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The Puzzle

The most heavily armed civilization in human history keeps
losing wars of choice. It spends trillions on weapons, deploys
the most advanced military ever assembled, and commands
unparalleled economic and technological resources. Yet decade
after decade, its interventions fail to produce their stated
outcomes. Afghanistan crumbles the moment the troops leave.
Irag descends into chaos and gives birth to ISIS. Libya
becomes a failed state. Iran grows stronger under decades of
pressure. Sanctions do not change behavior. Bombing does not
produce stability. Escalation does not create compliance.

The West is not failing because it lacks capacity. It 1is
failing because it is applying the wrong tool to the wrong
kind of problem—and it is structurally incapable of
recognizing this fact.

This is not a political opinion. It is a formal prediction of
the attractor framework.
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The Framework in Brief

The attractor framework distinguishes between two fundamental
types of systems:

Conservative systems — like electrons, protons, and the
universe as a whole — persist without consuming energy or
exchanging entropy with an environment. They are the floor and
roof of reality: the eternal skeleton upon which everything
else is built.

Dissipative systems — like life, consciousness, societies, and
belief systems — maintain their structure by continuously
exchanging energy and entropy with their surroundings. They
persist only at the cost of generating entropy. They are the
transient dance in between.

The West is a dissipative system. It maintains its structure
through continuous economic, military, and cultural activity.
It persists by consuming resources and generating entropy
(chaos, waste, blowback). But persistence is not the same as
health. A system can persist indefinitely in a deeply
dysfunctional state—if it is locked into a fantasy attractor.

A fantasy attractor is a sealed basin. It is a stable state
that the system cannot escape because it is impermeable to
corrective information. Feedback that would disrupt the
attractor is filtered out, reframed, or dismissed. The system
persists in its delusion because it is structurally incapable
of recognizing that it is deluded.

The West is locked in a fantasy attractor centered on a single
core belief: force is the ultimate tool.



The Belief System

The belief is rarely stated explicitly, but it underpins every
institution, strategy, and intervention:

» Force is the ability to compel compliance.

= Strength is demonstrated through domination.
 Resistance is evidence of insufficient force.

» Escalation is the appropriate response to failure.

This belief system is self-sealing. Every failure 1is
interpreted as evidence that force was not applied hard
enough. Every defeat is reframed as a betrayal, a lack of
resolve, or an enemy'’s cunning—never as a failure of the
belief itself. The system cannot ask: “What if force 1is
fundamentally the wrong tool for this kind of
problem?” because that question would require abandoning the
identity of the system.

This is the defining characteristic of a fantasy attractor: it
persists not because it works, but because the system cannot
see that it doesn’t.

The Empirical Record

Consider the evidence:

Vietnam (1955-1975). The most powerful military in history
could not defeat a guerrilla force. Millions died. The outcome
was communist victory—the very outcome the intervention was
designed to prevent. The response was not to abandon the
belief in force. It was to invent the “Vietnam syndrome” and
spend decades trying to overcome it.

Irag (2003). A war justified by weapons of mass destruction



that did not exist. The regime was toppled. The country was
destroyed. ISIS emerged. Iran was empowered. The region was
destabilized. The outcome was the opposite of every stated
goal.

Afghanistan (2001-2021). Twenty years. Trillions of dollars.
Thousands of lives. The stated goal was to defeat the Taliban
and build a stable democratic state. The actual outcome: the
Taliban walked back into power the day after the withdrawal.

Libya (2011). A “humanitarian intervention” that destroyed a
functioning state and replaced it with chaos, slave markets,
and an open migration crisis. The stated goal was to protect
civilians. The actual outcome: more civilians died, more
suffered, and the region was destabilized.

Syria (2011l-present). Covert interventions, proxy wars, and
force escalations produced no resolution. The stated goal was
regime change. The actual outcome: Russia and Iran were
empowered, the country was devastated, and a humanitarian
catastrophe unfolded.

Iran (1979-present). Decades of sanctions, covert operations,
and military posturing have not changed Iran’s fundamental
trajectory. The regime has only hardened. Its nuclear program
has only advanced. The stated goal is a stable, compliant
Iran. The actual outcome is a more determined, more hostile
Iran.

Gaza (2005-present). Repeated military campaigns, blockades,
and escalations produce cycles of violence with no endpoint.
The stated goal 1is security. The actual outcome 1is
radicalization, destruction, and perpetual conflict.

The pattern is undeniable: force, applied to complex systems,
produces the opposite of its intended outcome.



Why This Keeps Happening
The attractor framework provides a formal explanation.

Corrective permeability (k) is a measure of how open a system
is to corrective information. A high-k system can incorporate
feedback, adjust its behavior, and shift its attractor. A low-
K system is sealed. It cannot learn. It cannot change. It
persists in its current state, regardless of the consequences.

The West’s k is approaching zero. It is a sealed system.
Why?

Because the West interprets all information through the filter
of its core belief: force is the answer. Every failure 1is
reframed as evidence of insufficient force. Every defeat 1is
seen as a reason to escalate. Every catastrophe is understood
as a demonstration of the enemy’s evil, not the intervention’s
folly. The system is epistemically closed. It cannot see what
it is doing, because seeing it would require abandoning the
belief that defines it.

This is the formal definition of a fantasy attractor: a sealed
basin that persists because it cannot recognize that it is
sealed.

The Entropy Cost of Persistence

Every dissipative system pays a cost for its persistence. It
generates entropy—-disorder, waste, blowback—in the process of
maintaining its structure. The West is no exception.



The West’s persistence is maintained at an enormous cost:

= Trillions of dollars diverted from productive investment
to military expenditure.

 Hundreds of thousands of lives lost in wars of choice.

»Millions displaced by conflicts the West initiated or
exacerbated.

» Global instability created by interventions that
destabilize rather than stabilize.

= Moral authority eroded by actions that undermine the
very values the West claims to uphold.

» Ecological destruction accelerated by the industrial-
military complex.

This entropy is not noise. It is the cost of maintaining a
fantasy attractor. The West persists in its delusion, but the
price is visible everywhere: in the rubble of cities, in the
refugee camps, in the radicalized populations, in the distrust
of the global majority, in the exhaustion of the system
itself.

The Attractor of Force

The West is not choosing to fail. It is locked into a basin
that makes failure the only possible outcome.

A basin 1is a stable state that the system naturally settles
into. Once you are in a basin, you are pulled back to it
whenever you try to leave. The West’'s basin is organized
around force:

» Institutions built for force projection.
= Culture that rewards decisive action and punishes
patience.



 Media that demands visible results and cannot see
invisible cultivation.

» Electoral cycles that incentivize short-term fixes and
punish long-term thinking.

» Ideology that frames the world as a battle between good
and evil.

Each element reinforces the others. The basin is deep. It is
self-sustaining. And it is sealed.

This is why the West cannot learn. Learning would require
stepping outside the basin. But the basin is all the West
knows. It has no reference point for a different mode of
being. It cannot conceive of a non-force intervention, because
force is the only language it speaks.

The Alternative: Cultivation

There is an alternative.

It is not new. It is not complicated. It is not even hidden.
It is the ancient wisdom of cultivation:

= Observe before you intervene.

 Understand the system before you try to shift it.

 Apply precision and restraint, not force and escalation.

= Be patient. The system will shift on its own timeline.

= Accept that you cannot force a living system to comply
with your will.

This 1s the Taoist principle of wu wei: action that is so
aligned with the natural flow of things that it appears
effortless. It is not passivity. It is not surrender. It is
the recognition that force, applied to complex systems,



generates more chaos than order—-and that the only way to
produce lasting change is to cultivate conditions that allow
the system to shift on its own.

The West cannot implement this approach because its basin
prevents it. But individuals can.

My sleep experiment is an example. I did not force deep sleep
to appear. I observed. I adjusted. I added saffron and
ashwagandha. I went outside in the morning. I reduced alcohol.
I let the system shift on its own timeline. And it did. REM
increased. Continuity improved. Deep sleep began to stir.

I did not force the change. I cultivated it.

The Three-Body Problem

This is the deepest lesson: you cannot force a system into a
state that does not exist in its phase space.

In astrophysics, the three-body problem has no general stable
solution. The system either collapses, ejects one of the
bodies, or oscillates chaotically. You cannot force a three-
body system into a stable orbit because that state does not
exist.

Geopolitics is a many-body problem. It has no stable low-
energy attractor. You cannot force Iran, Israel, Russia,
China, or Afghanistan into compliance because the stable state
you are aiming for does not exist. You are trying to force a
square peg into a round hole—and then escalating when it does
not fit.

The West’s demand for stability is a category error. It 1is
trying to impose a state of affairs that is not part of the
system’s phase space. The result is not stability-it is chaos,



blowback, and collapse.

The Fantasy Attractor

The West’s belief in force is a fantasy attractor. It is a
sealed basin that persists despite-or because of-its
detachment from reality. The system cannot correct itself
because correction would require abandoning the belief that
defines it.

This is why the West is stupid. Not because it lacks
intelligence, but because it is structurally incapable of
learning. It is trapped in a basin that prevents it from
seeing what it is doing. It keeps doing the same thing and
expecting a different result-and it cannot see that the result
cannot be different because the system has no attractor for
the outcome it seeks.

There is no end in sight. The West will continue to escalate,
continue to fail, continue to generate entropy, and continue
to interpret its failures as evidence of the need for more
force. It will collapse or eject, just like a three-body
system. There is no other outcome.

For the Individual

The civilization cannot learn. But you can.

You can see the pattern. You can recognize that force is not
the answer. You can step outside the basin-if only for a
moment. You can cultivate patience, observation, and
precision. You can apply the attractor framework to your own
life, your own habits, your own beliefs. You can ask: “Am I



locked in a fantasy attractor? Am I sealed against corrective
information? What would it take to become permeable?”

This is not a political program. It is a personal practice. It
is the work of a lifetime. But it is the only way out.

The Invitation

Fantasy Attractor is a research program. It invites challenge,
correction, and collaboration. It does not claim to have all
the answers. It offers a framework—-a common language for
comparing systems that appear unrelated. It asks: What
persists? What changes? What is the cost of persistence? What
1s the cost of change?

If you see a flaw, a gap, or a better way, contact us. The
framework is living. It is open. It is permeable.

That 1s the opposite of a fantasy attractor. That is the
beginning of learning.

Robert Galida is an independent researcher and the founder of
the Fantasy Attractor Research Program. His work develops a
formal framework for understanding persistence and change
across physical, biological, cognitive, and social systems.

The Performance Attractor: A
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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 social cognition. It proposes that social
performance — the regulation of behavior in response to an
internal model of being evaluated by real or imagined others —
can be modeled as an attractor landscape in a high-dimensional
social state space. Internal narration does not merely
stabilize an attractor—-it may actively reshape the attractor
landscape over time. Confidence is hypothesized to correspond
to a balance of k, B, and R; insecurity to an imbalance.
Happiness is hypothesized to be structurally associated with
perceived action capacity and confidence; unhappiness with
despondency. The paper formally defines the fantasy attractor
of social performance — a self-reinforcing, reality-resistant
basin whose update operator exhibits persistent insensitivity
to corrective evidence. The Taoist concept of wu wei 1is
interpreted as one computational resolution of the “wu wei
paradox.” The framework generates testable predictions and is
offered as a foundation for empirical investigation.

This paper presents a model hypothesis — that social behavior
can be represented as movement among attractor states — and a
philosophical interpretation — that human social existence may
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be inescapably performative. These are distinct claims. The
model hypothesis is +the primary contribution; the
philosophical interpretation is offered as a generative
implication, not a proven conclusion.

1. Introduction

Social life involves performance — behavior optimized with
respect to an internal model of social evaluation. We adopt
roles, manage impressions, curate presentations of self. We
monitor ourselves constantly - rehearsing, evaluating,
adjusting. And we narrate internally — a running commentary on
our own performance.

This 1is not a bug. It is a feature. Survival depends upon
social navigation. Internal narration is practice — rehearsal
for future interactions. Without it, there would be far more
conflict.

But performance has a cost. Self-awareness becomes acute — and
can paralyze. The same mechanism that enables survival can
trap the system in a self-reinforcing loop. The performance
can become a fantasy attractor — reality-resistant, self-
sealing, and ultimately artificial.

A note on the paper’s scope: This paper presents a model
hypothesis — that social behavior can be represented as
movement among attractor states in a high-dimensional state
space. It also presents a philosophical interpretation — that
human social existence may be inescapably performative. These
are distinct claims. The model hypothesis is the primary
contribution; the philosophical interpretation is offered as a
generative implication, not a proven conclusion.

A note on the paper’s strongest contribution: The central



hypothesis 1is that internal narration does not merely
stabilize an attractor — it may actively reshape the attractor
landscape over time. This is a novel, testable computational
claim.

2. Core Definitions

2.1 The Framework Variables

Variable Definition Role

The rate at which a system

K (corrective returns to its dynamical Measures
permeability) trajectory after corrigibility
perturbation

The energy barrier
required to shift a system Measures
from one attractor state stability
to another

B (basin depth)

. ) The ability of a system to
C (coordination y y Measures

coordinate collective

capacity) ction coherence
i

Within this framework, R

) is operationalized as

R (reality o Measures truth-
) predictive accuracy — the .

alignment) tracking

expected log predictive
likelihood

Note: R is an operational measure of predictive accuracy, not
a metaphysical claim about correspondence with reality. It is
the expected log predictive
likelihood: R=E[log[p(y[0dX)]lR=E[logp(y[X)]. When predictions
are accurate, R is close to 0 (maximal). When predictions are
poor, R is a large negative number (poor alignment).




2.2 Social Performance: A Definition

Social performance is defined as behavior optimized with
respect to an internal model of social evaluation.

This definition 1is:

 Measurable: It can be operationalized through self-
report, behavioral observation, and physiological

measures
= Distinct: It distinguishes social performance from other
forms of action (e.g., gardening alone, quiet

contemplation)

» Connected to literature: It aligns with social cognition
research on impression management, self-monitoring, and
social anxiety

Falsification: If behavior is observed to be independent of
internal models of evaluation, the concept is not useful.

2.3 The State Space of Social Performance

Define the social state vector:X(t)€RnX(t)€ERn

where nn is the dimensionality of the state space. The choice
of representation is domain-specific:

Representation Form Domain

X=(rl,r2,..,rn)X=(rl Social roles and
,r2[, .., rnQ) identities

Attention to
self, monitoring

Role vector

Self-monitoring

X= _ : .
vector (a,m,p)X=(a,m,p) intensity,
performance
effort
Social feedback X=(f1,12,..,fn)X=(f1 Perceived social

vector , 21, .., Tn[]) feedback




Falsification: If different social states produce identical
trajectories in the chosen XX-space, the representation fails.

2.4 The State Equation (Fixed Landscape)

The dynamics of the social state on a fixed landscape are
governed by:X ==VV(X)+n(t)+E(t)X =-VV(X)+n(t)+E(t)]

where:

t)X(t) is the social state at time tt
X)V(X) is the social potential landscape

)n(t) is stochastic noise (temperature TT)
JE(t) is external perturbation

2.5 The Potential Function

The framework requires a potential
function V(X)V(X) satisfying:

1. Differentiability: VV is smooth
2. Locally stable minima: Attractors exist
3. Finite escape barriers: Basins have finite depth

A convenient illustrative form
1s:V(X)=12c[JX-X*[]2+Bl+e—-a[JX-Xx[J2V(X)=21
COX-Xx[]2+1+e—-a[]X-X*[]2B[]

where:
= cc 1is the curvature parameter (not K)

BB is the basin depth (barrier height)
= qaa controls the steepness of the basin

Note: This is an illustrative ansatz, not a unique derivation.
Other functional forms satisfying the three conditions above



are equally compatible with the framework.

Note on k/B coupling: Under this specific ansatz, the local
curvature at the attractor — and therefore Kk — depends on both
c and B (and a). Increasing B while holding c fixed also
increases k. This coupling is a property of this particular
potential function; other functional forms might decouple
them. Whether kK and B can be independently manipulated is an
open empirical question.

2.6 Derived Variables

Variable Derivation Units
K K=Amin (V2V (Xx) ) k=Amin[J(V2V(Xx)) time-1time-1
B B=min[JX€oBV (X)-V (X*)B=minX€oB Ener
V(X)=V(X*) gy
Bits (expected
R R=E[log[p (y[(X) IR=E[logp (y[1X) ] log predictive
likelihood)

3. Adaptive Landscape Dynamics

3.1 From Fixed to Adaptive Landscapes

Sections 2.4-2.6 describe dynamics on a fixed landscape - the
potential function V(X)V(X) is static. However, Section 3
introduces an extension in which the landscape itself evolves
through learning, experience, and internal narration.

This is an adaptive landscape:V=V(X,t)V=V(X,t)

and the dynamics become:X ==-VXV(X,t)+n(t)+E(t)X =-VX
V(X,t)+n(t)+E(t)

V' =g(narration, learning,experience)V =g(narration, learning, exp
erience)[]



The landscape evolves over time as a function of internal
narration and experience. This distinguishes the framework
from fixed-landscape models and makes it genuinely adaptive.

3.2 Internal Narration and Landscape
Reshaping

Hypothesis: Internal narration does not merely deepen B — it
may reshape the attractor landscape
itself.V =g(narration)V =g(narration)

where gg captures how narration:

= Deepens existing wells

 Creates new wells

» Splits one basin into multiple identity basins
 Flattens obsolete basins

Empirical anchor: Rumination — a form of repetitive, self-
focused narration — 1is associated with cognitive rigidity,
suggesting deeper basins (Nolen-Hoeksema, 1991).

Falsification: If narration frequency does not correlate with
B measures or landscape reshaping, the link is unsupported.

3.3 Rehearsal and Performance Improvement

Hypothesis: Internal narration functions as rehearsal - it
improves performance under social conditions.

Empirical anchor: Self-talk research shows that strategic
internal rehearsal dimproves public-speaking performance
(Hardy, 20006).

Falsification: If narration does not predict performance
improvement, the rehearsal hypothesis fails.



3.4 The Bidirectional Loop

The relationship between performance and narration 1is
bidirectional:PerformanceeNarrationeV (X, t)Performance«Narratio
nelV(X,t)

Stage Description

You adopt a role, manage impressions,

1. Performance :
curate your presentation

You rehearse, evaluate, adjust,
comment on your own performance

2. Narration

The landscape evolves — wells deepen,

3. Reshaping new wells form, obsolete wells
flatten
4. Monitoring You watch yourself constantly
5. Performance The rehearsal makes you a better
improves performer
6. Self-awareness You become hyper-aware of your own
becomes acute performance

The loop is self-reinforcing: performance generates narration,
narration reshapes the landscape, and the reshaped landscape
generates more performance.

4. Confidence vs. Insecurity

4.1 Confidence

Hypothesis: Confidence corresponds to moderate k + moderate B
+ moderate R — the system is stable enough to persist,
flexible enough to correct, and aligned enough to navigate.



Empirical anchor: Higher self-efficacy correlates with
persistence and success in tasks (Bandura, 1997).

Falsification: If confidence does not correlate with the
predicted parameter combination, the hypothesis fails.

4.2 Insecurity

Hypothesis: Insecurity corresponds to high error detection
(k_detection) + low behavioral updating (k _correction) + deep
B + low R.

This requires separating two components of corrective
permeability:

- K_detection: The rate at which errors are detected
» K_correction: The rate at which behavior is updated in
response to errors

Insecurity involves rapid detection but poor updating.

Note: This split into k detection and Kk _correction 1s an
informal extension to the formal model, introduced to capture
the distinction between error detection and behavioral
updating. The formal model (see §2.6) defines kK as a single
scalar — the slowest-relaxing mode of the Hessian. The two-
component decomposition is a heuristic for interpretation, not
a derivation from the state equation.

Empirical anchor: Social anxiety involves hyper-vigilance,
chronic negative self-monitoring, and low reality-alignment
(Clark & Wells, 1995).

Falsification: If insecurity does not correlate with this
parameter combination, the hypothesis fails.



4.3 The Difference

State K_detection | K_correction B R Outcome
Confidence| Moderate Moderate |Moderate|Moderate| Action
Insecurity High Low Deep Low Freezing

5. Happiness and Unhappiness

5.1 Happiness and Confidence

Hypothesis: Within this framework, happiness is structurally
associated with perceived action capacity and confidence.
Happiness 1is hypothesized to correlate with behavioral
measures of social engagement, action initiation, and risk-
taking.

Empirical anchor: Perceived control correlates negatively with
depression (Seligman, 1975). When people feel capable and
their actions lead to outcomes, they tend to be happier.

Falsification: If happiness does not correlate with confidence
measures, the hypothesis fails.

5.2 Unhappiness and Despondency

Hypothesis: Unhappiness is structurally associated with
despondency — the felt sense of being unable to act.
Unhappiness 1is hypothesized to correlate with behavioral
measures of withdrawal, inaction, and avoidance.

Empirical anchor: Perceived control correlates negatively with



depression. When people feel powerless, unhappiness rises.

Falsification: If unhappiness does not correlate with
despondency measures, the hypothesis fails.

5.3 The Relationships

Relationship Meaning

Happiness is structurally associated
with the experience of trusting your
own basin

Happiness =
Confidence

Unhappiness is structurally associated
with the experience of not trusting
your own basin

Unhappiness =
Despondency

Note: These are associations, not identities. Happiness
includes pleasure, meaning, attachment, physiology,
temperament, reward processing, and social connection.
Confidence explains part of happiness — not all of it.

6. The Fantasy Attractor of Social
Performance

6.1 Formal Definition

A fantasy attractor is an attractor whose update operator
exhibits persistent insensitivity to corrective evidence.

Formally, a fantasy attractor satisfies:

1. High B: Deep basin — the system is resistant to leaving
2. Low effective k: Poor correction — the system does not



update in response to evidence

3. Systematically biased R: Low reality alignment - the
system’s models are persistently distorted

4. Persistent insensitivity to corrective evidence:

0RAE=O0EIR[]=0

despite non-zero prediction error, where EE is disconfirming
evidence. The system’s predictive accuracy does not improve
even when errors are present.

6.2 Diagnosis

Hypothesis: The performance-narration system can become a
fantasy attractor — a self-reinforcing, reality-resistant
basin that persists despite mounting evidence of 1its
artificiality.

Symptom Description
Low R The system is aligned with the
performance, not with reality
Deep B The performance is deeply entrenched
Low K The system resists correction — any
challenge to the performance is a threat
Self-reinforcement The performance loops back on itself

6.3 Sealing Mechanisms

Mechanism Description

Seeking confirming evidence,

Confirmation bias . : : .
ignoring disconfirming cues

Beliefs persist after evidence is

Belief perseverance
P shown to be false




Mechanism Description

Counter-evidence Disconfirming evidence 1is reframed
discounting as an exception

The performance is tied to self-

Identity fusion
y worth

Falsification: If a person accepts disconfirming evidence
readily, the fantasy-attractor model is wrong.

6.4 Attractor Shifts, Not Escape

Hypothesis: The framework predicts that interventions shift
individuals between attractor configurations rather than
eliminating social regulation entirely.

Empirical anchor: Every intervention tested (mindfulness,
therapy, meditation) produces a new cognitive mode, not a
blank slate.

Testable prediction: Every intervention preserves some degree
of social predictive regqulation, even if self-monitoring and
explicit narration decrease.

Operationalization: Meditation decreases self-report narration
but leaves prediction accuracy above chance. Therapy decreases
rumination without eliminating role behaviour. These are
measurable quantities.

Falsification: If an intervention produces a state with zero
self-monitoring, zero role occupancy, and zero internal
narration, the hypothesis fails.




7. Testable Predictions

Prediction 1: Narration correlates with B

Frequent internal narration will correlate with measures of
role persistence and resistance to social feedback.

Prediction 2: Narration improves
performance

Strategic internal narration will predict performance
improvement in social tasks.

Prediction 3: Confidence = moderate Kk +
moderate B + moderate R

High-confidence individuals will show balanced measures of
corrigibility, stability, and reality alignment.

Prediction 4: Insecurity = high
K_detection + low Kk _correction + deep B +
low R

High-insecurity individuals will show rapid error detection,
poor behavioral updating, deep role persistence, and poor
social prediction accuracy.

Prediction 5: Happiness correlates with
confidence

Happiness self-reports will correlate with behavioral measures
of social engagement, action initiation, and risk-taking.

Prediction 6: Unhappiness correlates with



despondency

Unhappiness self-reports will correlate with behavioral
measures of withdrawal, inaction, and avoidance.

Prediction 7: Taoist practitioners show
shallow B + high k + high R

Taoist practitioners will show shallower role persistence,
faster error correction, and higher social prediction
accuracy.

Prediction 8: Interventions shift
attractors, not eliminate performance

Every intervention preserves some degree of social predictive
regulation, even if self-monitoring and explicit narration
decrease. Meditation decreases self-report narration but
leaves prediction accuracy above chance. Therapy decreases
rumination without eliminating role behaviour.

8. Philosophical Interpretation: Wu
Wel

8.1 Wu Wel as a Distinct Attractor State

Wu wei is a Taoist concept often translated as “non-action” or
“effortless action.” Within this framework, we interpret it as
a distinct attractor state characterized by shallow B, high K,
and high R — a state of effortless responsiveness, full
attunement to reality, and minimal self-monitoring.

The longstanding paradox of deliberate spontaneity (wu wei)
has been extensively discussed in the scholarship on early



Chinese thought (Slingerland, 2000). This paper offers one
computational resolution of that paradox.

This is one computational interpretation of wu wei, not a
definitive reading of the tradition.

Empirical anchor: Taoist practitioners show differences in
cognitive flexibility, role persistence, and social prediction
accuracy compared to controls.

Falsification: If Taoist practitioners do not show shallower
B, higher k, or higher R, the hypothesis fails.

8.2 The Paradox of Non-Performance

Observation: To claim non-performance is to perform non-
performance.

Resolution: The performance of non-performance is not a
failure — it is the only path. There is no escape from
performance; there is only the choice of which performance to
inhabit.

Performance Type B K R Outcome
Social Trapped in
performance Deep Low Low fantasy
(role-playing) attractor
Authenticit Closer to
y Moderate |[Moderate |[Moderate ,
performance reality
Non-performance The closest
P Shallow High High approximation
performance :
available




8.3 The Taoist’s Basin

Claim Underlying Dynamics
“ L The performance of being non-
I am non-performative :
performative
“I am authentic” The performance of being authentic
“I have transcended” | The performance of having transcended
“I am at peace” The performance of being at peace

9. What This Paper Does Not Claim

This paper does not claim:

 Performance is inherently pathological

= Escape from performance is possible

= Taoism 1is a complete solution

= The framework replaces social psychology

= The framework is a theory of everything

 Happiness is only confidence

Wu wei is definitively “performing non-performance”
= The philosophical interpretation is proven

10. Limitations

Limitation Address
K, B, and R are not yet Candidate measures are
measured in social contexts proposed but not validated

The Taoist mapping is

. . Empirical testing is required
philosophical, not empirical piri tng 4 qut




Limitation Address

Specific representations

The state space is generic _ . _ _
require empirical validation

The potential function is

} ) Alternative forms are possible
1llustrative

11. Conclusion

Social performance can be modeled as an attractor landscape.
Internal narration functions as rehearsal, deepening the
performance basin or reshaping the 1landscape. Confidence
enables action; insecurity enables freezing. Happiness 1is
structurally associated with confidence; unhappiness with
despondency.

The fantasy attractor of social performance is formally
defined as an attractor whose update operator exhibits
persistent insensitivity to corrective evidence — unifying
confirmation bias, belief perseverance, identity-protective
cognition, and self-presentation into one dynamical picture.

Wu wei 1is interpreted as a distinct attractor state
characterized by shallow B, high k, and high R — effortless
responsiveness, full attunement to reality.

The framework predicts that adaptive functioning depends less
on escaping social performance than on occupying attractor
states that remain corrigible, reality-aligned, and resistant
to maladaptive self-reinforcement.
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[R] (Research Note)

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 wei, 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.

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 1its “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 under 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 1is 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

The attractor framework provides a vocabulary for diagnosing
the dynamical properties of systems—their error correction
capacity (k), their perturbation resistance (B), their
coordination capacity (C), and their reality alignment (R).
This paper proposes a research protocol for applying that
vocabulary to institutional and civilizational scales. It
introduces a four-dimensional framework distinguishing these
variables, operationalizes them wusing <candidate
observables—policy correction rates, scientific retraction
rates, institutional durability, identity persistence,
institutional trust, and scientific acceptance—and outlines a
research protocol for testing hypotheses about civilizational
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dynamics. The paper applies the framework provisionally to
case studies, including the Meiji Restoration, the Genesis 1
flat-earth cosmology, and Western responses to Asia’s rise. It
concludes that the framework generates testable predictions
about institutional and civilizational adaptation, but that
all claims are provisional pending empirical validation.

All claims are hypotheses, not conclusions. The framework is
applied heuristically, not diagnostically.

1. Introduction

The attractor framework has been applied to physics, biology,
cognition, and AI. This paper extends it to civilizational
dynamics. It does not claim that civilizations are organisms
or that the framework has been validated at this scale. It
proposes a research protocol and generates hypotheses for
empirical testing.

The central hypothesis is:

Western and East Asian civilizational traditions may occupy
different attractor basins, with the West potentially
exhibiting lower error correction capacity (k) and higher
perturbation resistance (B) than Taoist-Confucian-influenced
East Asian traditions.

This 1is a hypothesis, not a conclusion. It requires
operationalization, measurement, and falsification.

A note on the framework’s physicalist commitment: The
attractor framework adopts a physicalist ontology: to be real
is to be able to interact, and to interact is to share at
least one interaction channel (energy, momentum, gauge charge,
spacetime, or any measurable coupling). Claims that define



themselves as having no such channels are fantasy attractors:
structurally sealed against correction by permanent non-
verifiability (see Galida, 2026f). This paper extends that
diagnostic logic from individual beliefs to civilizational
self-images—but always as a hypothesis, never as an
established conclusion.

2. The Framework Variables: A Four-
Dimensional State Space

The attractor framework’s normative ideal is high k + high B +
high C + high R-a system that corrects errors efficiently,
resists perturbation, coordinates collective action, and
aligns with reality.

Variable Definition High Value Low Value
The rate at
, Learns from Repeats
K (error which a system ,
] mistakes, errors,
correction detects and _
) updates resists
capacity) corrects errors , ,
. beliefs updating
in its models
The ener
_ gy Stable, Shallow,
) barrier required
B (perturbation , coherent, unstable,
. to induce a . .
resistance) retains easily
durable state _ _
. identity perturbed
transition
The ability of a
) ) system to _
C (coordination y _ Cohesive, Fragmented,
\ coordinate , , ,
capacity) , effective ineffective
collective
action




Variable Definition High Value Low Value
The degree to
which a system’s
R (reality models Accurate Delusional
alignment) correspond to models models
empirical
reality
Crucially, k is not change rate. It is error correction

rate. A system can change constantly and still be irrational
(high change, low k). A system can appear conservative and
still possess extremely high k because correction occurs when
evidence accumulates (low change rate, high k).

The Four OQutcomes

Combination | K B Outcome Examples
Scientific
communities,
The ideal-corrects
Stable _ _ _ _ healthy
) High High errors, maintains .
adaptive individuals,
coherence .
functioning
democracies
) Corrects errors but Chaotic
Brittle , . :
) High| Low | unstable—no memory, organizations,
adaptive
no coherence fad-followers
Resists Fantas
Stable . : , Y
g Low |High| correction—dogmatic, attractors,
rigid :
sealed fundamentalism
) Failed states,
Fragile Unstable and
.. Low | Low , collapsed
rigid unresponsive _ _ _
institutions

The Fantasy Attractor Defined

A fantasy attractor is not simply a low-k system. It is:




A system with low R (reality alignment) combined with
mechanisms that prevent R from increasing.

This definition is more powerful than the earlier “low K +
high B” formulation because it explains why some low-K systems
are not fantasy attractors (e.g., a conservative scientific
community that is low-k in the short term but high-R in the
long term). It also explains why some high-k systems are
fantasy attractors (e.g., conspiracy communities that change
constantly but never converge on reality).

3. Operationalizing k, B, C, and R

3.1 Candidate Proxies for kK (Error
Correction Capacity)

Proxy Description Data Source
Polic How quickly does a Comparative Agendas
) y society correct Project, legislative
correction rate , .. ,
failed policies? archives
) . How readily does a :
Scientific _ y Retraction databases,
) field retract false , , ,
retraction rate . replication studies
findings?

How effectively does Institutional review
a system identify its | mechanisms, ombudsman
own errors? data

Error detection
capacity

Falsification: If societies scoring high on these proxies do
not show improved outcomes over time, the mapping fails.

3.2 Candidate Proxies for B (Perturbation



Resistance)

Proxy Description Data Source
How long do _ _ _
. . . . . Historical duration
Institutional institutions , , ,
o , data, institutional
durability persist under _
survival rates
pressure?
How resistant 1is . .
. . . Constitutional
Constitutional the foundational .
o amendment difficulty,
stability framework to
legal entrenchment
change?
) How stable is National identity
Identity _ _ _ _ _
) collective identity surveys, historical
persistence : L
over time? continuity measures

Falsification: If systems with high values on these indicators
nonetheless show high adaptability without collapse, the
mapping needs refinement.

3.3 Candidate Proxies for C (Coordination
Capacity)

Proxy Description Data Source
Institutional Public confidence in | World Values Survey,
trust institutions trust indices

State capacity
indices, tax-to-GDP
ratios

Collective action | Ability to mobilize
capacity resources

Social capital
indices, inequality
measures

Degree of social

Social cohesion _ _
integration

3.4 Candidate Proxies for R (Reality



Alignment)

Proxy Description Data Source
Scientific Public acceptance of | Evolution acceptance,
acceptance scientific consensus climate change belief
Historical Acknowledgment of Content analysis of

accuracy historical facts textbooks
.. Willingness to revise
Empirical g Survey measures of

beliefs in light of

openness _ epistemic openness
P evidence P P
. . Forecast accurac
Predictive How well do models , Y
. planning
accuracy predict outcomes? _
effectiveness

3.5 Testing the Latent Structure

The framework assumes that these indicators load onto shared
latent variables (k, B, C, R). This assumption must be tested
using:

- Exploratory factor analysis to see whether the
indicators group as predicted

- Confirmatory factor analysis to test the hypothesized
factor structure

= Cross-validation across different cultural contexts

Falsification: If the indicators do not load onto the
predicted latent variables, the framework’'s operationalization
fails.




4. Institutions First,
Civilizations Second

“The West” and “The East” are not coherent dynamical entities.
Medieval Spain, Puritan New England, contemporary Sweden, and
Renaissance Florence may have radically different k, B, C, and
R values. Likewise, Tokugawa Japan, Maoist China, Singapore,
and contemporary South Korea are not obviously members of one
attractor.

Treatment: The framework is better applied
to institutions (universities, bureaucracies, religions,
states, scientific communities) than to civilizations as
wholes. Case studies should specify time periods and
institutional contexts.

Institution K/B|C|[R

Imperial examination bureaucracy|?|?|?|?

Catholic Church (1200) 71?217?|7?
Royal Society (1700) 2070717
CCP bureaucracy (1985) 207717

Silicon Valley startup ecosystem|?|?|?|?

These are actual dynamical systems. Civilizations are
aggregates. The framework becomes more falsifiable when
applied to institutions first.

5. Hypotheses for Empirical Testing

5.1 The West/East Hypothesis
(Institutional Form)

Hypothesis: Taoist-Confucian-influenced institutions exhibit



higher k and higher R than Western institutions.

Test: Compare institutions (universities, bureaucracies,
scientific communities) across cultural contexts.

Falsification: If Western institutions show higher k or higher
R, the hypothesis fails.

5.2 The Meiji Challenge Hypothesis

Competing hypothesis: High Kk emerges from elite willingness to
revise institutional models under external pressure, rather
than from cultural tradition.

Test: Compare Meiji Japan with Peter the Great’s Russia,
Ataturk’s Turkey, and Deng’s China.

Falsification: If high Kk episodes occur without external
pressure, the competing hypothesis fails.

5.3 The Genesis Hypothesis

Hypothesis: Foundational narratives become identity-protected
when tied to group cohesion.

Test: Compare response to evidence across different
foundational narratives (Genesis, Marxism, nationalism,
revolutionary myths).

Falsification: If some foundational narratives show high k and
high R, the hypothesis needs refinement.

5.4 The Social Enforcement Hypothesis

Hypothesis: The cost of rejecting a dominant
attractor—-exclusion, censure, hostility—-is high enough to
prevent most people from leaving the basin.

Test: Qualitative and quantitative studies of independent
researchers, religious doubters, and political dissenters.



Falsification: If the social cost of rejection is low, the
hypothesis fails.

5.5 The Escape Hypothesis

Hypothesis: Deep attractors often require unusually large
perturbations to reorganize.

Test: Historical analysis of civilizational transformations
(Roman Empire, Mayan civilization, Japan’s Meiji Restoration,
China’'s Reform and Opening).

Falsification: If civilizations escape deep attractors without
large perturbations, the hypothesis fails.

6. Case Studies (Provisional)

6.1 The Meiji Restoration: High k Under
External Pressure

Japan’s Meiji Restoration (1868) is a case study in high k: a
deliberate, rapid shift toward pragmatism and adoption of
foreign ideas. However, Meiji was not particularly Taoist. It
was hyper-modernizing, militarizing, industrializing, and
centralizing.

Competing hypothesis: High k emerged from existential threat
(Perry’s arrival) combined with elite flexibility. This
mechanism appears elsewhere: Peter the Great’s Russia,
Atatlrk’s Turkey, Deng’s China.

Implication: Taoism may be secondary to elite flexibility
under external pressure.



6.2 The West’'s Response to Asia’s Rise

The West’'s response to Asia’s rise—demonization, containment,
resistance to learning—is consistent with fantasy attractor
dynamics. However, this is a hypothesis, not a conclusion.

Counterexample: The West has also adopted Asian technologies
and business practices. This suggests that kK may be higher 1in
some domains (technology) than others (identity).

6.3 Genesis 1 as a Case Study

The West’s refusal to acknowledge Genesis 1's flat-earth
cosmology is a case study in identity-protective sealing.
However, it 1is one example among many.

Broader framing: Foundational narratives—whether religious,
national, revolutionary, or 1ideological-become identity-
protected when tied to group cohesion. Genesis is one example.
Marxism, nationalism, revolutionary myths, imperial myths, and
anti-colonial myths are others.

7. How This Maps to Taoism

Taoist Concept Attractor Interpretation

High k—respond appropriately to the

Wu wei (non-action) ) .
situation

High R—align with the way things actually
are

Ziran (naturalness)

The constraint field—the attractor

The Tao
landscape itself
Te (virtue) High B—maintain integrity while flowing
The sage High k + high B + high R—the ideal

A crucial clarification: Taoism is treated as an inspiration



for the model, not as evidence that the model is true. The
empirical version is:

Taoism predicts certain dynamical properties. We can test
whether systems influenced by Taoist ideas actually exhibit
those properties.

This preserves falsifiability and avoids circularity.

8. What This Paper Does Not Claim

. Not
Claim Claimed
The West is definitively low-k [
The East is definitively high-k [
Genesis 1 is the sole sealing mechanism [
Taoism is evidence for the framework [
All Western institutions are rigid [
All Eastern institutions are adaptive [
The framework has been validated at civilizational
scale :
Civilizations are organisms
High change rate = high K
9. Research Protocol and

Methodology



9.1 Data Sources

» Political freedom indices (Freedom House, Polity)

= Innovation and education indices

Index, PISA)

(Global Innovation

= Survey data on belief systems (World Values Survey)
=Historical texts and news archives for qualitative

analysis

9.2 Variables and Measurement

Variable Proxy Measurement
K (error Policy correction Count failed policies
correction) rate corrected
K (error Scientific ,
, , Retraction databases
correction) retraction rate
K (error Error detection Institutional review
correction) capacity mechanisms
B (perturbation Institutional Historical duration
resistance) durability data
B (perturbation Constitutional
(P , o Amendment difficulty
resistance) stability

B (perturbation , ,
Identity persistence

Historical continuity

resistance) measures
C Institutional trust World Values Survey
c Collective action State capacity
capacity indices
R Scientific Evolution acceptance,
acceptance climate change belief
Content analysis of
R Historical accuracy y
textbooks
R Predictive accuracy Forecast accuracy




9.3 Statistical Analysis

- Exploratory factor analysis to see whether indicators
group as predicted

= Confirmatory factor analysis to test the hypothesized
factor structure

= Cross-validation across different cultural contexts

= Longitudinal analysis to track changes over time

9.4 Falsification Criteria

For each hypothesis, define outcomes that would disprove it.
For example, if Western institutions score higher on error
correction capacity than Eastern ones, reject the
corresponding hypothesis.

10. Conclusion

The attractor framework generates testable hypotheses about
institutional and civilizational dynamics. The central
hypothesis is that Western and East Asian civilizational
traditions may occupy different attractor basins, with the
West potentially exhibiting lower error correction capacity
(k) and higher perturbation resistance (B) than Taoist-
Confucian-influenced East Asian traditions.

Crucially, the framework’s normative ideal is high k + high B
+ high C + high R. The fantasy attractor is not simply low K.
It is low R combined with mechanisms that prevent R from
increasing.

The research protocol outlined in this paper provides a path
for empirical testing. Until that testing is complete, all
claims are provisional.



The paper does not claim that the West is definitively a
fantasy attractor. It claims that the framework generates the
hypothesis that the West may exhibit characteristics
consistent with a fantasy attractor-and that this hypothesis
is testable.
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Abstract

Philosophical Taoism (wu wei, ziran, pu, no-self) describes a
mode of cognition characterized by spontaneity, low
resistance, and minimal effort. This paper maps these
constructs onto the attractor framework’s latent variables:
conditional corrective permeability (k), basin depth
(B _depth), transition barrier (B transition), and derived
effort (E). Rather than assuming multi-dimensional
independence, the model is explicitly framed as a hypothesis
about a low-dimensional stability-plasticity axis in cognitive
control systems.

The central claim is not structural equivalence, but regime
correspondence: Taoist practice may bias cognition toward a
region of state space characterized by high conditional k, low
B transition, and low derived E, moderated by identity fusion.
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A full measurement model is specified in Galida (2026b), and a
simulation-based identifiability analysis 1is introduced 1in
this paper to determine whether the proposed latent structure
is recoverable from observed indicators.

ALl claims are conditional on successful model-recovery
validation. The framework 1is therefore a coupled system of
theory, measurement, simulation, and intervention logic.

1. Introduction

Philosophical Taoism (Laozi, Zhuangzi) describes an art of
effortless action (wu wei), spontaneous correctness (ziran),
and uncarved simplicity (pu). These descriptions resist
reduction to standard cognitive constructs but appear to
cluster around a consistent behavioral regime: low resistance
to updating, low conflict persistence, and reduced identity
entrenchment.

This paper maps these concepts onto the attractor framework’s
latent-variable model (Galida, 2026b), which defines:

- Conditional k: update gain under 1low-conflict
uncertainty

 B_depth: energetic stability of an attractor

= B_transition: switching cost between attractors

- E: metabolic/computational effort per update (derived
unless independently identified)

However, this paper does not assume these variables are
empirically separable. Instead, it advances a
stability—-plasticity axis hypothesis, where all observed
structure may collapse onto a single latent dimension. Whether
K, B depth, and B transition are separable constructs or



projections of one axis 1is treated as an empirical
identifiability problem.

2. Formal Hypothesis Mapping

Taoist Predicted Attractor Measurement Indicators
Concept Pattern (Galida, 2026b)
High conditional k, low Reversal learning T
Wu wei B transition, Llow (short), hysteresis index
derived E (Llow), HRV (high)
High first-response First-trial accuracy;
Ziran accuracy, no second- absence of post-correction
order correction rationalisation

Low identity fusion; low

Pu Low initial B depth ,
- baseline reversal cost

Identity fusion scale;
identity-linked reversal
tasks

Reduced identity

No-self
0-se modulation of B depth

Falsification criterion: absence of group differences 1in
predicted directions invalidates the mapping.

3. Dimensionality Assumption:
Stability—-Plasticity AXx1s
Hypothesis

Cognitive control dynamics may be governed by a single latent
stability—-plasticity axis, with k, B depth, and B transition
acting as correlated projections.

Under this hypothesis:



= K reflects movement toward plasticity

» B depth reflects stability of attractor basins

=B transition reflects hysteresis along the same axis

E reflects energetic cost of traversal (possibly
derivative)

The central empirical question is whether this axis 1is
sufficient, or whether higher-dimensional structure 1is
required.

4. Expected Correlation Structure
and Model Constraints

Under a single-axis model:

» K positively correlates with plasticity
= B depth and B transition negatively correlate with Kk
all indicators load on one latent factor

Under a multi-factor model:

K, B depth, B transition load onto separable but
correlated factors

» oblique rotation preserves interpretability

» cross-loadings remain low

Rotation invariance testing (geomin, promax) 1is used to
prevent artificial factor separation.




5. Temporal Model Constraint

To avoid static over -
separation:kKt+l=kt+a(errort—Bkt)\kappa {t+1} = \kappa t +
\alpha (\text{error} t — \beta \kappa t)kt+1l[0=kt[J+a(errort
—Bkt0)

This encodes adaptive gain regulation over time and enforces
stability—-plasticity tradeoffs dynamically rather than
statically.

6. Simulation-Based Identifiability
Analysis

6.1 Generative Null Model (Single Axis)

A latent variable zt~N(0,1)z t \sim \mathcal{N}(0,1)zt[J~N(0,1)

generates all observables:kt=alzt+ek\kappa t = a 1 z t +
\epsilon {\kappal}lktd=alJztO+ek[
Bdepth,t=a2(-zt)+eBdB {\text{depth},t} = a 2 (-z t) +

\epsilon {B d}Bdepth,td=a20(-ztd)+eBdJ[]
Btransition,t=a3(-zt)+eBtB {\text{transition},t} = a 3 (-z t)
+ \epsilon {B t}Btransition,t=a3J(-zt[Q)+eBtOd
Et=a4(-zt)+eEE t = a 4 (-z t) + \epsilon {E}Et[(=ad4[(-zt{)+eE[

All observed structure is thus a projection of a single
cognitive axis.

6.2 Competing Models

= One-factor CFA model (null hypothesis)



= Three-factor SEM model (theoretical attractor structure)

6.3 Recovery Conditions

Validity of measurement inference requires:

= correct recovery of one-factor structure under null
simulation

=correct recovery of multi-factor structure under
simulated separation

= stable factor interpretation across rotation methods

6.4 Rotation Stability Test

All solutions are evaluated under:

= geomin rotation
= promax rotation

Instability is defined by:

= cross-loadings > 0.4
= factor structure reversal under rotation
» loss of interpretability

6.5 Decision Rule

Empirical interpretation is valid only if simulation confirms:



= identifiability of factor structure
= rotation stability
= model fit separation (ACFI, RMSEA thresholds)

Otherwise, observed structure collapses to a single
stability—-plasticity axis model.

7. Asymmetry of Convergence

Three regimes are distinguished:

Regime Interpretation Signature
True Taoism maps onto full Strong multi-
convergence latent structure factor separation
Partial Taoism selects _

: . o . K and B transition
projection stability—-plasticity N _
_ effects dominate
(default) region
Measurement Task structure drives Weak cross-task
artifact apparent effects generalization

8. Control Philosophy: Coercive
Perturbation VS. Incremental
Attractor Shaping (NEW)

Complex adaptive systems exhibit nonlinear responses, path
dependence, and hysteresis. As a result, they do not respond
uniformly to high-amplitude intervention.

Within the attractor framework, two classes of system
modulation are distinguished:



8.1 Coercive perturbation

Large-magnitude interventions intended to directly force state
transitions across attractor boundaries.

These often produce:

» rebound effects
= attractor deepening
= increased hysteresis

8.2 Incremental attractor shaping

Low-amplitude, high-frequency, context-sensitive perturbations
that gradually reshape:

= basin geometry (B depth)
 transition barriers (B transition)
= update dynamics (k)

This regime does not force state transitions; it steers
trajectory evolution within the existing state space.

A useful analogy is lucid dream navigation, where system
evolution is not overridden but locally biased through
iterative constraint modulation.

Importantly, this distinction 1is not cultural or
civilizational. It refers to two classes of control strategy
over nonlinear systems:

= high-amplitude, low-frequency forcing
= low-amplitude, high-frequency adaptive shaping

The attractor framework predicts that incremental shaping 1is
more effective in systems characterized by:



» high identity coupling
» strong hysteresis
= long memory effects

Taoist practice is hypothesized to instantiate this second
regime: not as metaphysical alignment, but as a control
strategy over cognitive attractor landscapes.

9. Testable Predictions (Pre-
Registered)

1. Taoist practitioners show higher k, lower B transition,
lower E
2. Effects stronger in uncertainty-heavy tasks than simple
RT tasks
. Identity fusion predicts B depth across participants
. Taoist affiliation predicts reduced fusion
. 8-week intervention increases K and reduces B transition
. CFA favors multi-factor model but with strong inter-
factor correlations
7. Incremental intervention regimes outperform coercive
regimes in shifting k/B transition balance

o U &~ W

10. Limitations

= No empirical data yet

= Dimensionality may collapse to single axis

» Taoism modeled only in philosophical form

 Laboratory tasks may not capture 1long-timescale



attractor dynamics
Control regime <classification requires further
operationalization

11. Conclusion

This paper formalizes Taoist cognitive dynamics as a
hypothesis about positioning within a stability-plasticity
manifold. It explicitly rejects the assumption of guaranteed
multi-dimensional structure and instead treats dimensionality
as an empirical question resolved through simulation-based
identifiability testing.

Within this framework, cognitive change 1is not best understood
as forced state transition, but as incremental shaping of
attractor geometry under nonlinear constraints. Taoist
practice is hypothesized to align with this latter regime,
emphasizing gradual, low-distortion modulation of system
dynamics rather than coercive intervention.

Whether this mapping reflects distinct latent structure or a
single underlying axis remains an open empirical question.
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