the improbable yet elementary case

@causalmechanics/ @themanual4am

2023-11-11

a mathematical paradigmatic mashup: Thomas Kuhn Vs map-territory Vs ...?
prefer the simplest explanation !

consider all mathematics as pseudo-mathematics; a means for a novice mathematician to express ideas in
less time and fewer words than a similarly novice writer might, in prose. all terms are tentative.
corrections AV advice, welcome.

the improbable yet elementary case explores:

1
2.
3
2

. universal commonality;
a toy phenomena-invariant model, and;
. formally reconciliable maps of arbitrarily related territory

Iwhich works
2needs updating!


https://mastodon.online/@causalmechanics
https://mastodon.online/@themanual4am
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Part 1
foundations



1 paradigm, measure, common measures, incommensurability

(Pa,Me, Y., "2)

1.1 a gentle introduction
( Pa, Me )
Let us consider a paradigm Pa, as a set of two measures Me; and Mes:

Pa ={Mey,Mes} : |Pa| =2

1.2 totality, commonality
(U,n)
If paradigm Pa;, contains measures Me; 2 3, and paradigm Pag, contains measures Meg 3 4:
Pay = {Mey, Mes, Mes}
Pay ={Mey, Me3, Mey}
The set-of-all measures Y, across Pa; and Pas, can be found by union U:
e = Pay U Pag = {Mey, Mey, Me3, Mey}
The set-of-common measures ”Me, between Pa; and Pas, can be found by intersection N:

;\]/[e :PalﬂPGQZ{MCQ,Meg}

Observing: , . . y
larel =45 el =25 nrel < lizel

note: remember, this is a simplification, and an introduction

1.3 incommensurability
(no) ?
Consider paradigms Pas and Pay, whereby:
Pasz = {Mey, Mes, Mes}
Pay ={Mey, Mes, Meg}
When paradigms Pas and Payg, do not share common measures, then 7., is an empty set @:
e =PazNPay=2: || =0
And paradigms Pagz and Pay, can be said to be incommensurable ?fe:

n _ _ . N ng na | _
Me—Panga4—®.M€_>Me,Me|—0

O

3famously, two paradigms which share no common measures are incommensurable.



2 map territory
(M—T)
”a map is not the territory it represents, but, if correct, it has a similar structure to the territory, which
accounts for its usefulness” — alfred korzybski, science and sanity, p. 58

The map territory relation 4 will be mathematically reconciled with Thomas Kuhn’s paradigm, measure,
common measure, and anomaly — to conceptually defamiliarise °, re-frame, and extend both conceptuali-
sations.

all ideas are maps of territory; all maps, abstract representation. map may refer to a process; or resultant

state.
2.1 representation
(M — T ) map as state
A map M, represents territory 7"
M—T

2.2 interpretation, resolution

(r(), M() ) map as process

Territory T, is resolved r() by interpretaion, to a representational account M:
r(T)— M

Or for map specific resolution M (), of territory T

M(T) — M

2.3 equivalence
(#, =, %, ~,=,.)
Famously, a map M, is not the territory T it represents:
M#AT , M~T , M&T

However, when sufficiently resolved and circumstantially appropriate, a sufficiently accurate map M, may
be momentarily synonymous with the territory 7', which it represents:

M~T, 6 M=T

In all cases:
M. T

4or distinction
5note: describe defamiliarisation



3 composition, and family

(M:PaC PrC Me, T:SpC PhCCh)

the relative relation of composed, composables: all maps, all territory, are composition

Continuing from section 2, this this section will define the familial composition of maps and respective

territory.
Maps M, will be defined:

a paradigm Pa, is a set of paradigmatic principals Pr, each a set of measures Me

Territory T, will be defined:

a phenomenal scope Sp, is a set of universal phenomena Ph, each a set of phenomenal characteristics Ch

3.1 composable maps

(M:Pa, Pr, Me)

3.1.1 paradigm
( Pa+— Sp, Pa(Sp) = Pa )

A paradigm Pa, is a subset C of map M:
A paradigm Pa, represents a subset C of territory T, referred to as a phenomenal scope Sp:
A paradigm Pa, resolves () a phenomenal scope Sp, to representational account:

Pa(Sp) — Pa

3.1.2 paradigmatic principal
( Pr— Ph, Pr(Ph) — Pr)
A paradigmatic principal Pr, is a subset C of paradigm Pa:
Pr C Pa

A paradigmatic principal Pr, represents a subset C of territory 7', referred to as a universal phenomena

Ph:
Pr — Ph

A paradigmatic principal Pr, resolves r() a universal phenomena Ph, to representational account:

Pr(Ph) — Pr

3.1.3 measure
(Me— S, Me(5) — Me )
A measure Me, is a subset C of paradigmatic principal Pr:
Me C Pr
A measure Me, represents a subset C of territory T, referred to as a phenomenal characteristic C'h:
Me— Ch
A measure Me , resolves r() a phenomenal characteristic C'h, to representational account:

Me(Ch) — Me



3.1.4 the family of maps
(M:Pa, Pr, Me)

Representation:
Mw—T: Po— Sp, Pr— Ph, Mew— Ch

Subsets:
MeC PrC PaCM

A paradigm Pa, is a set of paradigmatic principals Pr:
Pa={...}p,

A paradigmatic principal Pr, is a set of measures Me:
Pr={..}nme

Composition expression:
Pa = {{ . ~}]Wea . -}Pr

Resolution:
r(T) — M: , Pa(Sp) — Pa, Pr(Ph) — Pr, Me(Ch) — Me

3.2 composable territory
(T:Sp, Ph, Ch)

3.2.1 phenomenal scope
( Sp: Pa > Sp , Pa(Sp) — Pa )
A phenomenal scope Sp, is a subset C of territory 1"
SpcCcT
A phenomenal scope Sp, is represented by a paradigm Pa:
Paw— Sp
A phenomenal scope Sp, is resolved r() to representational account by a paradigm Pa:

Pa(Sp) — Pa

3.2.2 universal phenomena
( Ph: Pr — Ph, Pr(Ph) — Pr )
A universal phenomena Ph, is a subset C of territory T
PhcCT
A universal phenomena Ph, is represented by a paradigmatic principal Pr:
Pr— Ph
A universal phenomena Ph, is resolved 7() to representational account by a paradigmatic principal Pr:

Pr(Ph) — Pr



3.2.3 phenomenal characteristic
(Ch: Me— Ch , Me(Ch) — Me )
A phenomenal characteristic C'h, is a subset C of territory 7"
ChCT
A phenomenal characteristic C'h, is represented by a measure Me:
Mew— Ch
A phenomenal characteristic Ch, is resolved () to representational account by a measure Me:

Me(Ch) — Me

3.2.4 the family of territory
(T:Sp, Ph, Ch)

Representation:
M —T: Paw Sp, Pr+— Ph, Mew— Ch

Subsets:
ChCPhCSpcCT

A universal phenomena Ph , as a set of phenomenal characteristics Ch:
Ph={...}cn

A paradigmatic scope Sp , as a set of universal phenomena Ph:
Sp={...}pn

Composition expression:

Sp = {{ . '}Ch7 .. .}ph

Resolution:
r(T) — M: , Pa(Sp) — Pa, Pr(Ph) — Pr, Me(Ch) — Me

O

10



4 maps

(M)°

4.1 set-of-all
( re)

For a paradigm Pa, the set-of-all measures Y., is a union U, of respective principals Pr:

Sre = {Pa|PryUPry...}

e = UPa: {Pal U Me}

MePr

4.2 set-of-common

(e )

For a paradigm Pa, the set-of-common-measures 7., is an intersect N, of respective principals Pr:

e = {Pa|PryN Pry...}

mMe:mPa:{Pa\ ﬂ Me}

MePr

4.3 symmetric difference
mA
( Me )
- A, .
The symmetric difference 7., is the set-of-all measures };,, minus the set-of-common measures 7,
mA
Me

u _n
Me Me — M

4.4 general special

Ge Sc )
Me » Me

territory aligns by the general case; maps ought to

For a paradigm Pa, the set-of-common measures ., represents the general case Ge,
N  — Gce
Me — Me
pAN

. . . N . SC.

For a paradigm Pa, the symmetric difference ;. represents the special case ~:
n® _ Se
Me — Me

6all references to paradigm Pa, also apply to an arbitrary set of principals Pr

11



4.5 common, common
NN
( Me )
Initially, we considered each paradigm Pa, a set of measures Me, with common measures the result of

intersect N:
MN1,2

Me — Pa1 ﬂPGQ = {M@Q,Meg}

Subsequently, we redefined a paradigm Pa, as sets of paradigmatic principals Pr, each a set of measures
Me, and observe that each paradigm might be considered either by set-of-all measures ., or by set-of-
common measures .

As follows, the common measures between paradigms Pa; 2, ought now qualify combination, as necessary:

?fe:ﬂpalﬁﬂPag
L]\'?e:UPalijPQQ, R}Je:ﬂpaluﬂpag, LI\J/IUe:UP(IlLJUPCLQ

or as intersecting general case: ¢ = {Pa1|§¢.} N {Paz|55.}

4.6 complexity

(Inrel <I3zel )
The paradigmatic set-of-common measures ), is a subset C of the paradigmatic set-of-all measures ;.

N U
MegMe

The paradigmatic set-of-common measures 7, is simpler than the paradigmatic set-of-all measures ;.
N U
‘Me‘ < ‘Me‘
The set of common, common measures 77, between any two paradigms Pa, is simpler still:
N1 N2 . NN N1 [alal Na
Pay = ppe s Pag = ofe < larel < azel A Iarel <afel

note: ignoring further treatment for time being *

4.7 reconciliation

( the set theory principle of inclusion and exclusion )

"the universe does not double count”—conservation laws

The set theory principle of inclusion and exclusion states:
IXUY|=|X|+Y|—-|XNY]|
”for an accurate account, the sum of set cardinals must be subtracted by the cardinal of the common set”
"paradigms which do not reconcile by the general case, double count”

— NN — NGe
XNy =N =n&

O

7diversity; etc

12



5 territory

(T)

5.1 set-of-all
(en)

For any phenomenal scope Sp, the set-of-all phenomenal characteristics &, is a union U, of respective
universal phenomena Ph:

en="1s0l J cny,Jsp

ChePh

5.2 set-of-common
(2n)

For a phenomenal scope Sp, the set-of-common phenomenal characteristics (), is an intersect N, of
respective phenomena Ph:

Su=1{Spl ) chy.sp

ChePh

5.3 symmetric difference
(&n)

L a c, . . .
The symmetric difference ™ (or common complement ™ ), is the set-of-all characteristics ¢,,, minus the
set-of-common characteristics ¢,
U\, = n® .t
Ch \Ch = Ch * Ch

5.4 general special

Gec Sc CSc
Ch » Ch 7 Ch

territory aligns by the general case; maps ought to

For a phenomenal scope Sp, the set-of-common characteristics ¢, represents the general case Ge.
n _— Gc
Ch = Ch
- N .
For a phenomenal scope Sp, the symmetric difference {1, represents the special case Se,
n% __Sc
Ch = Ch

13



5.5 common, common
(ﬂﬁ
Ch

The common, common characteristics [, between phenomenal scopes, Sp; 2, ought now qualify combi-
nation, as necessary:
&h =[Sp1 N[ ) Sp2

Ch*USplﬂUSPL & =(Sp1U[)Sp2 . Ch*USPIUUSPQ

or as intersecting general case: 25¢ = {Sp1|&5} N {Spa|&S

5.6 complexity

(1enl <l1énl)

The phenomenal scope set-of-common characteristics {3, is a subset C , of the phenomenal scope set-of-all
characteristics ¢,
n C U
Ch = Ch

The phenomenal scope set-of-common characteristics {1, is simpler than the phenomenal scope set-of-
all-characteristics g,

[enl < len]

The set of common, common characteristics [}, between any two phenomenal scope Sp, is simpler still:
N nn n
Sp1 = & Sp2 = & e < &Ll AND |l < 163,

note: ignoring further treatment for time being; diversity; etc

5.7 reconciliation

( set theory principle of inclusion and exclusion )

“the universe does not double count”—conservation laws

The set theory principle of inclusion and exclusion states:
IXUY|=|X|+Y|-|XNY]|
for an accurate account, the sum of set cardinals must be subtracted by the cardinal of the common set

"paradigms which do not reconcile by the general case, double count”

14



6 anomaly

(¥ 7 4
unresolved, unresolvable, or insufficiently resolved, territory

6.1 anomaly, generally

()

Anomaly refers to all unnoticed, unrecognised, uninterpreted, undefined, unexplained, unrepresented,
and unaccounted, universal phenomena.

Anomaly is all we cannot see: all negative-space, between and beyond the intangible structures, assertions,
and definitions, of comprehension, intent, and agency.

6.2 anomalous territory

(’79 e o
Sp > Ph Ch

any territory for which there is no, or effectively-no, map

7 M| ~0
Anomalous territory ;f) , frames anomaly %, by territory T

e
T Sp» Phs Ch

Further definitions:
A N
(A

71~0

TNy ~T, 70T

C
IT\7|~|T|, |7°| =~ |T|

6.3 anomalous map
(?a ) ?r ? ﬁ )

Anomalous map ﬁ, refers to any map M, which insufficiently resolves r(), territory 7', to representational

account M 8:
|M| % |T|

Further definitions:

Tt
77 %0

8all ununified science is fundamentally anomalous

15



6.4 reconciling anomaly

(#A\A)

a map is a representational account of territory; however, not all maps resolve territory equally well

M—T,M£T, M#T

Specifically, where two paradigms Pa, attempt to resolve r() approximately the same phenomenal scope
Sp1, each paradigm may interpret and represent differently °:

Pal(Tl) — Pay s PCLQ(Tl) — Pas

Pajy % Pas
|Pay| % [Pas|
PayNPas ~ T
Pay # Pas

6.5 resolving anomaly

(r(#))

prose removed for revision; though primarily a seque to map territory fit/ delta

]

9note that T} does not change in this example, there is a difference between both maps, and both maps and territory. this
difference might be framed using a variety or distinct mathematical forms: set theory (as here); category theory; graph theory;
geometry, geometric tessellation, and tiling; etc

16



7 map territory delta, fit

( MTA, MTf ) delta refers to difference, or required change

a map is a representational account of territory; however, not all maps resolve territory to representational
account equally well

Mo—T, M£T, M#T

Specifically, where two paradigms Pa, attempt to resolve r() approximately the same phenomenal scope
Sp1, two paradigms Pa; 2, may interpret and represent differently:

Pal(Spl) — Pa1 s PCLQ(Spl) — Pag

Pay % Pas
|Pay| 7 [Pas|
Pai N Pas =~ @
Pay # Pas

7.1 map territory delta
( MTA )

the difference between map and respective territory
Mp\ M = MAC

7.2 map territory fit
(MTf)

17



Part 11
exploration
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8 resolving the universe

(r(T), 75 )

8.1 the universal scope
(%)
A phenomenal scope Sp, contains one or more universal phenomena Ph:
Sp = { . .}ph

The universal scope %{p, contains all universal phenomena Ph:
S ={VpneP(Ph)}

8.2 universal commonality: phenomenal characteristics
( un
Ch

The common characteristics ¢, of a phenomenal scope Sp, is expressed:

en=[1Sp:{Spl () Ch}

ChePh
The common characteristics {},, of the universal phenomenal scope Zé’p, might be expressed:
un _ u .
Ch — Sp * {S'p| n Ch}
ChePh

The set of characteristics Ch, common to the universal scope %’p, are common to every phenomenal scope
Sp, and every universal phenomena Ph, and the simplest expression of commonality across all:

{sp € Gy &0 C Sp, € <1 Spl}, {Vpn € By &5 € Ph, [E5] < | PRI}

The universal set-of-common characteristics %Q, is equivalent to the universal general case UGc:

Un _ UGc
Ch = Ch

8.3 the universal paradigm

Pa )

A paradigm Pa, may contain one or more paradigmatic principals Pr:

Pa = {...}pr

The universal paradigm %, contains all principals Pr 19:

Pa={Vpr € P(Pr)}

1001 generally: %a = ZI/V{I

19



8.4 universal commonality: measures
(un
Me
The common measures 7., of a paradigm Pa, is expressed:

e = ﬂPa : {Pal ﬂ Me}}

MeePr

The common measures 7., of the universal paradigm %a, might be expressed:

=% [ Me}
MeePr

The set of measures 7, common to the universal paradigm %’p, are common to every paradigm Pa, and
every paradigmatic principal Pr, and represent the simplest expression of commonality across all:

(VP € %a: §1 C Pa, Sl < [ Pal}, {¥pr € %,: §0 C Pr, [0 < |Prl}

The universal set-of-common measures %}l, is equivalent to the universal general case UGc:
Un _ UGe
Me — Me

8.5 universal complexity tbc

()

some problems are more complicated than others, of course, but perhaps, the most difficult problem of all, is
recognising that if all universal phenomena are composition, and all problems are decomposable, then all
solutions are simply one pattern away

the universal set-of-common measures %Me is a subset of the universal set-of-all measures ¥, :
u u
Cre C Me

and so the universal set-of-common measures %MC is simpler than the universal set-of-all measures 4;, :

u
Me|

|L{
Cme
so where the universal set-of-all measures ¥, , is the largest set-of-all measures of any paradigm Pa e :

el > [Panse]

the universal set-of-common measures %Mc is the smallest set-of-common measures of any paradigm

PacMC :

|Zé[’1VIE < |Pa’CMe |

so follows:
G| < [Pacy,. | < [Panse| < 57|

#tbc

20



9 resolving the universe

(r(T), 75 )

9.1 the universal scope
(%)
A phenomenal scope Sp, contains one or more universal phenomena Ph:
Sp = { . .}ph

The universal scope %{p, contains all universal phenomena Ph:
S ={VpneP(Ph)}

9.2 universal commonality: phenomenal characteristics
( un
Ch

The common characteristics ¢, of a phenomenal scope Sp, is expressed:

en=[1Sp:{Spl () Ch}

ChePh
The common characteristics {},, of the universal phenomenal scope Zé’p, might be expressed:
un _ u .
Ch — Sp * {S'p| n Ch}
ChePh

The set of characteristics Ch, common to the universal scope %’p, are common to every phenomenal scope
Sp, and every universal phenomena Ph, and the simplest expression of commonality across all:

{sp € Gy &0 C Sp, € <1 Spl}, {Vpn € By &5 € Ph, [E5] < | PRI}

The universal set-of-common characteristics %Q, is equivalent to the universal general case UGc:

Un _ UGc
Ch = Ch

9.3 the universal paradigm

Pa )

A paradigm Pa, may contain one or more paradigmatic principals Pr:

Pa = {...}pr

The universal paradigm %, contains all principals Pr 11:

Pa={Vpr € P(Pr)}

Hor generally: %a = ZI/V{I

21



9.4 universal commonality: measures
(un
Me
The common measures 7., of a paradigm Pa, is expressed:

e = ﬂPa : {Pal ﬂ Me}}

MeePr

The common measures 7., of the universal paradigm %a, might be expressed:

=% [ Me}
MeePr

The set of measures 7, common to the universal paradigm %’p, are common to every paradigm Pa, and
every paradigmatic principal Pr, and represent the simplest expression of commonality across all:

(VP € %a: §1 C Pa, Sl < [ Pal}, {¥pr € %,: §0 C Pr, [0 < |Prl}

The universal set-of-common measures %}l, is equivalent to the universal general case UGc:
Un _ UGe
Me — Me

9.5 universal complexity tbc

()

some problems are more complicated than others, of course, but perhaps, the most difficult problem of all, is
recognising that if all universal phenomena are composition, and all problems are decomposable, then all
solutions are simply one pattern away

the universal set-of-common measures %Me is a subset of the universal set-of-all measures ¥, :
u u
Cre C Me

and so the universal set-of-common measures %MC is simpler than the universal set-of-all measures 4;, :

u
Me|

|L{
Cme
so where the universal set-of-all measures ¥, , is the largest set-of-all measures of any paradigm Pa e :

el > [Panse]

the universal set-of-common measures %Mc is the smallest set-of-common measures of any paradigm

PacMC :

|Zé[’1VIE < |Pa’CMe |

so follows:
G| < [Pacy,. | < [Panse| < 57|

#tbc

22



10 time and change

(UP >*uit, Pr, PR, ™Pr)
s0, how does time fit into all of this? or rather, how does all of this fit into time?

10.1 a quick sketch of all time
(UP =* U, Pr, Pp)
Consider the universal set-of-all territory Ur over time —:
UP =t ust Ul £ ul
time implicates change
Consider observing the universal set-of-all territory Upj,, while a new universal phenomena A, is formed:
U =tudl o AU Acult

Specifically:
up —'up U =UpP + A
And another:
U = Uy =" Uy U =Uf + A

Such that generally:
UP| < [Up| < Uz

note: conservation laws, plus more is different

10.2 prior circumstances
(PT ) Pjé )

considering universal phenomena Ph, by the circumstances in which they arose will prove useful

At any time marked by the arrival of phenomenal change A, relative to the universal set-of-all territory
U, at t1, there existed a prior moment, and a prior state of territory Pr, whereby A, did not yet exist:

Pp—'Uui c UF =Pr+A: A¢Pr

prior circumstances Pr, provides a useful reference frame to easily refer to universal circumstances, just
prior to some occasion

Further, we might observe that circumstances prior to the arrival of A, are equivalent to the universal
complement of A, having arrived:
Ui = Pr+A
U\ A=A =pp
And our reference to prior circumstances Pr, might now also reference the potential for specific change
A:
A
Pr
For example:
PR ='Ur - Ur =Pr+A

but why? let us find out '?

12requisite potential for T

23



10.3 composition over time

(—='A)
simplified composition

10.3.1 part one

()
Let us consider a simple pattern:
Ut = U Ut = g+ AR
Such that the following:
UL Sty Sty Syl

Will result in:
utB :Z/{%O + Atl 4 At? + AtS

And each phenomena composed such that:
A =Tz Ul
AR = [Tp:z e U0+ AT} Al € A2
AB = [Tr: o e U0+ AT £ AR]) ¢ (AL AP € AB

10.4 ancestral relation

()

We might observe that universal phenomena A*' | A2 | and A*® | are composed in a similar manner

Each are composed of, and dependant upon, specific prior universal phenomena, such that, A*? | could
not exist until after A*' | and A*? could not exist until after A*?

We might consider A, to be a phenomenal ancestor of A*2 | just as both A*!, and A2, appear to be

ancestors of A3
We might also consider that A*?, and A?3, are descendants of A?!, just as A®3, is a descendant of A*?

10.5 composition

()

more is different
Now consider the occasion of ¢4 , and A% :
12 L3 . tqt4
U =TUR =T UL

Whereby:
ut4 :u%o + Atl +At2 + AtS +At4
A = (Fu:x e UP + A" + AP]: (AT AP e A

And remember:
AP = {3z :x € [Z/{%O + A 4 At2] : [Aﬂ7 AtQ] e A3

And:
At3 7& At4
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tbc explain distinct constraint earlier

In this case, A*, shares identical dependencies as A*3, such that A*, is not a descendant of A*3; and
A®. is not an ancestor of At
And so we might observe:
1. that on some occasions, the absolute universal order in which some universal phenomena appear, is
less constrained. for example:
Let us identify our universal phenomena A, B,C, D , and consider t4 , where A¢ , appears at t3 ,
and Ap , appears at t4 :
Ut =Uld + A + A% + AR + A

It was at least materially possible, under some other universal circumstance, whereby Ap , appeared
at t3 , and Ac , appeared at t4 :

U =UP® + A+ A2+ AB AL

2. in the case of A®® and A™, having identical compositional dependencies (elements from [U¥ + Al +
A®])) yet AP £ A each phenomena must qualify the difference in some manner not yet represented here
13

10.6 time independent circumstances
( Pié , " Pr )

time independent circumstances refers to the general potential for specific phenomenal composition, without
the need to present a sequence of tx

10.7 general potential
( PP)

To refer to the circumstances prior to, and as a set-of-all-requisite phenomena necessary for, the compo-
sition of any specific universal phenomena A:
PA
T

Using our above sequence t0 — 4 : PTAt?’7 would thereby be indirectly referring to U%? only, whereby PTAt4

, would be indirectly referring to U? — Ut3

urther, P2 , 18 ambiguous about exactly which additional phenomena are included in the set — those
T
additional to the minimal viable set of requisite composition

Pﬁ is a phenomenal scope, and identification might be considered a predictor of A.

Considering universal phenomena Ph , by the circumstances in which they arose is useful, and patterns
between the prior circumstances of seemingly very distinct phenomena can be instructive as to relative
progression

3more is different

25



10.8 minimum viable potential
(™Pr)

minimum viable material potential

Our reference to prior circumstances Pr, might now also reference the potential for specific change A:
Focus on tx , and absolute sequence is one aspect for consideration

potential, minimal viable priors, the scope of what must precede

O

26



11 universal composition

()

We have briefly considered the progression of time ¢, on the composition universal set-of-all territory Uz:
Uy =" ug ...

Let us consider the composition of territory, with a little more detail

11.1 minimal viable prior
(YPr)

#tbc
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12 alignment

(*)

12.1 introduction

(*)

12.2 maps of territory
(=)

12.3 Dbiological maps
()

we live by maps: maps are the nature of knowing

12.4 the territory of maps
()

12.5 nexus phenomena

()

12.6 reason, logic, mathematics, mechanics

()
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13 complexity
()

from complexity of open problem-solution space, to closed puzzle-space

13.1 introduction

(T)

13.1.1 true complexity

()
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14 puzzle-space

(a,b,c)
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15

()

tessellation
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16

the simplest explanation

(a,b,c)
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17 the elementary case

(a,b,c)
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Part III
more
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18 evolution
(A)

18.1 introduction
(A)

a simple primer

we evolved: maps evolved; and long before and long after, territory evolves

18.2 surviving territiry

()

18.2.1 enaction

(0r() » 6m() )

18.3 the paradox
()
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19 fabric
(T ,Tr, T, T —=Tr )

T is the symbol for topology, and T represents territory, so topological territory seems apt, at this time

the term fabric: will simplify arbitrarily many phenomena to an implied, materially common substrate of
abstract space; a nexus phenomena, with which to reason between otherwise distinct, though materially
related, phenomena

19.1 introduction

()

19.2 evolution

()

19.3 paradigmatic fabric
()
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20 nexus

()
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21

conclusion

(a,b,c)
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