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Abstract

The attractor framework provides a domain-general vocabulary
for describing persistence and change across physical,
biological, cognitive, and social systems. This paper extends
the framework to astrophysical dissipative systems. We
distinguish between conservative gravitational dynamics -
which define families of stable invariant solutions - and
dissipative processes — which select and can stabilize
particular configurations within those families.

The central thesis 1is:

Gravity defines the landscape. Dissipation selects the
configuration.

We provide an operational definition of the excess entropy
production functional oexcessoexcess[] for gravitational
systems, grounding the persistence
functional Dw=[ocexcess dtD«[]=[cexcess[]dt in physical
dissipation rates above steady-state baselines. We show that:

= Orbital circularization is a dissipative process driven
by gravitational radiation and tidal friction

» Tidal locking is an asymptotically stable state reached
through dissipative evolution
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= Planetary systems settle into metastable low-dissipation
configurations through dissipative processes 1in
protoplanetary disks

Binary inspirals provide a natural setting for the
framework’s persistence functional

The framework’s contribution is not a new mechanism of orbital
evolution, but a unifying description of persistence across
disparate dissipative systems using a common mathematical
quantity: the persistence functional.

Keywords: attractor framework, astrophysics, gravitational
radiation, tidal locking, orbital circularization, dissipative
structures, Hamiltonian dynamics, planetary systems, binary
inspirals, excess entropy production

1. Introduction

The attractor framework has been developed to describe
persistence and change across physical, biological, cognitive,
and social systems. The core claim is that every dissipative
system maintains 1its attractor through continuous
reconfiguration, and that reconfiguration generates excess
entropy.

This paper extends the framework to astrophysical dissipative
systems. The Kkey insight is a distinction that is often
blurred in the literature:

Concept Role

Defines the landscape of possible
configurations (orbits, resonances,
stable solutions)

Conservative
gravitational dynamics




Concept Role

Select and can stabilize particular

Dissipative processes
P P configurations within that landscape

Gravity does not provide attractors in the dynamical systems
sense — Hamiltonian systems conserve phase-space volume and do
not have attractors. However, when dissipative processes are
added, the system evolves toward particular asymptotically
stable configurations within the family of invariant
solutions. The circular orbit is not a dynamical attractor of
pure Newtonian gravity; it 1is the endpoint of dissipative
evolution (tidal friction, gravitational radiation, gas drag).

This distinction is central to the paper. Gravity defines the
landscape; dissipation determines which configuration is
reached.

What is new: Existing astrophysical theory
explains how dissipative mechanisms drive orbital evolution.
The attractor framework proposes a common mathematical
quantity — the persistence functional — that measures the
cumulative irreversible cost of approaching an asymptotically
stable configuration. The novelty is therefore not a new
mechanism of orbital evolution, but a unifying description of
persistence across disparate dissipative systems.

2. Conservative vs. Dissipative
Systems

2.1 Hamiltonian Dynamics

A conservative Hamiltonian system preserves phase-space volume
(Liouville’s theorem). It does not have attractors in the
dynamical systems sense. Orbits are determined by initial
conditions and remain on their invariant tori (Arnold, 1989).



Property Implication

No phase-space contraction| No attractors

Time-reversible No arrow of time

Energy conserved No dissipation

2.2 Dissipative Dynamics

When dissipative processes are added, the system loses energy
and angular momentum. Phase-space volume contracts, and
asymptotically stable states can emerge. For foundational
treatments of irreversible thermodynamics, see Onsager (1931)
and Prigogine (1947).

Property Implication

Phase-space contraction|Asymptotically stable states appear

Time-irreversible Arrow of time

Energy lost Entropy generated

2.3 The Framework’s Position

The framework treats gravity as defining the landscape of
possible configurations. Dissipation determines which of those
configurations are actually reached.

Gravity defines the landscape. Dissipation selects the
configuration.

This is the core insight of the paper.

3. The Gravitational Persistence



Functional

3.1 Excess Entropy Production

Following Galida (2026c¢c), the excess entropy production rate
1s defined as:oexcess(x)=0(x)-0ss(x)oexcess[](x)=0(x)—-0ss[](x)

where o(x)o(x) 1s the total entropy production rate
and oss(x)oss[](x) is the steady-state baseline rate at the
attractor.

For gravitational systems, we
propose:ocexcess=E irrev-E ssTeffoexcess[]=Teff[JE irrev[]—E ss[[]

where E irrevE irrev[] is the total irreversible energy loss
rate, E ssE ss[] is the steady-state baseline loss rate at the
attractor, and TeffTeff[J is an effective temperature.

This decomposition ensures oexcess-0ocexcess[]-0 at the
attractor, avoiding the divergence problem that would arise
from integrating raw dissipation rates over infinite time.
Systems that continue to dissipate at a steady baseline (e.g.,
a circular binary emitting GWs, a tidally locked moon with
residual eccentricity-driven heating) contribute only
their excess above baseline to the persistence cost.

3.2 Domain-Specific Definitions

Process Total E'E’ Baseline E ssE ss[] cexcessoexcess[]
Orbital [LGW(e)-LGW(0) ]/Teff[LGW(e)-LGW
LGW(e)LGW, LGW(e=0)LGW[](e=0
circularization (e)LGwWl(e) (e=0)LGW[I(e=0) (0)]1/Teff(
Ptide(Q,e)Ptid . . Ptide(Q,e)-Ptid , Teff[Ptid
Tidal locking 1de(Q,e)Ptide Ptide(Q=n,e)Ptide[](Q=n,e) [Ptide(Q,e) .l e(n,e)]/Teff[Ptide
0(Q,e) 0(Q,e)-Ptide[j(n,e) ]1/Teff[]
. D.1sk. LdiskLdisk] Ldisk, steadylLdisk, steady [Ld15k—Lc.ilsk, ss]/Teff[Ldisk
dissipation 0 -Ldisk, ss[]]/Teff[]

3.3 The Persistence Functional

Definition 1 (Gravitational Persistence Functional): For a
finite horizon T>0T>0:DT(x)=J0Toexcess(dt(x)) dtDTO(x)=[0T



ocexcess[](¢t[](x))dt

For trajectories that converge to the
attractor:Deo(x)=f0woexcess (¢t (x)) dtDw[J(x)=[0x[Joexcess[](¢t
(x))dt

Interpretation: Dwo(x)Dx[](x) measures the total excess entropy
generated during the approach to an asymptotically stable
configuration — the cumulative cost of reconfiguration above
the steady-state baseline.

Note on gravitational wave entropy: Classical gravitational
waves are coherent radiation and do not automatically carry
large thermodynamic entropy. The entropy associated with
gravitational wave emission arises from coarse-graining the
wave's phase space or from the generalized entropy increase of
the sources (e.g., black hole horizons). The proposed
definition oexcess=[LGW(e)-LGW(0O)]/Teffoexcess[O=[LGW(e)-LGW
(0)]1/Teff[] isolates the eccentricity-specific excess above the
circular-orbit baseline. Constructing an explicit entropy
functional for gravitational radiation remains an open
problem.

4. Orbital Circularization

4.1 The Phenomenon

Binary systems (stars, black holes, planets) often have
elliptical orbits. Over time, these orbits tend
to circularize — the eccentricity decreases and the orbit
becomes more circular.

This is a dissipative process. The system loses energy and
angular momentum through:



» Gravitational radiation (for compact objects)
= Tidal friction (for fluid bodies)
= Gas drag (for protoplanetary disks)

4.2 Framework Interpretation

Component Role

The landscape Family of Keplerian orbits (all ellipses)

Asymptotically Circular orbit (endpoint of dissipative
stable state evolution)

Gravitational radiation, tidal friction,
gas drag

oexcess=[LGW(e)-LGW(0) ]/Teffoexcess[]=[LGW
(e)-LGW(0) 1/Teff
The framework proposes:kKolDokxDoo[]1[]

The dissipation

The cost

where kk 1s the circularization rate and Dwo=Jcexcess dtDw
=[oexcess[Jdt is the cumulative excess entropy production
during circularization.

4.3 The Peters & Mathews Formula

The foundational computation of the gravitational-wave power
from a Keplerian orbit was given by Peters & Mathews (1963).
The secular decay of semi-major axis and eccentricity was
derived by Peters
(1964) : dadt=-645G3m1m2 (m1+m2)c5a3(1-e2)7/2(1+7324e2+3796e4)dtd
a[]=-564[]c5a3(1-e2)7/2G3m1[m2[](m1]+m2[])[J(1+2473[]e2+9637
e4)dedt=-30415G3m1m2(ml+m2)c5a4(1-e2)5/2e(1+121304e2)dtde
=-15304[]c5a4 (1-e2)5/2G3m10m2[](m1+m2[])Je (1+304121[]e2)

Framework Interpretation: The decay of eccentricity e-0e-0 is
the approach to the asymptotically stable state. The excess
entropy production 1is the eccentricity-dependent component of
the gravitational wave
luminosity:ocexcess=LGW(e)-LGW(0)Teffoexcess[|=Teff[JLGW[](e)-LGW



(0)0

This quantity vanishes as e-0e-0, consistent with the ee-
proportionality of the de/dtde/dt equation. Orbital
eccentricity may serve as an experimentally accessible proxy
for the cumulative excess entropy production.

5. Binary Inspirals

5.1 The Phenomenon

Binary systems of compact objects (neutron stars, black holes)
lose energy through gravitational radiation. The orbit shrinks
and the binary inspirals.

This is one of the most direct applications of the framework.
The inspiral is a dissipative process driven by gravitational
wave emission. For general relativistic treatments of binary
dynamics and the geometry of spacetime, see Carroll (2004),
Schutz (2009), Wald (1984), and Misner, Thorne & Wheeler
(1973).

5.2 Framework Interpretation

Component Role
The landscape Family of binary orbits
Asymptotically Quasi-circular orbit (endpoint of

stable state circularization)
The dissipation Gravitational radiation
oexcess=[LGW(e)-LGW(0) ]/Teffoexcess[]=[LGW
The cost
(e)-LGW[(0) 1/Teff(




5.3 The Persistence Functional

The persistence functional for a binary inspiral
is:Dwo=[0woexcess(t) dt=[0oLGW(e(t))-LGW(0)Teff dtDw[]=]0w
oexcess[](t)dt=[0w[]TeffJLGW[](e(t))-LGWJ(0)[dt

Note on circularization: For compact-object binaries,
eccentricity damps on a much shorter timescale than the
inspiral itself. Gravitational radiation circularizes the
orbit well before merger, so the system reaches a quasi-
circular state as a near-asymptotic limit before the final
coalescence.

Hypothesis: The inspiral time 1t is inversely proportional
to DooDoo[]: K=1Tx1Dook=T1[JxDoo[]1[]

6. Tidal Locking

6.1 The Phenomenon

Tidal locking occurs when a body’s rotational period equals
its orbital period. The Moon is tidally locked to Earth. Many
exoplanets in the habitable zone are expected to be tidally
locked.

Tidal locking is a dissipative process. Tidal friction
converts rotational energy into heat, gradually slowing the
body’s rotation until it matches its orbital period.

6.2 Framework Interpretation

Component Role
The landscape Family of rotational states
Asymptotically Tidal lock (rotational period = orbital
stable state period)




Component Role

The
.. \ Tidal friction (heat generation)
dissipation
oexcess=[Ptide(Q,e)-Ptide(Q=n,e)]/Teffoexcess
The cost

=[Ptide[](Q,e)-Ptide[J(Q=n,e)]/Teff[]
Hypothesis: The tidally locked state is a low-dissipation
configuration for the system. Once locked, tidal dissipation
approaches a minimum. The excess entropy production is the
despinning-specific component above whatever baseline
eccentricity-driven heating persists after lock.

6.3 The Tidal Locking Timescale

The timescale for tidal locking is commonly given as (see,
e.g., Murray & Dermott, 1999):tlock=221Qk2mM(aR)61Qtlock[]=212
k2[(000Mm[](Ra[]) 6Q1[]

where:

= QQ is the tidal dissipation factor
= k2k2[] is the Love number

=mm is the mass of the body

= MM is the mass of the primary

»aa is the semi-major axis

= RR is the radius of the body

= Q0 is the rotation rate

(Different derivations use different prefactors depending on
the assumed dissipation model; the (a/R)6(a/R)6 scaling 1is
robust.)

Hypothesis: k=1/tlockk=1/tlock[]. The recovery rate is the
inverse of the locking timescale. The cumulative excess
entropy production is the total tidal heat dissipated during
despinning above the post-lock baseline.



7. Planetary Systems

7.1 Formation and Evolution

Planetary systems form from protoplanetary disks. The disk is
a dissipative structure: it loses energy through radiation,
viscosity, and accretion.

Over time, the system approaches a stable configuration:

 Planets on nearly circular orbits
= Resonances between orbits
= Stable spin-orbit states

For a comprehensive treatment of solar system dynamics and
tidal evolution, see Murray & Dermott (1999).

7.2 Framework Interpretation

Component Role

The landscape Family of possible planetary configurations

Metastable . .
) ) Low-dissipation planetary system
configuration
The dissipation Disk viscosity, radiation, accretion
oexcess=[Ldisk-Ldisk, ss]/Tdiskoexcess
The cost

=[Ldisk[]-Ldisk, ss[]]/Tdisk[]
Hypothesis: Mature planetary systems approach metastable low-
dissipation configurations. The cumulative excess entropy
production is the total disk dissipation above the steady-
state baseline integrated over the formation epoch.




8. Entropy Generation in
Gravitational Systems

8.1 The Subtlety of Gravitational Entropy

Gravitational waves carry energy. Whether they carry entropy
is a more subtle question. Classical gravitational waves are
coherent radiation; coherent radiation is not obviously high-
entropy. Binary mergers ultimately increase the generalized
entropy of spacetime, but the bookkeeping is subtle.

Note: Throughout this paper, entropy generation refers to the
irreversible processes associated with tidal heating, viscous
dissipation, and the generalized entropy increase accompanying
gravitational-wave emission. The precise entropy carried by
gravitational radiation remains an active topic.

8.2 Operational Definition
of oexcessoexcess]

For the purposes of this framework, we propose the following
operational definition:ocexcess=E irrev-E ssTeffoexcess[|=Teff
E irrev[]-E ss[]]

where:

»E'irrevE irrev[] is the total irreversible energy loss
rate

» E'ssE ss[] is the steady-state baseline loss rate at the
attractor

»TeffTeff[] is an effective temperature for the
dissipative process



This definition ensures oexcess=0ocexcess[]=0 and vanishes when

the system reaches its attractor.

For specific astrophysical

contexts:
Context E'irrevE irrev[] E sSE ss[] TeffTeff[]
Orbital Effective
_ _ _ LGW(e)LGW[](e) LGW(O)LGW[](0) GW
circularization
temperature
Effecti
| _ |Ptide(0,e)Ptide| Ptide(Q=n,e)Ptide ective
Tidal locking body
0(Q,e) (Q=n,e)
temperature
Disk Ldisk, Ldisk, Disk
| }s | LdiskLdisk] dis ssLdis Ss is
dissipation [ temperature
Hawking
Black hol t t
ac ole LGWL G 0 empeha ure
mergers of final
black hole

Note: This is a working hypothesis. Constructing an explicit
entropy functional for relativistic gravitational systems
remains an open problem. The effective temperature TeffTeff
is the primary underdetermined quantity in the framework; its
derivation from first principles is a priority for future
work.

9. The Boundary

The framework’s boundary 1is not absolute zero. It 1is
the absence of irreversible processes. At the boundary, the
system becomes conservative and no entropy 1is generated.
Hamiltonian systems exist at nonzero temperature; the boundary
is dynamical, not thermal.



10. Testable Predictions

10.1 Core Prediction

Prediction: The <circularization rate kK 1is

inversely

proportional to the cumulative excess entropy production

during circularization.Kx1DokoDoo[]1[]

10.2 Specific Predictions

Prediction

Falsification

Tidal locking timescale correlates
with total tidal heat dissipated above
baseline

If no correlation, the
prediction 1is
falsified

Circularization rate correlates with
total eccentricity-dependent GW energy
emitted

If no correlation, the
prediction 1is
falsified

Planetary system stability correlates
with total disk dissipation above
steady state

If no correlation, the
prediction 1is
falsified

11. Open Questions

Question

Status

Ql: Gravitational
entropy

What is the entropy of a
gravitational system? (Penrose, 1965;
Hawking & Ellis, 1973)

Q2: Black hole entropy

How does black hole entropy fit into
the framework?




Question Status

Q3: Entropy of Does gravitational radiation carry
gravitational entropy, and if so, how is it
radiation defined? (Zeldovich, 1972)

Do cosmological models admit
asymptotically stable late-time
solutions?

What is the correct TeffTeff[] for
gravitational wave entropy
production? (Galida, 2026d)

What coarse-graining scheme defines
Q6: Coarse-graining the entropy of classical
gravitational waves? (Galida, 2026d)

Q4: Cosmological
stability

Q5: Effective
temperature for GWs

12. Conclusion

The attractor framework extends naturally to astrophysical
dissipative systems. The key insight is a distinction that 1is
often blurred:

Gravity defines the landscape. Dissipation selects the
configuration.

Conservative gravitational dynamics define families of stable
invariant solutions. Dissipative processes — gravitational
radiation, tidal friction, gas drag — select and can stabilize
particular configurations within those families.

The framework does not claim that gravity provides attractors.
It claims that the combination of conservative dynamics and
dissipative processes produces asymptotically stable states.
This is a more accurate and defensible position.

The contribution is not a new mechanism of orbital evolution,



but a unifying description of persistence across disparate
dissipative systems using a common mathematical quantity: the
persistence functional Dw=[cexcess dtD«[]=[ocexcess[ldt,
with ocexcessoexcess[] operationally defined as the rate of
irreversible energy loss above steady-state baseline divided
by an effective temperature.
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Abstract

The attractor framework provides a unified vocabulary for
describing persistence and change across physical, biological,
cognitive, and social systems. This paper extends that
vocabulary to cosmology. It proposes that the universe can be
interpreted as a prestressed system — with the three
metronomes (electron, proton, neutrino) acting as persistent
dynamical primitives (“rebar”), and space itself acting as the
“osmotic pressure” (a dissipative medium). The cosmological
constant (A) is interpreted as the cosmic analogue of the WHC-
water discrepancy — the “excess” energy required to explain
observed expansion beyond what matter alone would produce. The
paper maps Taoist concepts (Tao, wu weli, ziran) onto the
framework’s variables (constraint field, k, R), demonstrating
structural alignment with both modern cosmology and ancient
wisdom. The paper is offered as a generative hypothesis, not a
replacement for ACDM. It does not claim that the universe 1is
alive or conscious — only that it is dissipative and may be
intelligent insofar as it persists under perturbation.

A1l claims are structural mappings, not mathematical
equivalences. The framework is a domain-general dynamical
ontology with an associated research programme - a heuristic
vocabulary, not a theory of everything. The mathematical
derivation of equivalence is an open research question.
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1. Introduction

The attractor framework has been applied to biology,
cognition, AI, and civilizational dynamics. This paper extends
it to cosmology. It asks a simple question:

Can the universe be interpreted as a prestressed system —
with stable particles as its “rebar” and space as 1its
“osmotic pressure”?

The answer is yes — with important qualifications.

The framework does not claim that the universe is alive or
conscious. It claims that the universe is a dissipative
system that persists wunder perturbation, navigates
constraints, and exhibits structure — properties that, within
the framework, are the hallmarks of intelligence at its most
basic level.

A note on ACDM: The ACDM model is the standard model of
cosmology, describing a universe composed of approximately 68%
dark energy (A), 26.5% cold dark matter (CDM), and 4.9%
ordinary matter. This paper does not replace ACDM. It offers a
vocabulary for interpreting it.

A note on the framework’s status: This paper does not claim
mathematical equivalence between biological and cosmological
systems. It claims structural isomorphism at the level of
dynamical organization. The mathematical derivation of
equivalence 1s an open research question.

A note on domain of applicability: The framework is
hypothesized to apply to any persistent dynamical system
satisfying Conditions A-D (see §2.4). The universality of the
framework is an empirical hypothesis, not an assumption.



2. Core Definitions

2.1 The Framework Variables

Variable Definition Role

The rate at which a
K (corrective system returns to its Measures

permeability) dynamical trajectory corrigibility
after perturbation

The energy barrier
required to shift a

. Measures
B (basin depth) system from one o
stability
attractor state to
another
) ) The ability of a system
C (coordination _ y y _ Measures
. to coordinate collective
capacity) , coherence
action
The degree to which a
R (reality system’s models Measures truth-
alignment) correspond to empirical tracking

reality

2.2 Primitive vs. Derived Concepts

The framework distinguishes foundational concepts from derived
ones:

Primitive Definition Derived Source

The complete
description of a
State — —
system at a

given time




Primitive Definition Derived Source
Any exchange of
energy,
Interaction momentum, or — —
information
between systems
Any factor that
restricts the
Constraint | possible states — —
or trajectories
of a system
Any deviation
from the
Perturbation system’s — —
dynamical
trajectory
Recovery rate after
perturbation
— — K (derived from
perturbation
dynamics)
Energy barrier
B B B between attractors
(derived from
constraint topology)
Coordination
B B c capacity (derived
from interaction
topology)
Reality alignment
B B R (derived from model-

state
correspondence)




Primitive Definition Derived Source

Low R + mechanisms
Fantasy

— — preventing R
attractor ,
increase

Note on the primitive hierarchy: This primitive layer (State,
Interaction, Constraint, Perturbation) is the 1level of
abstraction at which both mechanotransduction and constraint
navigation are 1instances — mechanotransduction as a
Constraint-mediated Interaction, navigation as Perturbation-
response via the same primitives. This resolves the earlier
cross-paper tension between mechanotransduction and
constraint-detection as “the primitive.”

2.3 Conservative vs. Dissipative
Attractors

In the attractor framework:

Type Definition Examples

No energy input, no
phase-space
contraction, no
attractor

Electrons, protons,
neutrinos (persistent
dynamical primitives)

Conservative

Ener input
. 9y P Life, mind, society, the
required, phase-

Dissipative universe (in the horizon-

space contraction, _
_ thermodynamic sense)
attractor exists

Crucially: A system with Kk (a recovery rate toward an
attractor) is necessarily dissipative. Conservative systems —
in the strict dynamical-systems sense — do not have
attractors. Within this framework, the universe is interpreted
as dissipative in the horizon-thermodynamic sense, even
without external energy input, due to Gibbons—Hawking
temperature and horizon entropy.



2.4 Domain of Applicability

The framework is hypothesized to apply to any system
satisfying the following conditions:

Condition Description
A The system has a well-defined state space
B The system is subject to perturbations
c The system exhibits persistent structure
(attractors)
D The system’s dynamics can be observed and measured

Systems satisfying these conditions are hypothesized to admit
a state-space description possessing analogues of k, B, C, and
R. This is an empirical hypothesis, not an assumption.

2.5 The Constraint Field

The constraint field is the attractor landscape — the set of
possible states and the energy barriers between them. It is
the underlying structure that shapes the dynamics of any
system:

Domain Constraint Field
Biology The extracellular matrix (ECM)
Cosmology Spacetime geometry

Belief systems| Conceptual space of possible beliefs

Society Communication networks and institutions

AI Parameter manifold and latent space

2.6 The Interaction Manifold

The interaction manifold is the topology through which
interactions propagate:



Domain Interaction Manifold
Biology Interstitial ECM
Society Communication network
AI Parameter graph / latent space
Economy Exchange network
Cosmology Spacetime manifold

This generalizes the concept of “space” across domains.

3. The Metronomes as Persistent
Dynamical Primitives

3.1 The Three Metronomes

The three metronomes are persistent dynamical primitives -
long-lived invariant structures that provide the “eternal
skeleton” of the universe:

Metronome Role Stability Channel
Provides charge
and e -y + Vv
Electron . |>6.6x1028 years Y,
electromagnetic (Borexino)
structure
Provides mass p - e*n® (Super-
Proton and nuclear >2.4x1034 years| Kamiokande, 90%

structure C.L.)




Metronome Role Stability Channel

Standard Model
neutrinos have no
known decay

Provides weak

force and channel;
Neutrino , Model-dependent cosmological
cosmic
bounds (CMB, BBN)
background

constrain mass and
lifetime for
specific models

Terminological note: These particles are not “attractors” in
the strict dynamical-systems sense. They are persistent
dynamical primitives — stable structures that persist without
energy input and provide the invariant framework within which
dissipative dynamics unfold. The term “metronome” captures
their role as steady clocks against which all change 1is
measured.

Why three? The framework does not claim that there are exactly
three such primitives. It identifies electron, proton, and
known neutrinos as present examples. Should additional stable
particles be discovered (sterile neutrinos, axions, stable
WIMPs), the list would expand accordingly. The core claim is
that long-lived fundamental particles serve as persistent
dynamical primitives — the specific count is contingent on
physics, not a necessary feature of the framework.

3.2 Rebar Constraints

In the biological analogy, collagen constrains GAG swelling,
creating coherent tissue structure. In the cosmological
analogy, the metronomes constrain space expansion, creating
coherent cosmic structure:



Observation Interpretation

Filaments and voids — gravitational

Cosmic web binding acts as rebar, constraining
expansion

Structure Overdensities collapse into galaxies,

formation clusters, and superclusters

Provides additional gravitational

Dark matter
scaffolding

The cosmic web is the “tissue” of the universe — a prestressed
structure held together by persistent dynamical primitives.

4. Space as Osmotic Pressure

4.1 Osmotic Pressure in Biology

In the biological framework, GAGs and proteoglycans generate
osmotic swelling pressure — a distributed expansive force.

4.2 Space as Expansive Medium

Within this framework, space 1is interpreted as an expansive
medium analogous to osmotic pressure:

Property Interpretation

The “osmotic pressure” of space — it

Cosmic expansion L .
expands because it is pressurised

The pressure is not constant — it is

Cosmic acceleration _ _
increasing (dark energy)

The metronomes constrain the expansion

Structure formation ,
into coherent structures

Within this framework, space is not empty. It is an active,
pressurised medium. Its expansion is the “osmotic pressure” of
the universe.



5. Dark Energy as WHC-Water
Discrepancy

5.1 WHC-Water Discrepancy in Biology

In the biological framework, WHC-water discrepancy 1is the
difference between theoretical water-holding capacity and
actual water content — the “water held back” by collagen.

5.2 The Cosmic Discrepancy

In the cosmological framework, the cosmological constant (A)
can be interpreted as the cosmic WHC-water discrepancy:

Observation Interpretation
Matter-only expansion would The “theoretical maximum”
decelerate expansion

Observed expansion is

] The “actual” expansion
accelerating

The gap is filled by dark
energy

The cosmic “water held back”

In ACDM, the observed expansion history requires a
cosmological constant (Q A = 0.68). Without it, the universe
would decelerate. The gap between these two scenarios 1is
precisely the WHC-water discrepancy at cosmic scale.

5.3 Falsification Condition
The WHC-A interpretation would be falsified if:
1. Dark energy were shown to have a dynamical nature

fundamentally different from a cosmological constant
(e.g., evolving dark energy with equation of state w #



1)

2. The expansion history were found to be consistent with
matter-only dynamics without A

3. The cosmological constant were derived from a mechanism
that explicitly rules out the “max-minus-actual”
interpretation

Note on Condition 1: This is not a remote hypothetical — it is
currently the subject of live observational tension. DESI DR2
(2025), combined with supernova and CMB priors, shows a
continuing preference for an evolving equation of state, with
independent DES analysis reporting roughly 3.2c preference for
evolving dark energy over ACDM. However, a May 2026
systematics study (Afroz & Mukherjee) suggests part of the
signal may trace to a cosmic-distance-duality mismatch between
the BAO and supernova datasets rather than genuine dark-energy
evolution. The field is currently split between “real signal”
and “systematic artifact” readings. This is precisely the kind
of live tension that a falsifiable heuristic should engage
with — it shows that the condition is genuinely live, not a
distant hypothetical.

5.4 Limitations

Issue Address

It is not derived from a “max-

A 1s a fitted parameter . " :
minus-actual” calculation

No standard formalism
equates A to a
discrepancy

This is an interpretation, not a
mathematical derivation

The framework is
descriptive, not
predictive

It describes what ACDM already
describes

The interpretation is coherent but not yet operational. It is
offered as a generative heuristic, not a replacement for ACDM.



6. Dynamics at Cosmic Scale

6.1 What 1s k at Cosmic Scale?

In biology, Kk is the rate at which a system returns to its
dynamical trajectory after perturbation. At cosmic scale, K 1is
the rate at which the universe “corrects” deviations:

Candidate Interpretation

A period of rapid correction — a phase

Inflation .
transition

The universe’s ongoing “correction”

Cosmic acceleration _
toward a de Sitter attractor

Hubble rate approach The rate at which the universe
to Howo approaches its de Sitter state

K is defined as the rate of recovery toward the system’s
dynamical trajectory. The universe has no equilibrium state,
but it has a dynamical trajectory — the expansion history. The
approach to a de Sitter fixed point is a dissipative process
in the horizon-thermodynamic sense.

Currently, no standard cosmological parameter explicitly
measures K. The concept is coherent but not yet operational.

Note on formalization: Ultimately, k should be expressed as
the largest negative eigenvalue of the linearized dynamics
around an attractor. This would give k the same mathematical
meaning across all domains — cells, brains, AI, and cosmology
would compute Kk differently, but the mathematics would be
identical. This is an open research question.

6.2 What 1s B at Cosmic Scale?

In biology, B is the energy barrier required to shift a system



from one attractor state to another. At cosmic scale, B maps
to:

Candidate Interpretation

Vacuum stability The depth of the vacuum basin

. . The time until a vacuum decay
False vacuum lifetime

event
Inflationary potential The barriers between inflationary
barriers states

These actually resemble basin depth. Fundamental constants —
which show no sign of variation over cosmic time — imply a
very deep basin, but B itself is not the constants; it is the
stability of the attractor landscape in which they are
embedded.

Observation Interpretation

Aa/a <10-'7 per year — the basin 1is
Constants do not vary / PEL ¥

deep
Laws are stable The universe resists perturbation
No observed No evidence of the universe
transitions “shifting” between attractors

B is inferred from constant stability, not measured directly.

6.3 The Universe as a Dissipative
Attractor

Within this framework, the wuniverse 1is interpreted as
a dissipative attractor in the horizon-thermodynamic sense. De
Sitter horizons exhibit Gibbons—-Hawking temperature and
horizon entropy, indicating entropy production without
external energy input. The approach to a de Sitter fixed point
is a genuinely dissipative process — phase-space contraction
occurs through horizon thermodynamics.

This resolves the apparent tension: The universe has no



external energy source, but it is not conservative in the
attractor-theoretic sense. It 1is dissipative internally,
through horizon dynamics.

Conservative systems — in the strict dynamical-systems sense —
do not have attractors. The universe, approached as a de
Sitter fixed point with horizon thermodynamics, is dissipative
in the relevant sense. This is consistent with the framework'’s
definition of Kk as a recovery rate toward an attractor.

7. Observational Evidence

7.1 Cosmic Web as Rebar Constraints

Observations of large-scale structure show a cosmic web of
galaxies arranged in filaments, sheets, and voids. This
pattern is precisely what one would expect if massive
particles (metronomes) constrained expansion:

Observation Interpretation
Filaments “Strands” under tension
Voids Regions of low density, expanding freely
Clusters Nodes where filaments intersect

The cosmic web is the “tissue” of the universe — a prestressed
structure.

7.2 Expansion and ACDM

The expansion history of the universe is well described by
ACDM. The “gap” between matter-only deceleration and observed
acceleration is filled by dark energy:



Observation Interpretation

Dark energy comprises ~68% of the universe’s
energy density

QN = 0.68

The model matches CMB, BAO, and supernovae
observations

N fits the data

The WHC-water discrepancy interpretation is consistent with
N\CDM.

7.3 Fundamental Constants and Basin Depth

Fundamental constants show no sign of variation over cosmic
time. Dimensionless combinations containing ¢ (e.g., the fine-
structure constant a) are tightly constrained:

Constant Variation Limit
a (fine-structure) <10-1'7 per year
G (gravitational) <10-'2 per year

Constrained by observations of high-energy

Lorentz invariance
photons from gamma-ray bursts

This implies a very deep basin — the constants are stable and
resist perturbation.

8. Taoist Mapping

8.1 The Tao as Constraint Field

The Tao is described as the underlying order of all things —
the “Way.” In the framework, this corresponds to
the constraint field (attractor 1landscape), not the
prestressed system itself.

Taoist Concept Framework Mapping

The Tao The constraint field — the underlying order




Taoist Concept Framework Mapping

The prestressed system — the expression of the

The universe
Tao

8.2 Wu Wei and High k

Wu wei means “non-action” or “effortless action” — responding
with natural ease rather than forcing. This corresponds
structurally to high k:

Wu Wei High kK
Flowing with the Tao| Correcting errors smoothly
Not forcing Rapid return to equilibrium
Natural harmony System-level corrigibility

Caution: Wu wei is a felt quality of action as much as k is a
measured rate. The mapping is structural rather than literal —
both describe a system that responds appropriately to
perturbation without resistance.

8.3 Ziran and R (Reality Alignment)

Ziran means “naturalness” — being as one is, without external
coercion. This is a structural analogy, not an equivalence:

Ziran R (Reality Alignment)
Being what it is|Models correspond to reality
Without force No external coercion
True to nature Alignment with the Tao

Caution: Ziran is closer to spontaneous self-so-ness than to
epistemic accuracy. Reality alignment (R) concerns how well a
model corresponds to the external world. These overlap but are
not identical. The mapping is structural, not causal.



8.4 Te (Virtue) and B (Basin Depth)

Te (virtue) in Taoist thought refers to the integrity and
stability of a being’'s character — its capacity to maintain
coherence without forcing. This structurally corresponds to
basin depth (B): the ability to resist perturbation while
maintaining identity.

Te (Virtue) B (Basin Depth)

Maintains integrity|Resists perturbation

Does not force Holds identity

Stable character |Deep attractor basin

The mapping is structural, not causal. B at the cosmic scale
(stability of constants) and B at the personal scale
(stability of character) are distinct phenomena that share the
same dynamical form.

8.5 The Taoist Sage and the Attractor
Ideal

Taoist Concept Framework Translation
Wu wei High k — flow with the Tao
Z7iran High R — align with reality (structural
analogy)
Te (virtue) High B — maintain integrity
The sage High Kk + high B + high R

9. What This Paper Does Not Claim

This paper does not claim:

= The universe is alive
= The universe 1s conscious



 The universe has a mind

» The framework replaces ACDM

= The framework is a theory of everything

» The framework generates novel predictions (currently
descriptive)

= The universe 1s conservative in the attractor-theoretic
sense

= Mathematical equivalence between biological and
cosmological systems

10. Limitations

Limitation Address

It is not derived from a “max-minus-

N is a fitted parameter . _
actual” calculation

No standard cosmological parameter
measures “recovery toward dynamical
trajectory”

K is not operational at
cosmic scale

B is not operational at |No direct measurement of basin depth
cosmic scale exists

The framework is
descriptive, not
predictive

It describes what ACDM already
describes

The framework must develop
falsifiable predictions to move
beyond heuristic status

No new testable
predictions

The framework’s
universality is an It must be tested across domains
empirical hypothesis

These limitations are acknowledged. The paper 1is offered as
a generative heuristic - a cross-domain unification and a
vocabulary for seeing connections, not a replacement for ACDM.



11. Open Research Questions

Question O0: Are kK, B, C, and R scale-

invariant?

Can k, B, C, and R be defined consistently across scales —
from cells to societies to the cosmos? If k cell, k brain,
K society, and kK universe are fundamentally different, the

framework fragments. If they can all be derived from one
equation, the framework is unified.

Falsification: If the variables cannot be defined consistently
across scales, the framework is not universal.

Question 0.1: What are the units of k, B,
C, and R in each domain?

K sometimes equals 1/time, sometimes appears dimensionless,
sometimes is a qualitative property. Universal frameworks
require dimensional consistency or explicit normalization.

Falsification: If the variables cannot be given consistent
units, the framework is not operational.

Question 0.2: Can a domain-independent
state equation be written?

Can the framework be expressed as:dXdt=f(k,B,C,R,X,E)dtdX
=f(KIBICIRIXIE)

where X 1s the system state, E represents external
perturbations, and k, B, C, and R are parameters or functions
with clearly defined roles?

The framework does not need a universal closed-form equation



for every domain. But it does need to specify the functional
role of each variable:

 Does increasing B always reduce transition probability
between attractors?

» Does increasing Kk always increase recovery rate after
perturbation?

 Does C alter coupling strength between subsystems?

» Does R change how internal models update in response to
evidence?

Falsification: If each domain requires entirely different
equations, the framework is a taxonomy, not a unified theory.

Question 0.3: Does kK emerge from
interaction topology?

Can K be derived from the structure of the interaction
manifold, or is it primitive? If derived, this would be a
major theoretical advance.

Falsification: If kK cannot be derived from more fundamental
properties, it remains primitive.
Question 0.4: Is B conserved or variable?

Does B increase with age? Decrease? Oscillate? Can B be
measured directly? These are empirical questions.

Falsification: If B cannot be measured or shows no systematic
behavior, the concept is not operational.

Question 0.5: How do k, B, C, and R
couple?

Are k, B, C, and R independent, or do they interact? Can R
increase without increasing k? Can high B produce high C? Can



C suppress k? These relationships should be modeled
explicitly.

Falsification: If the variables show no systematic
relationships, the framework lacks predictive power.

12. Conclusion

The universe can be interpreted as a prestressed system:

Element Role
Three metronomes (e-, Persistent dynamical primitives —
p*, v) “rebar”
Space Osmotic pressure — expanding medium
Cosmological constant WHC-water discrepancy — the gap
(A) between theory and observation

The framework does not claim that the universe is alive or
conscious. It claims that the universe is a dissipative system
that persists under perturbation — and within the attractor
framework, that is the defining characteristic of intelligence
at its most basic level.

The Taoist mapping is structurally coherent: the Tao is the
constraint field, wu wei is high k (structural analogy), ziran
is R (structural analogy), and te is B.

The framework is offered as a generative hypothesis, not a
replacement for ACDM. Its value lies in its cross-domain
unification and its ability to generate new questions — not 1in
its predictive power, which remains to be established.

The next step is not additional analogies. It is mathematical
formalization: can the framework’s variables be expressed in a
domain-independent state equation? Can k, B, C, and R be given
consistent units across scales? Can the framework generate at



least one novel, falsifiable prediction that competing
frameworks would not naturally generate? These are the
questions that will determine whether the framework remains a
heuristic or becomes a scientific theory.
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Abstract

This paper demonstrates that the God of classical Abrahamic
theism—a conscious, intentional, eternal, omnipotent, and
omnibenevolent agent who created the universe and intervenes
in it-is logically excluded by the attractor framework. The
proof 1is conditional on three axiomatic commitments:
physicalism (the physical 1is what exists), the
conservative/dissipative distinction as an exhaustive
ontological partition, and the empirical generalization that
all observed consciousness is dissipative. Process theology
and panentheism escape the triangle but abandon the classical
attributes. Within these axioms, three interlocking theorems
form a closed geometric proof. Theorem 1 (the Flatland
principle): to interact with the physical requires a shared
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physical property. Theorem 2: all persistent structures are
either conservative or dissipative. Theorem 3: all observed
consciousness 1is dissipative; a conscious conservative entity
would require an unseen category. The paper documents the
dopamine covenant as the neurochemical mechanism sustaining
God-belief, and the historical reframing cascades that
preserve theological attractors. The framework’s own
falsifiability conditions are stated explicitly. The proof is
conditional on its axioms; the reader who rejects them will
not be persuaded.

1. Introduction: Axioms, Not Established
Facts

Every 1logical proof begins with axioms—foundational
commitments that are asserted, not derived. This paper makes
its axioms explicit so the reader can evaluate the proof on
its own terms.

Axiom 1: Physicalism. The physical is what exists. Anything
non-physical is, by definition, non-existent. Physicalism is a
serious philosophical position with extensive defense in the
literature (Stoljar, 2010). It is contested by dualists,
idealists, and theologians. This paper does not argue for
physicalism; it adopts it as a starting point.

Axiom 2: The conservative/dissipative distinction. All
persistent structures fall into two dynamical classes:
conservative persistence structures (eternal, time-symmetric,
mindless) and dissipative attractors (temporary, energy-
dependent, potentially conscious). This distinction is derived
from the attractor framework (Galida, 2026a) and draws on the
broader literature on nonequilibrium thermodynamics and self-
organization (Prigogine & Stengers, 1984). It is treated here
as exhaustive.



Axiom 3: Consciousness 1is dissipative. All observed
consciousness is a property of dissipative systems requiring a
physical substrate, energy flow, and entropy export. This
generalization 1is consistent with the neuroscience of
consciousness, which uniformly associates conscious states
with metabolic activity in neural tissue (Koch, 2004). The
free energy principle (Friston, 2010) proposes that all self-
organizing biological systems minimize free energy through
active inference—a process that is inherently dissipative.
Deacon (2012) argues that consciousness and 1life are
inseparable from the entropic and energetic dynamics of far-
from-equilibrium systems. Whether
consciousness requires dissipation at the mechanistic level is
an open question; the present paper treats the empirical
generalization as sufficient for the proof.

The proof 1is <conditional: if +these axioms are
accepted, then classical theistic God is logically excluded.

2. The Geometry of Disproof: Three
Theorems

2.1 Theorem 1: The Flatland Principle

Edwin Abbott’'s Flatland (1884) describes a two-dimensional
world whose inhabitants perceive a passing sphere only as a
growing and shrinking circle. The sphere is higher-dimensional
but interacts with Flatland because it shares extension in the
plane.

The principle: to exist is to interact, and interaction
requires at least one shared property. The sphere shared
extension in two dimensions with Flatland. Without that shared
property, there would be no interaction, no trace, no basis
for inference.



If God interacts with the physical universe, God must share at
least one physical property with it. A non-interactive God 1is
indistinguishable from a non-existent one.

The causal power evasion. Theists may claim that divine
causation is sui generis—that God causes physical events
without sharing physical properties, just as the mind causes
bodily movements without a fully specified mechanism. This
analogy fails under scrutiny. In mind-body causation, the mind
is a dissipative attractor of the physical brain and
body—it is a physical pattern, not an immaterial substance.
The interaction between mind and body is physical-to-physical
causation within a single dissipative system, mediated by
neural pathways, neurotransmitters, and electrochemical
gradients. Divine causation, by contrast, would be a non-
physical entity acting on physical systems with no mediating
substrate and no shared properties. Mental causation 1is
physical causation; divine causation would be magic. The
theist who appeals to mental causation as a model for divine
action inadvertently concedes that the mind is physical—which
satisfies Theorem 1 at the cost of abandoning dualism. The
theist who insists divine causation is genuinely non-physical
owes an account of the mechanism. After millennia of theology,
none has been provided.

2.2 Theorem 2: The Conservative/Dissipative
Distinction

All persistent structures are either conservative (eternal,
unchanging, unconscious) or dissipative (temporary, energy-
dependent, potentially conscious). There is no third category
within the framework.

2.3 Theorem 3: The Exclusion of Conscious Eternity

All observed consciousness 1is dissipative. A conscious
conservative entity would be unprecedented. Discovery of a
non-dissipative conscious system would invalidate Theorem 3.



2.4 The Closed Triangle

= Classical theism: non-physical, conscious, eternal.
Violates Theorem 1 and 3.

- Physical theism: physical, conscious, eternal. Violates
Theorem 3.

= Process theology (Whitehead, 1929; Hartshorne,
1948): God is finite, evolving, persuasive, and
dissipative. Satisfies all three theorems but abandons
omnipotence, immutability, and eternality. This God 1is
not the God of Abrahamic faith.

- Panentheism (Clayton, 1997; Peacocke, 1993): God
contains but exceeds the universe, with the universe as
God’s body. Clayton proposes that God acts on the world
through top-down causation—that higher-level
organizational patterns constrain lower-level physical
processes without energy injection. This position faces
a dilemma. If top-down divine causation operates through
the physical hierarchy of the universe-as-body, then God
1s coextensive with that physical hierarchy and causally
effective only through it-collapsing into a
naturalistic, essentially dissipative position. If,
alternatively, divine top-down causation is posited as a
non-physical causal influence on physical structure, it
reintroduces the interaction problem addressed by
Theorem 1: causation across an ontological gap with no
shared property and no specified mechanism. Either way,
panentheism either retreats into process theology or
faces the same exclusion as classical theism.

- “God 1s outside all categories”: Violates Theorem 1.
Indistinguishable from non-existence.

The triangle is closed against classical Abrahamic theism.
Process theology and panentheism escape but at the cost of
abandoning the God they sought to defend.



3. The Physical Evidence

The following evidence is cited as illustrative of the
framework'’s predictions, not as an independent proof of divine
absence. The logical proof stands on the axioms and theorems;
the empirical catalogue demonstrates consistency between the
proof’s predictions and the observed world.

Answered prayer. The STEP trial (Benson et al., 2006) found no
beneficial effect of intercessory prayer. Meta-analyses
consistently find null results, though methodological debates
persist.

Fulfilled prophecy. Every dated prophecy has either failed or
been retrofitted (Festinger et al., 1956; Melton, 1985;
Galida, 2026b, 2026c).

Miraculous healings. The Lourdes Medical Bureau's
certification rate is consistent with spontaneous remission
estimates for the conditions examined.

Near-death experiences. Reproducible by hypoxia, ketamine, and
electrical stimulation. Not evidence of an afterlife.

4. The Dopamine Covenant

God-belief persists because it is neurochemically reinforced
(Olds & Milner, 1954; Hamid et al., 2019). Certainty,
belonging, and cosmic significance are lever presses. Failed
prayers and prophecies are reframed rather than abandoned
(Festinger et al., 1956; Melton, 1985). The dlPFC-responsible
for cognitive flexibility-shows reduced activity when sacred
values are processed (Hamid et al., 2019). God-belief is a
neurochemical lock.



5. Falsifiability: What Would Refute the
Framework

Falsifiability conditions for the empirical claims:

1. A confirmed, non-retrofitted fulfilled prophecy.
2. A verified miracle exceeding natural base rates.
3. Discovery of a non-dissipative conscious system.

Falsifiability condition for the framework’s core axioms:

4. Discovery of a physical phenomenon that cannot be
accounted for by conservative or dissipative dynamics
within the attractor framework—for example, a persistent
structure that exhibits properties of both categories
simultaneously, or a causal interaction between a non-
physical entity and a physical system confirmed under
controlled conditions. Such a discovery would invalidate
the framework’s claim to ontological exhaustiveness.

6. Conclusion

Within the attractor framework'’s axioms, classical Abrahamic
theism is logically excluded. Process theology and panentheism
escape but abandon the classical attributes. The physical
evidence is consistent with the logical proof. The dopamine
covenant explains belief persistence. The framework’s own
falsifiability conditions are stated and remain unmet.




Coda

The eternal skeleton is unconscious and uncaring. The siXx
metronomes hum at fixed frequencies. The proton does not love.
The electron does not judge. The universe is what it is, and
it is enough. The believer will die with a prayer on their
lips. The metronomes will hum unchanged. They always have.
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This paper presents a relational view of time based on the
attractor framework.

We argue that two very different kinds of attractors work
together to create what we call time:

» Conservative attractors (electrons, neutrinos, protons)
act as metronomes. They provide a steady, repeatable
rhythm — a ruler for measuring duration.

- Dissipative attractors (living cells, minds, societies)
act as memory. They accumulate irreversible changes,
giving time its direction.

Time is not a mysterious substance. It is the coupling between
these three fundamental metronomes and the irreversible flow
of memory. What binds all dissipative systems — from a
bacterium to a brain to a galaxy — is the continuous recycling
of the same three eternal metronomes.

This view offers a conceptual account of how clocks work, why
time has an arrow, and how aging, entropy, and history fit
together.

The dance of time has three metronomes and a memory.

1. Two Classes of Persistence, Two Roles
for Time

In the attractor framework, everything that persists does so
by resisting disturbance. We identify two distinct types of
persistent structures, each giving rise to a different aspect
of time.

1.1 Conservative Attractors — The Metronome

Conservative attractors are protected by physical conservation



laws (charge, baryon number, energy). They are:

- Eternal — they do not age or decay (or are effectively
stable on all observable timescales).

= Time-symmetric at the level of intrinsic persistence -
their existence as attractors is symmetric under time
reversal, though some interactions (weak force) violate
CP and thus T.

= Type-identical - every electron has the same Compton
frequency; every neutrino mass eigenstate has an
invariant (though not yet precisely measured) frequency.

Because of these properties, conservative attractors serve as
reference standards for duration — metronomes. The
international definition of the second is literally a fixed
number of such ticks.

1.2 Dissipative Attractors — Memory

Dissipative attractors (cells, minds, ecosystems, societies)
are different:

= They require a continuous flow of energy and must export
entropy.

» Their dynamics are irreversible — you cannot return to a
past microstate without enormous cost.

» This irreversibility creates a directional arrow: before
and after, past and future.

» They accumulate memory — irreversible state changes that
persist and affect future behaviour.

Memory = irreversible accumulated state change (inscription).
Examples: synaptic plasticity, scars, fossil records, cultural
archives, radioactive decay (the daughter nucleus retains a
record of the parent’s disintegration).



2. The Three Metronomes: Our Most
Fundamental Clocks

The Standard Model contains many particles, but only three
classes are absolutely or effectively stable and serve as
fundamental metronomes. The photon is not a metronome — it has
zero rest mass, hence no rest-frame Compton frequency. It is a
mode of propagation, not a standalone persistent entity.

. Ke
Class / Particle | Symbol y Role as Metronome
Property
lightest
Electron o- cé;r od Compton frequency ~1.24
g x 1029 Hz
lepton
Neutrino mass Compton frequencies
. Vi1, neutral,
eigenstates s vs ltiny masses (mass-dependent) ;
(collectively) B 03 Y effectively stable
. Compton frequency ~2.27
lightest
Proton p g x 1023 Hz; no observed
baryon
decay

These three classes form what the framework calls the eternal
skeleton — the collection of conservative structures that
persist without decay and provide the stable background
against which dissipative change occurs.

Stability notes

= Proton decay has never been observed; lower limit on
half-life > 1034 years — effectively eternal. The proton
is composite, but its stability derives from baryon
number conservation, not merely nuclear binding energy.
 Neutrinos oscillate between flavours, but the underlying
mass eigenstates are stable on cosmological timescales.



Their exact Compton frequencies are not yet known to
metrological precision — only mass-squared differences
have been measured — but they are theoretically
invariant.

These three metronomes do not need energy input to persist.
Their frequencies are invariant (known for electron and
proton; theoretically invariant for neutrinos). Any clock
based on one agrees with any other after accounting for
relativity, as confirmed by atomic clock comparisons.

3. Time as the Coupling Between
Metronomes and Memory

Time is not a primitive substance. It is the relationship
between the metronome ensemble and dissipative memory.

 The three metronomes provide a metric — an invariant
ruler for “how much” duration has passed.

= Memory provides direction — which events are past, which
are future.

» Without metronomes, change would be unmeasurable — no
ruler.

Without memory, change would be reversible and
directionless — no before/after.

Both are necessary for what we operationally call time.

As a working placeholder, let the rate of memory inscription
be dM/dt=f(M,v)dM/dt=f(M,v), where vv is a characteristic
metronome frequency and MM is the current accumulated memory
state. Two limiting cases anchor the idea:

= As v-0v-0 — no metronome — duration becomes undefined.



Change occurs but cannot be quantified as a metric
interval. This is the “no ruler” condition.

= As dissipation -0-0 — no memory — MM remains constant.
Change leaves no trace, so there is no before/after.
This is the “no arrow” condition.

What binds all dissipative systems — a bacterial cell, a human
brain, a galaxy, a social 1institution - 1s the
continuous recycling of the same three eternal metronomes.
Every dissipative system operates by exchanging electrons,
protons, and neutrinos with its environment. The metronomes
are the invariant substrate; the memory 1is the transient
pattern. The coupling 1is the recycling.

Thus, time is not merely a coordinate; it is the ongoing,
irreversible reconfiguration of eternal components 1into
transient, memory-bearing structures.

The three metronomes are time-symmetric at the level of
intrinsic persistence. The arrow of time comes from
dissipative systems that accumulate history. Time is the
coupling between these two regimes.

4. Thermodynamic Information Theory and
Persistence

The persistence functional P(x)P(x) measures how deep an
attractor basin is — formally, the depth of the basin in the
system’s phase space (the energy or Lyapunov function value
required to escape the basin). Higher PP means a more stable
attractor.

= In a dissipative attractor, maintaining memory requires
continuous energy export to counteract thermal noise.
 Landauer’s principle: erasing one bit costs at



least kBTUln[J2kB[JTln2 of free energy. Retaining memory
against thermal fluctuations requires energy input.

We interpret P(x)P(x) as a measure of information retention:
systems with higher PP preserve mutual information between
past and present for longer. The decay rate -P /P-P /P relates
to entropy production, connecting the attractor framework to
non-equilibrium thermodynamics.

5. Consequences and Applications

= Clocks — Atomic clocks derive stability from electron

transitions. The three metronomes guarantee
cross-calibration.
- Aging — Biological aging is the accumulation of

irreversible memory, measured against metronomes Llike
circadian rhythms.

= Critical slowing down — As a system approaches a
bifurcation, -P /P-P /P decreases, providing
early-warning signals (rising autocorrelation, variance)
in physiology, ecology, and social systems.

- Hysteresis in beliefs — Fantasy attractors exhibit
hysteresis — the path of belief change differs when
accumulating vs. removing evidence. The hysteresis loop
area quantifies memory.?

= Cosmological time — The cosmic microwave background is a
memory of the early universe (here “memory” 1is
metaphorical). Atomic clocks measure the duration since
those imprints were formed.

! Fantasy attractor: in the attractor framework, a dissipative
structure (typically a belief system) with abnormally low
corrective permeability, resistant to wupdating despite
counter-evidence.



6. Relation to the Broader Attractor
Framework

The metronome-memory distinction is a special case of the
conservative vs. dissipative attractor dichotomy. It sharpens
the “eternal skeleton / transient dance” metaphor.

The three metronomes are the most fundamental layer of the
eternal skeleton — the collection of conservative structures
that persist without decay and provide the stable background
against which dissipative change occurs.

The framework does not claim that time 1is “made of”
attractors. It claims that the measurement and experience of
time rely on the interaction of these two persistence regimes.
Because every dissipative system continuously recycles the
same eternal metronomes, all such systems are materially
unified across space and time. That unity is what makes a
universal, relational time possible.

7. Open Questions and Refinements

- Formalising P(x)P(x) - Rigorous derivation for
deterministic (Lyapunov), stochastic (escape time), and
information-theoretic (surprisal) cases.

= Coupling equations — Specify dM/dt=f(M,v)dM/dt=f(M,v).
Can it be tested empirically?

» Category clarity — Conservative attractors span strict
symmetry-protected invariants (elementary particles) and
emergent approximate invariants (clocks). Future work
should stratify these.

- Falsifiability - Concrete falsifiers: a persistent



system without dissipation, or a social attractor that
never updates despite counter-evidence.

- Relation to other relational accounts — Converges with
Barbour (1999) and Rovelli (1996). The difference: the
present framework identifies the two required poles
(conservative metronomes providing metric invariance;
dissipative memory providing direction) and grounds both
in attractor dynamics.

8. Conclusion

Time is not a primitive. It is the relational coupling
between:

= the three fundamental conservative attractor classes —
electron, neutrino mass eigenstates (collectively), and
proton — which provide invariant metric structure (the
metronome), and

» dissipative systems that accumulate irreversible state
inscription (memory).

What binds all dissipative systems — from a bacterium to a
brain to a galaxy — is the continuous recycling of the same
three eternal metronomes. The metronomes are the invariant
substrate; memory is the transient pattern; time is the
coupling.

This account respects how physics measures time, explains the
arrow via entropy and information persistence, and offers
transferable concepts across neuroscience, ecology, sociology,
and AI.

The dance has three metronomes and a memory.
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