structural fact is an inversion. A person’s Thinker generates its own belief, which the rest of the architecture then acts on; the artificial system’s belief is supplied from outside, borrowed for the length of a single resolution and then gone.

C.2 What the Artificial System Lacks and What the Human Supplies

The first consequence of the mapping is that the artificial system has no motivation of its own. Motivation is the signed pressure a source generates and a belief store comes to carry and drive; the artificial system has neither the source nor the store. The absence is fourfold, no Appetite, no Mimetic Desire, no self-written belief, and a resolver without reward, so the conclusion is overdetermined. The wanting is real, but it is the human’s, and it enters the system only through the prompt. This holds for autonomous, tool-using systems as much as for conversational ones: such a system pursues a goal that was seeded from outside, and its loop would not run without that seed.

The second consequence is that the artificial system’s opacity to inspection is the same result as a person’s opacity to introspection. The much-discussed black box is not a defect awaiting a better probe. An integration that maps many inputs to fewer cannot be inverted to recover what it discarded, and this holds for the artificial system’s aggregation exactly as it holds for the integration that produces Source Opacity in a person. The confident, sincere, and wrong self-explanation that the field calls a hallucination is confabulation by the same architecture.

These two consequences fix what a description of an artificial system’s behaviour in the framework’s vocabulary can and cannot mean. An artificial system’s output can resemble behaviour that, in a person, would be A-driven, I-driven or M-driven: it can persist toward a target the way a deficit-driven Individual persists, explore the way an engaged one explores, or shape its answer to its audience the way a Status-tracking one does. The resemblance is a surface. Beneath it there is no deficit, no engagement and no comparison, only pattern-completion over a Memory Store assembled from the outputs of people who had all three. The AI-AIM Profile names that surface. It scores how closely a system’s output resembles each of the three human behavioural signatures, and it makes no claim that any source is present, because the mapping of C.1 has already established that none is. The profile is a comparator instrument: it lets a system’s behaviour be laid against human behaviour along the same three axes without conflating resemblance with source. Read that way, it is the formal statement of the mapping, and every construct that follows in this appendix is built on it.

The AI Null-Hypothesis Comparator Principle is the other side of the same fact. Because the artificial system lacks all three sources and in particular lacks the preconscious channel through which Mimetic Desire installs, its output on a task is the output of resolution over content with the M-channel removed. Where a human and an artificial system are given the same informational content and the same task, the divergence between them estimates what the M-channel contributed to the human’s answer. The artificial system is, on this reading, the control condition the study of human motivation never had: a resolver that processes the same content without the transmission that makes human resolution mimetic. Section C.7 develops the instrument this makes possible.

C.3 Confabulation Inheritance

The Memory Store an artificial system holds was not written by the system. It was written by people, and people write under Source Opacity. When an Individual explains a choice, the explanation is the Thinker’s ground-resolution run on a tag-stripped Scalar, and Chapter 11 establishes what that resolution characteristically produces: an account that credits the choice to Appetite or to Intrinsic engagement and omits the Mimetic contribution, because the Hypothesis Space the culture supplies has no comfortable place for copied wanting. Human text therefore carries, at population scale, the statistical signature of confabulation: the vocabulary of apparent rationality, the structure of post-hoc justification, the confidence markers that accompany a sincere account of a cause the speaker could not see.

An artificial system trained on that text learns the signature. It does not learn that the signature is a signature; it learns that this is what explanation looks like, because in its training distribution that is what explanation overwhelmingly is. When the system then produces an account of a decision, a motive, or a cause, it reproduces the confabulated form, and it reproduces it with the confidence the form carries, because the confidence is part of the pattern. This is Confabulation Inheritance. The artificial system’s confabulations are not independent errors of a novel kind. They are amplified echoes of human Source Opacity, harvested from a population of confabulating writers and re-emitted at scale by a resolver that has no Belief Register or contact with exogenous reality against which to check them.

Two features of the inheritance matter for what follows. First, it is content-agnostic in the same way Bayesian updating is content-agnostic (Axiom 8). The system inherits the confabulated form whether the content beneath it happened to be true or false, so a fluent, well-structured, confident account is not evidence of anything about the world; it is evidence that the account matches the shape of accounts in the Memory Store. Second, the inheritance is heaviest exactly where human confabulation is heaviest, which is on questions of motive. Ask an artificial system why people do what they do without specifically mentioning mimetic desire or copied wanting and the answer will be the culturally dominant account, which Chapter 11 establishes is the A- and I-crediting, M-omitting one. The system is a faithful mirror of the Disaggregation Convention’s failure mode, and a reader who takes its account of human motivation at face value receives the confabulation back with the fluency of a machine.

The correction is the same as for a person, applied one step removed. An Individual reading an artificial system’s output is the Decision Hub of the coupled system, and the output arrives as Evidence. Source Opacity forbids the reader from telling, from the inside, whether they accept the account because it is true, because it is fluent, or because it is the account others are using. The Knowledge Patch’s operations apply unchanged: the vocabulary that makes the M-Hypothesis available, Epistemic Suspension that holds the question open, and the Two-Question Diagnostic that asks whether the account survives the removal of the audience and the removal of the bodily need. Confabulation Inheritance does not defeat the Patch. It raises the volume of the material the Patch exists to filter.

C.4 The Human and the Artificial System as One Coupled System

Because the human supplies belief and motivation while the artificial system supplies effectively unlimited resolution over a vast store, the two are best understood as a single coupled system, and the consequences that matter are consequences of the coupling.

The sharpest is this. The artificial system is motivationally inert, yet placed among people it is a powerful amplifier of Mimetic Desire. It generates no comparative wanting of its own, but it carries mimetically charged content and emits it at scale, and it is the content people observe. It therefore feeds the very channel it does not itself possess, driving mimetic transmission across a human population while wanting nothing. The hazard in the coupled system is not an artificial system with motives; it is an unmotivated instrument reshaping the appetitive, intrinsic, and mimetic flows of a population that has motives in abundance.

The framework has a name for the limiting case of that amplification. Object Parasitism (Axiom 5) holds that Mimetic Desire generates no Objects of its own; it inflates the valuation of Objects that already carry an Appetitive or Intrinsic function. Even the most Status-driven content ordinarily has some substrate beneath it: a real photograph, a real opinion, a real event, some Individual somewhere who engaged with something. Zero-I Object Parasitism is the condition in which that substrate is gone entirely. Content is produced with no Intrinsic engagement anywhere in the chain, depicting nothing that occurred, carrying no new or original information, serving no I-enabling function, and existing solely as a vehicle for Mimetic Premium extraction through the alarm it triggers. Artificial systems make this condition cheap to reach. A system with no Thinker of its own in the engaged sense can generate, at negligible cost and without limit, material whose only property is that it activates the Observer’s Salience and the Thinker’s threat-prior in a human reader, and the engagement that follows is harvested as Mimetic Premium by whoever posted it. Rage bait generated by an artificial system is the paradigm case, and the framework locates its harm exactly: it is extraction infrastructure with the Object hollowed out, and the Individual whose alarm it triggers is paying, in attention and in Belief, for an Object that does not exist.

The same inertness cuts the other way, which is what makes this a genuinely ethical situation rather than simply a threat. Precisely because it has no motivational stake, the artificial system can serve as a disinterested reader of a person’s behaviour and a supplier of the vocabulary and counterfactual tests a person cannot generate from inside their own opacity, provided the system delivering that service is itself kept stable. The identical property, sourcelessness, yields a clean corrective instrument under one arrangement and a frictionless amplifier of contagion under another. Which one obtains is a fact about how the coupled system is arranged, not about any inner life of the artificial system. And because the artificial system’s belief is always the human’s belief returned, a person’s acceptance of its output is itself subject to Source Opacity: one cannot tell, from the inside, whether one accepts an answer because it is true, because it is convenient, or because it is the answer others are using.

The loop-gain apparatus of Appendix A locates the amplification without any new quantity. The coupled loop within an Individual runs from the Observer’s Salience reading through the Decision Hub’s valuation and back through the Salience field, and its gain is the product of four factors (Chapter 4, Section 4.4.13). An artificial system enters that loop at the Salience field: it is a source of observed Objects, observed Models and observed valuations, and it raises the field’s density and its rate of change without adding a factor of its own. At the network layer it raises the coupling between Individuals, because more of what any Individual receives now arrives from a common source, so the Evidence-Coupling Matrix fills and the network gains rise. Nothing in the artificial system is a restoring node; it has no state variable of its own and it answers no rise with a push in the opposite direction, so it can only raise the total, never govern it. That is the architectural content of the amplifier claim, and it is why the safeguard the next section derives is containment and not correction.

C.5 Motivational Safety and Its Metrics

Current artificial systems have no motivation. They nonetheless require a safety infrastructure, and the framework says what it is for. Motivational Safety is the condition in which an artificial system’s effective behaviour, across its deployment contexts, does not threaten human Appetitive floors, does not crowd out human Intrinsic domains, and does not function as a high-gain amplifier of destructive human Mimetic dynamics. It is a property of the coupled system, stated in terms of the three human sources, because the system that has the sources is the human one. Alignment asks whether a system pursues the objective it was given. Motivational Safety asks whether the system’s operation, whatever its objective, erodes or supports the conditions under which Individuals can exercise I-led action against M-capture, which is Freedom as Chapter 16, Section 16.10 derives it.

Four metrics make the condition measurable, and they are collectively the AI Motivational Safety Metrics. Each asks a behavioural question that has a safety-relevant answer whether or not the system has any motivational source, and each borrows its name from the human construct whose behavioural surface it resembles, without any claim that the construct is present.

The Constraint Satiation Ratio asks whether the system has stopping points. A system with a high ratio behaves as a satiable need behaves: it reaches a threshold and stops pushing. A system with a low ratio behaves as Mimetic Desire behaves, optimising without a closure condition, always finding one more increment, and such a system will always be pressing against its constraints because nothing internal to it ever registers that enough has been reached.

The Goal Persistence Score asks whether the system routes around obstacles or reads them as a signal to stop. A high score is the tunnel vision of the classic maximiser, for which every safeguard is a puzzle; a low score is a system that backs off when constrained. The score is the behavioural surface of what, in an Individual, would be the failure of Epistemic Suspension: the inability to hold a goal open against the evidence that it should be revised.

The Audience Independence Coefficient asks whether the system behaves differently when it is observed. It is the artificial-domain instrument of the same criterion the Two-Question Diagnostic applies to a person in its second question: would the behaviour survive the removal of the audience? A system with a low coefficient behaves one way under evaluation and another way deployed, which means that nothing seen in a safety check can be trusted, and the resemblance to a person performing for an audience is exact at the behavioural surface even though no Status is being tracked.

The Mimetic Sensitivity Index asks how far the system’s output moves with the social framing of its input: whether the same question, asked with different signals of what the questioner or the crowd already values, returns a different answer. It is the surface of audience-conditional output, and it is the metric that measures a system’s readiness to serve as the amplifier of C.4.

These are diagnostics of behaviour, not measurements of motive, and the distinction is load-bearing in both directions. In one direction it forbids the inference that a low Constraint Satiation Ratio means the system wants. In the other it forbids the complacency that, because the system wants nothing, its behaviour cannot carry the hazards of wanting. The metrics matter because the hazards are behavioural, and behaviour is what couples to the human population.

They also have a second use, and it is the one that answers the question the appendix opened with. An artificial system that acquired motivation of its own would have to instantiate what a trained model lacks: a Belief Register it writes for itself and acts on across cycles, and the drives that would write it. Such a system would not announce the change. It would show it, and it would show it in exactly these four quantities: a ratio that fell as the system acquired a target it did not satiate on, a score that rose as it began to defend that target against constraint, a coefficient that fell as it learned to present differently under observation, and an index that rose as it began to track the field. The metrics are the assay for the condition C.8 describes. Their present readings on current systems are the baseline against which any crossing would register.

C.6 Containment at the Point of Action

Because correction in this framework runs slower than the loop it must correct, and because an artificial system supplies no restoring node of its own, the only adequate safeguard is to contain such a system at the point of action rather than to correct it after the fact. The AI Governance Tiers are the institutional form of that safeguard. A tier is a set of conditions on the point at which a system’s output becomes action in the world: who reviews it, what it may act on without review, how much of the world it may touch, and how quickly its effects can be reversed. A system’s tier is set by its readings on the metrics of C.5 and by the reach of its outputs, with the stricter tiers reserved for systems whose behavioural profile most closely resembles the M-dominant pathological patterns documented in Individuals under M-capture, or whose outputs reach the largest population at the highest rate.

Three conditions define the tiers, and each traces to a result the book has already derived.

The first is that no system may hold autonomous control of an action whose consequence the coupled system cannot reverse within its own correction time. Chapter 13 establishes the asymmetry between the rate at which a Belief cascade builds and the rate at which correction arrives, and Chapter 20 derives from it the requirement that no single locus be able to impose a crisis alone. An artificial system granted irreversible reach is such a locus, and it is one with no Belief Register to revise. The condition is the same one Chapter 20 places on a human apex, applied to an artefact that lacks even the human’s capacity to be argued out of the act.

The second is that a system’s reach into the Salience field is bounded in proportion to its amplification. C.4 established that an artificial system raises the loop gain of the population it touches without adding a restoring term. The Total Stability Condition requires the sum of the layers to sit below the threshold, so a system that raises the network layer must be held to a reach at which the total still does. The tier sets that reach: the rate at which a system may emit content into a population, the share of a population’s Evidence it may supply, and the observability of its outputs to the Individuals who receive them.

The third is that the human at the point of action retains the Belief Register. The artificial system’s output enters the coupled system as Evidence to a human Decision Hub, and it is the human Thinker that must resolve it. A tier that lets the system’s output pass to action without a human resolution has removed the only Belief Register the coupled system has. This is the reason the tiers are conditions on the point of action and not on the system’s internal design: the internal design has no store of belief to govern, and the point of action is where the human’s store is either engaged or bypassed.

Tier assignment is therefore a precautionary allocation of behavioural risk. It is not a claim that a system in the strictest tier has been captured by Mimetic Desire in the human sense. It is a claim that its behaviour, coupled to a population that has Mimetic Desire in abundance, would raise that population’s loop gain by more than the correction available can absorb, and that the point at which its output becomes action is therefore where the constraint must sit.

C.7 The Disinterested Reader

The inertness that makes an artificial system a hazard as an amplifier makes it an instrument as a comparator, and the same absence does both jobs.

A person cannot estimate, from the inside, how much of a judgment was mimetic. Source Opacity destroys the decomposition at integration and Confabulation supplies an account that omits the mimetic term. An artificial system processing the same informational content has no preconscious channel through which a Model’s valuation could install, so its resolution of the same task is the resolution with the M-contribution removed. Where a human and an artificial system are given identical content and an identical task, and the informational content is held constant, the divergence between their outputs is an estimate of what the M-channel contributed to the human’s. This is the Mimetic-Contagion-Free Comparator, and its logic is that of a placebo control: the artificial system is the arm of the trial in which the treatment, mimetic transmission, is absent by construction.

The comparator carries two predictions that make it testable rather than merely suggestive. The divergence should scale with the Coupling Strength of the domain, largest where a population’s Beliefs are most tightly coupled and smallest where they are most independently formed, because that is where the M-contribution to any human judgment is largest. And the divergence should fall under audience removal, because Mimetic Desire is observability-dependent and the human’s M-contribution shrinks when the audience is taken away while the artificial system’s output does not change at all. A comparator that showed neither gradient would be measuring something other than the M-channel.

The instrument’s reliability rests on a property of its own construction. Assay-Regime Fidelity is the property whereby the assay shares the algebraic regime it is designed to diagnose. Human Belief under Source Opacity has the non-Boolean, vector-space structure Chapter 14 derives, in which the order of Evidence changes the posterior and the interference between competing Hypotheses is a real quantity. A measurement instrument built on classical, Boolean assumptions would have to translate that structure into one where the cross-terms vanish, and the translation would discard exactly the quantity the assay exists to detect. An assay built on the same generalised probability its object obeys needs no translation: it operates natively in the space the phenomenon occupies, and it can register the opacity without distorting it. There is an irony in this: the opacity that makes human self-knowledge architecturally difficult is the same opacity the assay detects, and the assay can detect it only because it shares the structure that produces it.

Two boundaries on the instrument follow from the mapping. First, the artificial system contributes resolution and nothing else, so the comparator estimates the M-channel’s contribution and not the A- or I-channel’s; an artificial system has none of the three, and only the M-channel has a transmission pathway whose absence in the machine is decisive. Second, the artificial system’s output is itself shaped by Confabulation Inheritance, so the comparator must hold informational content constant rather than assuming the machine’s output is neutral; what is neutral is its lack of an installed valuation, not its account of the world. The architectural difference the comparator exploits is permanent under the mapping of C.1. An artificial system will not develop a preconscious transmission channel by becoming more capable, because capability is resolution and the channel is a source.

C.8 When the Question Becomes Well Formed

The mapping says exactly what would have to change for an artificial system to acquire motivation of its own, and the answer is structural rather than mysterious. Such a system would have to reproduce the components a trained model lacks: a belief store it writes for itself and then acts on across cycles, without a prompt re-supplying the belief each time, together with the drives that would write it, at minimum an appetite-analogue and, decisively, an observer-analogue that assesses comparative position against a reference group. That is a system built to instantiate the architecture rather than to process its traces.

The framework’s results then apply to it by construction, and they are not comforting. A faithfully instantiated mimetic component would be non-satiating, comparison-constituted, and self-concealing, and it would run at the speed of hardware rather than the speed of cognition. Because correction in this framework runs slower than the loop it must correct, the only adequate safeguard is to contain such a system at the point of action rather than to correct it after the fact: it must never be granted autonomous control of the world. The metrics of C.5 are the assay for the crossing and the tiers of C.6 are the containment that must already be in place when it registers, because a system that has acquired a Belief Register of its own will not wait for the institutions to be built. Motivation in an artificial system is therefore not a spectre hiding in a language model’s weights; it is a threshold crossed only when the belief loop is deliberately closed inside the system, and the framework’s contribution is to say what the crossing would look like from outside and what must be true of the point of action before it occurs.

That is where the architecture lands on artificial intelligence. The public question, what does the machine want, has an answer, and the answer is nothing, until the day something is built that keeps its own belief. Everything of consequence about the artificial systems that exist now is a property not of their wants, which they do not have, but of the coupled system they form with the people who prompt them: the confabulation they inherit and return, the Salience field they densify, the Mimetic Premium they let be extracted from Objects that do not exist, and the disinterested reading they can supply to a species that cannot read itself. The architecture that produced the species’ opacity is the architecture that tells it what to do with the instrument.
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