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This paper traces a single, recurring pattern in political and intellectual history: the tendency of
elites to treat human beings primarily as variables in a system to be stabilized, rather than as
persons standing before a higher truth. In logostic terms, this is the q(t)-without-t(t) elite
attractor: the drift of powerful agents toward optimizing their own models q(t) while sidelining
the living truth manifold t(t), whether named as God, justice, or the inviolable worth of the
least. From Sparta’s selective upbringing and Plato’s eugenic Republic, through Roman patria
potestas and Chinese Legalism, we see early forms of population design and social control
framed as rational statecraft. Early modern absolutism, Malthusian population arithmetic, and
scientific eugenics sharpen this attractor, culminating in twentieth-century technocratic
humanism, where figures such as Bertrand Russell and Aldous Huxley describe “humane”
management of birth and death at scale. In the contemporary era, Al systems, biosecurity
regimes, and planetary governance architectures provide unprecedented tools for
implementing q(t)-only visions of managed humanity. The paper argues that breaking this
attractor requires more than better models. It demands practices and institutions that
structurally re-center t(t): hard moral limits, proximity to the harmed, and forms of humility—
spiritual and political—that prevent any elite from quietly assuming the role of t on behalf of
the world.
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1. Introduction: Naming the Elite Attractor

This paper proposes that much of political and intellectual history can be understood as orbiting
a recurring pattern: the tendency of those with power to treat human beings primarily as
elements in a system to be managed, rather than as persons addressed by a higher truth. The
vocabulary of logostics gives us a compact way to describe this pattern. Let q(t) denote the
evolving state of an agent or institution through time: its beliefs, models, incentives, and control
levers. Let t(t) denote the living truth manifold: what is right, just, and Godward at a given
moment, especially as it concerns the least powerful.

The elite attractor under examination is q(t)-without-t(t): a configuration in which highly
capable agents pursue stability, growth, and security according to their own models, while any
serious reference to 1(t) is attenuated, ritualized, or quietly excluded. From within this attractor,
“humanity” appears as a population curve, a labor pool, a risk profile, or a consumer base. Even
when planners intend to be humane, the frame itself encourages the treatment of persons as
variables in equations whose solution is system stability, not alignment with a transcendent
order of value.

By naming this attractor explicitly, we can track it across very different civilizations and
centuries. The details of theology, metaphysics, and technology change, but the structural
temptation remains: elites take their g(t) to be sufficient, and act as if t(t) were either
unnecessary or safely subordinated to their understanding of the good.

1.1 The problem of “managed humanity”

“Managed humanity” names a specific kind of problem, not merely the fact that societies need
governance. Any complex community must coordinate resources, mitigate risks, and make
decisions that affect many people at once. The danger arises when the language and logic of
management expand until they become the dominant way of seeing human life. At that point,
the question quietly shifts from “What is right for persons?” to “What configuration of persons
produces the most stable and efficient system?”

This shift is subtle. It appears in how problems are framed: famine becomes a “population-
resource imbalance,” war becomes a “stability failure,” dissent becomes “misinformation” or
“non-cooperative behavior.” Once framed in this way, the natural next step is to search for
interventions that optimize the system. Births, deaths, migrations, and beliefs all become levers
to be adjusted for better outcomes.

Managed humanity is therefore not only about particular policies, but about an epistemic
posture. Elites who inhabit this posture place enormous trust in their models, metrics, and



forecasts. They speak of trade-offs and necessary sacrifices, often with a genuine sense of
responsibility. What falls out of view is the irreducible dignity of each person and the possibility
that some actions are forbidden, regardless of systemic benefits. Managed humanity, in this
sense, is g(t) operating at high capacity without a living, binding reference to t(t).

1.2 From technocracy to logostics: why q(t) and t(t) matter

Technocracy, in its modern sense, is rule by experts who use scientific and technical knowledge
to guide public decisions. Its promise is rational governance: fewer superstitions and passions,
more data and models. Yet technocracy tends almost by design toward the managed-humanity
posture. When legitimacy rests on predictive accuracy and control, every aspect of life that can
be measured becomes a candidate for optimization.

Logostics does not reject expertise or modeling. Instead, it insists on making explicit the
relationship between q(t) and t(t). Q(t) captures the real cognitive and institutional state of an
agent or elite: their theories, algorithms, dashboards, and decision procedures. t(t) represents
the truth they ought to be aligning with: justice for the vulnerable, the demands of conscience,
the claims of God, and the long-term good that may cut against short-term stability.

The distinction matters because technocracy, left to itself, easily confuses its own q(t) with t(t).
If the model predicts catastrophe, whatever the model prescribes begins to feel
unguestionable. Logostics introduces a disciplined humility: no matter how sophisticated g(t)
becomes, it remains finite, perspectival, and susceptible to self-interest. Treating t(t) as
independent and superior to any given q(t) opens up conceptual space for critique, repentance,
and refusal. Some paths may appear efficient yet remain off-limits because they contradict t(t),
even if the model cannot fully capture why.

1.3 Method and scope: a selective genealogy, not a full history

This paper does not attempt a comprehensive history of political thought or governance.
Instead, it offers a selective genealogy of episodes and doctrines where the q(t)-without-t(t)
elite attractor becomes especially visible. The aim is to illuminate a recognizable pattern, not to
catalog every instance.

The method proceeds in three steps. First, it identifies historical configurations in which elites
possessed significant power and a self-conscious theory of how to use it: Sparta’s martial
upbringing, Plato’s ideal city, Roman household and imperial law, Chinese Legalist reforms, early
modern reason of state, classical Malthusian population theory, eugenic programs, and
twentieth-century technocratic planning. Second, it reads these configurations through the



logostic lens, asking how they conceptualized human beings, what they treated as the highest
good, and whether any effective analogue of t(t) constrained elite q(t). Third, it contrasts these
patterns with counter-attractors: prophetic traditions, Christian critiques of exposure and
slavery, and moral frameworks that treat each person as bearing an inviolable image.

Because the focus is structural, not exhaustive, many traditions and episodes are only briefly
mentioned or omitted. The hope is that by tracing a clear through-line from antiquity to
present, the paper equips readers to recognize the same attractor in contemporary debates
over Al governance, biosecurity, and planetary management, and to consider what it would
mean to resist it in light of T(t).

2. Conceptual Framework: q(t), t(t), and Elite Attractors

This section develops the basic conceptual tools used throughout the paper. Logostics treats
agents, institutions, and even civilizations as dynamical systems with internal states that evolve
through time. These states are represented by q(t), while t(t) names the independent manifold
of truth to which they may or may not be aligned. Seen through this lens, the history of
governance becomes a collection of trajectories in a high-dimensional space: elites adjusting
policies and institutions in response to pressures, incentives, and ideals, with varying degrees of
fidelity to t(t).

Within this dynamical view, an elite attractor is a recurring pattern toward which powerful
agents tend to drift. It is not a single conspiracy or a fixed ideology, but a configuration in which
certain habits of thought and practice reinforce one another until they feel natural and
inevitable. The particular attractor under scrutiny here is the g(t)-without-t(t) configuration. In
this pattern, elites possess sophisticated models, tools, and levers of control, yet treat their own
understanding as sufficient. Any external standard of truth or justice is either domesticated into
their models or ignored as impractical. The result is a kind of practical atheism in politics, even
where religious language remains in use.

Logostics is interested in this attractor not only descriptively but normatively. If g(t) can drift
toward self-enclosed system optimization, it can also be reoriented toward genuine alignment
with 1(t). That possibility requires clarity about what counts as alignment, how attractors
operate, and why certain goods such as stability, growth, and security so easily masquerade as
ultimate ends.



2.1 Agents, truth manifolds, and alignment q(t) = t(t)

In logostic language, an agent is any entity capable of forming models, making decisions, and
influencing outcomes over time. The term includes individual rulers, councils, bureaucracies,
corporations, and more diffuse formations such as expert communities or global institutions.
Each agent has a state q(t), representing its beliefs, norms, internal information flows, and
operational procedures at time t. This state is not merely cognitive; it includes incentives, fears,
and blind spots that shape how the agent perceives the world.

T(t) denotes the truth manifold that stands over and against any particular q(t). In theological
terms, T(t) can be associated with the will of God, the Logos, or a moral order that regards each
person as bearing an inviolable worth. In secular terms, one might think of t(t) as the evolving
but real structure of justice and right relation, especially as it concerns those with little power to
shape elite decisions. Crucially, T(t) is not reducible to any agent’s current understanding. It is
something toward which q(t) should move, not something q(t) defines.

Alignment qg(t) - t(t) therefore names a process rather than a state. Agents learn, repent, and
adjust their practices in light of a truth they do not control. This involves more than updating
models with new data. It includes moral conversion, listening to those harmed by past policies,
and submitting to external constraints that block certain actions no matter how efficient they
might appear. A q(t) that is aware of its finitude and open to correction by t(t) will behave very
differently from a q(t) that takes its own models as final. The former can be interrupted by
conscience; the latter tends to treat conscience as noise.

2.2 What is an attractor? Dynamical language for political habits

An attractor, in dynamical systems theory, is a set or pattern toward which trajectories converge.
Once a system’s state enters the basin of an attractor, its future evolution is strongly shaped by
that configuration. It might orbit a fixed point, cycle through a repeating loop, or wander within
a bounded region in state space, but it does not easily escape. The idea is useful beyond physics
and mathematics. Political systems, institutional cultures, and elite mentalities can all settle into
attractors in this broad sense.

Describing an elite attractor means identifying a configuration of beliefs, incentives, and
practices that tends to reproduce itself. For example, once a bureaucracy is rewarded for
minimizing visible instability, it will preferentially adopt models and policies that reduce short-
term volatility, even if these approaches deepen long-term injustice. Officials who question the
priority of stability may be sidelined, and new entrants who thrive in the existing culture are
promoted. Over time, the institution’s q(t) is pulled toward a pattern in which stability feels
obviously paramount, and alternatives are literally hard to imagine.



The language of attractors helps avoid two common errors. One is to attribute everything to
individual virtue or vice, as if different personalities alone explained the recurrence of similar
patterns across centuries. The other is to posit a single hidden plan or conspiracy. An attractor
can operate without conscious coordination precisely because certain configurations are self-
reinforcing. Once we see the g(t)-without-t(t) elite attractor as such a configuration, it becomes
easier to recognize how diverse regimes can arrive at similar ways of managing humanity, even
when they inherit different religious texts or ideological slogans.

2.3 System stability, growth, and security as pseudo-t

Every governing system must value some goods. The question is which goods function as
ultimate. In the g(t)-without-t(t) attractor, three related aims tend to take on that role: system
stability, economic growth, and security. These are genuine goods. Few would wish for
persistent chaos, grinding poverty, or constant danger. Yet when these goods are treated as if
they were t itself, they become pseudo-t: stand-ins that command absolute loyalty while lacking
the moral depth of the real thing.

System stability becomes pseudo-t when avoiding disruption is valued more than rectifying
injustice. Growth becomes pseudo-t when increases in aggregate output justify sacrificing the
most vulnerable. Security becomes pseudo-t when perceived threats license almost any means
of control. In each case, the good in question is removed from its proper place as one
consideration among many and elevated into a near-absolute criterion for policy. The effect is to
tilt the entire system into a posture where human lives are evaluated primarily by their
contribution to these metrics.

Pseudo-t is especially dangerous because it borrows the rhetorical gravity of true 1. Appeals to
stability, growth, and security resonate deeply; they seem responsible and sober. Questioning
them can be painted as reckless. This makes it difficult to articulate why some proposals are
unacceptable even if they would, in fact, increase stability or reduce risk. From within the
attractor, it is hard to say “no” when the model projects catastrophe and promises that a painful
intervention will prevent it. Only a robust sense of t(t) as independent and morally superior to
any pseudo-t can justify refusing certain actions even under pressure.

2.4 Managed humanity as a q(t)-only configuration

Managed humanity, as a configuration, emerges when elite g(t) becomes highly capable while
effective reference to t(t) collapses. The models grow more detailed, the data flows intensify,
and the levers of influence multiply, but the underlying question remains internal: what



combination of interventions will produce the desired system outcomes? Persons appear
primarily as carriers of variables: birth rates, compliance probabilities, productivity indices, risk
factors. Moral considerations are folded into cost-benefit analyses rather than standing as
independent constraints.

This does not mean that elites in a g(t)-only configuration are consciously malevolent. Many
may be sincerely motivated by a desire to avoid suffering and catastrophe. The problem is that
their field of vision is bounded by what their models can represent. Harms that do not register
numerically are easily discounted. Voices that do not reach official channels are ignored.
Practices that would be unthinkable under a strong sense of t(t) become plausible under the
pressure of system-level metrics. The more powerful the tools of management, the more total
the reach of this configuration can become.

In its most advanced form, managed humanity as q(t)-only can even appropriate the language
of ethics and spirituality. Appeals to dignity, justice, or care are reinterpreted as commitments
to optimize well-being scores or reduce quantified inequalities, without ever conceding that
some actions must never be taken, regardless of their modeled benefits. The line between
persuasion and manipulation blurs; the distinction between care and control erodes. By defining
the configuration in these terms, the rest of the paper can examine how different historical
regimes approximated this g(t)-only pattern, and how occasional counter-movements sought to
reintroduce 1(t) as a real and disruptive presence in elite decision-making.

3. Antiquity I: Greek Experiments in Managed Humanity

Classical Greece offers some of the earliest explicit experiments in what this paper calls
managed humanity. The city-state was small enough that its leaders could imagine reshaping
the entire population, and reflective enough to articulate why such reshaping seemed desirable.
In Sparta and in the Platonic tradition, we encounter direct attempts to tune birth, upbringing,
and social roles to an ideal of civic excellence. These projects make visible an early form of the
elite attractor: q(t) as the city’s ruling intelligence, regarding human beings as material to be
molded for the sake of collective strength and harmony.

At the same time, Greek culture produced powerful counter-voices. Tragedy, comedy, and some
strands of philosophy exposed the cost of subordinating persons to the city’s image of itself. The
clash between the particular and the universal, between the suffering individual and the
rational plan, is one of the central tensions of the Greek imagination. In logostic terms, we could
say that the Greek world discovered both the seduction of a city-scale q(t)-only configuration
and the lingering presence of T, emerging as a sense that there are obligations and truths that
no polis, however splendid, may override.



3.1 Sparta’s agoge: population, fitness, and the expendable infant

Sparta is often remembered less for its art or philosophy and more for its social engineering.
The Spartan system, as portrayed in ancient sources, aimed at producing a narrow ideal of
human excellence: the disciplined, fearless hoplite and the selfless citizen ready to die for the
state. From birth onward, the individual was treated as a potential contributor to this ideal or as
an element to be discarded if it threatened the city’s fitness.

According to later accounts, newborns were presented to elders who inspected the child’s body.
Infants deemed weak or deformed could be exposed, left outside to die or be taken by others.
Whether this procedure was universally enforced or partly idealized in retrospective
descriptions, it expresses a clear principle: the worth of the child is weighed against the city’s
military and social aims. The infant’s life is not protected by an inviolable standard; it is
contingent on projected usefulness.

The agoge, the rigorous upbringing of Spartan boys, extends this logic through adolescence.
Children are removed from their families, subjected to harsh discipline, scarcity of food, and
deliberate exposure to danger. The point is not their flourishing as unique persons, but their
integration into a particular collective mold. In logostic terms, Spartan q(t) is tuned almost
exclusively toward one target: survival and supremacy in a hostile environment through
unyielding martial virtue.

From inside that system, the judgments may have felt necessary and even noble. Surrounded by
enemies and dependent on a large population of subjugated helots, Spartans believed that only
a hardened citizen body could sustain their way of life. Yet the structure is unmistakable: human
beings reduced to material for the project of the city, with no visible check from t in the form of
a command to protect the weak or to see the infant as bearing a non-negotiable value beyond
future utility.

3.2 Plato’s Republic: guardian breeding and philosophical eugenics

Where Sparta offers a lived experiment, Plato’s Republic presents a theoretical one. In the
Republic, Socrates and his interlocutors imagine a perfectly just city ruled by philosopher
guardians. To secure this order, Plato proposes a program of tightly managed reproduction and
education. Mating is arranged so that the “best” men and women are brought together more
frequently, though the process is disguised as a lottery. Children born of unsuitable unions are
removed and raised out of sight, or not raised at all, depending on their perceived quality and
timing.
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This is philosophical eugenics: the deliberate shaping of the human stock according to a rational
blueprint. The guardians themselves are trained to transcend private attachments. They will not
know their biological children, so that their loyalty remains with the city as a whole. Sexual
unions are seasonal and supervised, not expressions of intimate, enduring commitment. The
family as a locus of personal obligation and memory is hollowed out to create a more malleable
population aligned with the city’s ideals.

Plato’s intent is complex. He is genuinely concerned with justice and the avoidance of faction.
His guardians are meant to be wise, not merely powerful. Yet the instrument he reaches for is
population design: manage breeding and upbringing so that the citizen body approximates the
rational order perceived by philosophical insight. The city’s q(t), embodied in its guardian class,
claims to know what will make both the community and its members most fulfilled.

In this vision, T is effectively collapsed into a single intellective view of the good. There is little
room for an external demand that might contradict the city’s arrangements. The fate of
particular children, families, or dissenters is subordinated to the harmonious structure of the
whole. Again, it is the pattern that matters: even when animated by a sincere desire for justice,
a highly confident elite q(t) sees persons chiefly as raw material for its plan. The Republic
anticipates later technocratic projects in its assumption that a wise minority, armed with true
knowledge, has both the right and the duty to shape humanity for its own good.

3.3 The tension between tragedy’s persons and philosophy’s city

Greek tragedy provides an important counterpoint to these experiments in managed humanity.
While Sparta and Plato envision the city as a total formative environment, the tragedians
repeatedly stage conflicts in which obedience to civic decree clashes with obligations that feel
deeper and more binding. The protagonists of tragedy are often torn between what the city
demands and what they owe to the dead, to family, or to the gods.

Antigone’s defiance of Creon is perhaps the clearest example. Creon, as ruler, forbids the burial
of Polyneices, treating him as a traitor whose body may be left exposed as a warning. Antigone
insists on burying her brother, appealing to unwritten laws of the gods that she claims outrank
any human edict. The drama turns on the question of which claim is ultimate: the city’s
assertion of order and deterrence, or the transcendent obligation to honor the dead and kin.
Creon’s language is often that of stability and authority; Antigone’s is that of an unyielding t that
judges the city.

Many tragedies similarly highlight individuals crushed by the demands of house, city, or fate,
with an implied protest against the idea that any human system can justly absorb all claims.
Even when the gods appear ambiguous or harsh, the plays rarely allow the city to stand
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unchallenged as the final arbiter. There is always a remainder: a suffering person, a violated
bond, a voice that insists something has gone wrong that cannot be excused as necessary for
the whole.

In logostic terms, tragedy dramatizes what it feels like when T intrudes upon an overconfident
g(t). The polis’s plans, however rational, are revealed as partial and sometimes monstrous when
measured against a deeper sense of what persons are owed. This tension does not resolve into
a stable alternative political theory, but it keeps alive the intuition that the managed-humanity
stance is not the last word.

3.4 Early signals of resistance: Greek doubts about the total city

Beyond tragedy, there are philosophical hints of unease with the totalizing ambitions of the
managed city. Aristotle, for example, criticizes aspects of Plato’s political vision, arguing that
excessive unity in a city undermines the very diversity of households and property relations that
make communal life meaningful. If everything is held in common, Aristotle suggests, nothing is
truly cared for; if children are raised generically, the specific bonds that motivate responsibility
erode. His critique can be read as a defense of spaces where local affection and particularity can
flourish outside the direct grip of civic design.

Other currents of thought push further. The Cynics and, later, certain Stoics relativize the claims
of any particular city by emphasizing cosmopolitan identity or individual virtue over civic status.
While these schools do not always articulate a positive doctrine of 1, they limit the authority of
the polis to define the good life. The idea that one may live according to reason or nature even

in tension with prevailing laws raises a question the Republic largely suppresses: what if justice

demands disobedience to an ordered city?

Even within Plato’s own dialogues, ambiguities appear. Later works such as the Laws retreat
from some of the more radical proposals of the Republic, reintroducing conventional
institutions and acknowledging the difficulty of achieving a perfectly rational city. Socrates
himself, as portrayed in the Apology, stands as a living critique of both democratic and oligarchic
abuses, insisting on a personal mission to question and admonish that does not neatly fit any
civic program.

These scattered resistances do not overturn the powerful appeal of managed humanity in the
Greek imagination. Sparta’s example, Plato’s blueprints, and various civic cults continue to
present the city as the highest frame of meaning and obligation. Yet the doubts are real. They
represent early moments where Greek thought senses that there must be a standard higher
than the system, and that the city’s q(t), however refined, cannot legitimately subsume every
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aspect of human life. Those intuitions will later be radicalized in biblical and Christian traditions
that insist on an unqualified t standing over kings and cities alike.

4. Antiquity Il: Rome, Empire, and Legalist Statecraft

If Greek city-states experimented with managed humanity at a relatively small scale, Rome and
early imperial China demonstrate how the same structural pattern scales up. In both cases,
modest beginnings hardened into large, durable systems whose elites learned to see people as
resources to be deployed and controlled in service of imperial order. The Roman household and
the Chinese Legalist state look very different culturally, yet both embody a strong form of the
g(t)-without-t elite attractor.

Rome shows how a legal framework can normalize household-level life-and-death power while
imperial institutions refine the arithmetic of control across vast territories. The Roman
paterfamilias stands at the intersection of intimate and systemic power, holding authority over
the lives of children, slaves, and dependents in a way that mirrors, at smaller scale, the
authority of the emperor over provinces and armies. Chinese Legalism, by contrast, articulates a
more overt doctrine: society is to be shaped by harsh, uniform laws that maximize agricultural
output and military strength, with individuals treated primarily as units of labor and obedience.

In both traditions, religious practices and rhetoric exist, but they do not substantially limit elite
g(t). The gods and rituals either sacralize existing hierarchies or are subordinated to the project
of a strong state. What is largely missing is any effective notion of t that declares certain human
beings off-limits as instruments, or that insists on protecting the weak even at the cost of
stability and expansion.

4.1 Patria potestas and exposure: household-level q(t)-only power

Roman law granted the male head of household, the paterfamilias, sweeping authority over
family members. This patria potestas extended in principle to the power of life and death over
children and slaves. Newborn infants were placed at the father’s feet; only when he lifted the
child was it formally accepted into the family. Children not accepted could be exposed, left in
public places or at household thresholds where they might die or be taken by others as slaves.

Although practice varied and informal norms often softened the harshest possibilities, the legal
structure itself normalized a conception of the child as subject to paternal discretion. The
infant’s survival depended on the calculation of an immediate authority figure whose concerns
included inheritance, status, resource constraints, and the family’s place in the larger social
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order. There was no binding rule that every child must be preserved simply by virtue of being
human.

In logostic terms, the paterfamilias embodies a localized q(t)-only configuration. His internal
state at any given time includes his ambitions, fears, and sense of honor, shaped by Roman
values of virtus and dignitas. The system around him treats these priorities as legitimate
grounds for deciding whether a child lives. There is no explicit T insisting that the weak have a
claim on the strong simply as weak. Even when pity or affection lead to mercy, such choices
appear as personal virtues rather than as obedience to a higher, universal demand.

This household-level pattern connects directly to broader Roman society. The family is a
microcosm of the state; authority flows downward through layers of patronage and
dependency. If the father may dispose of children in the name of household integrity, the
magistrate may dispose of citizens in the name of civic order, and the emperor may dispose of
populations in the name of imperial security. The logic is continuous: those who occupy
positions of power are entrusted with the right to decide which lives can be sacrificed for the
health of the whole.

4.2 Census, taxation, and the arithmetic of imperial control

Beyond the household, Rome perfected techniques of imperial management that treated
human beings as countable, movable, and taxable units. The census, conducted at the level of
citizenry and later extended to provinces in various forms, served not merely as a record but as
an instrument of control. To be counted was to be known by the state, assigned a legal status,
and obligated for military service or taxation.

The Roman state’s q(t) in this domain consisted of evolving administrative capabilities: lists of
property holders, assessments of taxable capacity, records of manhood suitable for
conscription, and maps of provincial populations. These tools allowed elites to project power,
maintain roads and armies, and respond to perceived threats. Imperial stability required that
the flow of revenue from provinces remain steady and that military forces be reliably supplied.
In practice, this meant that local communities were evaluated in terms of their contribution to
the imperial machine.

When provinces resisted, the response often followed the same arithmetic. Rebellious regions
could be punished collectively, their populations sold into slavery or displaced, their lands
redistributed to loyal colonists. The suffering inflicted on particular households vanished into
categories like pacification, deterrence, or the restoration of order. The central authorities did
not need to hate those they crushed; they simply needed to treat them as variables in a calculus
of power and security.
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From a logostic perspective, the Roman imperial system demonstrates how q(t)-only
configurations become more dangerous as they acquire more precise tools. Counting and taxing
are not inherently immoral. They can be used to distribute burdens fairly and to provide public
goods. The problem arises when the numbers become the primary lens through which people
are seen. The census transforms persons into entries on a roll; taxation reduces them to
revenue streams. Without an active sense of 1 that insists on limits to what can be demanded,
the arithmetic of empire tends to justify any measure that appears necessary to preserve its
own continuity.

4.3 Chinese Legalism as an explicit doctrine of population control

While Rome developed its approach pragmatically, Chinese Legalism articulated a much more
explicit theory of managed humanity. Legalist thinkers such as Shang Yang and Han Feizi argued
that a strong state must mold its population through strict laws and carefully calibrated rewards
and punishments. The ruler’s task is not to cultivate virtue in the traditional moral sense but to
create a system where people, acting in their own interest, unwittingly serve the state’s goals.

In this vision, the primary goods are agricultural production and military strength. All other
pursuits, including commerce, scholarship, and local rituals, are treated with suspicion insofar as
they may distract from farming and fighting. Households are organized, registered, and grouped
in ways that facilitate surveillance and mutual responsibility. Families that fail to report
wrongdoing may be punished collectively. Migration, marriage, and occupation are regulated to
ensure that labor flows where the state desires.

Legalism thus embodies a remarkably candid form of the q(t)-without-t(t) attractor. The state’s
q(t) is the ruler’s strategic view, informed by ministers and law codes, seeking maximum control
and output. There is no independent t that might constrain how people may be used.
Traditional notions of ritual propriety and moral cultivation are either subordinated to state
goals or dismissed as harmful idealism. People are assumed to respond to incentives and fear;
the purpose of law is to align those responses with the needs of a centralized regime.

Punishments in Legalist practice could be severe: mutilation, collective penalties, harsh labor,
and mass executions for infractions deemed threatening. Such measures were not necessarily
driven by cruelty for its own sake but by the conviction that only fear produces compliance at
scale. The population becomes a raw material for projects of wall-building, road construction,
and military campaigns. Even when the ruler’s intention is long-term stability, the immediate

experience for many is one of relentless pressure and vulnerability.

It is important to emphasize that Legalism did not deny the existence of Heaven or cosmic order,
but it treated such ideas as politically secondary. The effective t in a Legalist state is the ruler’s
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conception of power and survival. Whatever does not contribute to that is dispensable. In this
way, Legalism offers an unusually clear theoretical statement of a managed-humanity
worldview, centuries before modern technocracy or scientific eugenics.

4.4 Comparing Roman and Legalist visions of order without t

Despite their cultural differences, Roman imperial practice and Chinese Legalism share a
common structure: both treat populations as resources to be counted, moved, and disciplined
for the sake of a central order. Yet the differences are instructive for understanding the variety
of forms the q(t)-without-t(t) attractor can take.

Rome’s approach grew out of a complex mixture of aristocratic tradition, legal development,
and pragmatic conquest. Patria potestas and exposure normalized harsh power at the
household level, while the census and tax regimes extended that logic to provinces. Religion, in
the form of traditional cults and imperial worship, fused with statecraft to sacralize existing
hierarchies. The gods were invoked to bless victories, legitimize the emperor, and bind the
community together, but they rarely functioned as sources of radical critique against the use of
human bodies for state ends. Whatever traces of T might have been present in philosophical or
religious minority movements did not substantially alter the main trajectory of imperial g(t).

Legalism, by contrast, self-consciously rejected older moral and ritual frameworks that
emphasized reciprocal obligations and the cultivation of virtue. It presented itself as a hard-
headed alternative focused on what works to centralize and preserve power. Where Rome
justified its domination through a narrative of civilization and law, Legalism justified its
harshness through a narrative of necessity in a dangerous world. In both cases, elites claimed
that their methods, however painful, were simply the realistic way to maintain order and avoid
chaos.

From a logostic standpoint, the central similarity is that in both systems the effective tis a
conception of order that prioritizes the state’s continuity and expansion over the welfare of the
least. Children, peasants, slaves, subject peoples, and dissenters are all treated as expendable if
their existence threatens the system’s balance. The differences lie in style and explicitness.
Roman practice drapes itself in notions of honor, citizenship, and tradition, sometimes allowing
localized spaces of mercy and patronage. Legalism is more brutally consistent, willing to codify
its instrumental view of humanity in stark legal formulas.

Both reveal how easily elite q(t) can occupy the center of a political universe once it acquires
the tools to monitor and direct large populations. Without a living sense of t that insists on the
non-negotiable value of each person, the efficiencies of empire and the rationality of law can be
turned toward projects that, from the perspective of the weak, are little different from
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organized predation. These ancient configurations prefigure later developments in which
increasingly sophisticated states and experts will expand the arithmetic of control, progressing
from household and field to factory, nation, and eventually the planet itself.

5. Prophetic Disruption: Israel and Early Christianity as Counter-Attractors

Against the background of Greek, Roman, and Legalist forms of managed humanity, the biblical
traditions of Israel and the early Christian movement appear as striking counter-attractors. They
do not abolish politics or collective order, but they introduce a radically different reference point
for evaluating power. Instead of treating the city, empire, or ruler as the highest horizon, they
insist that every human being stands before a living God who judges nations and exalts the
lowly. In logostic terms, these traditions insist that T is not only real but personal and morally
demanding, and that all g(t) must be measured against it.

The result is a recurring pattern in which kings and elites attempt to co-opt or freeze tinto a
legitimizing ideology, while prophets and apostles reassert its independence. The covenant and
the idea of the image of God give unprecedented weight to the least, placing hard limits on
what can be done to them even in the name of national survival. Early Christian communities,
shaped by these convictions, begin to practice concrete forms of resistance to exposure, slavery,
and spectacle, signaling an alternative ordering of values that will slowly reshape the wider
world.

5.1 Covenant, image of God, and the infinite value of the least

At the heart of Israel’s self-understanding lies the covenant: a binding relationship in which God
freely chooses a people and commits to them, while calling them to a distinctive way of life. This
relationship is not grounded in their strength, numbers, or usefulness but in divine grace. Israel
is repeatedly reminded that it was small and vulnerable, rescued from slavery, and therefore has
no right to treat others as expendable. The memory of being the least becomes a moral anchor:
how Israel treats the weak within its own gates reveals whether it has remained faithful to its
redeemer.

Alongside covenant stands the doctrine that humanity is created in the image of God. Whatever
the range of interpretations, the effect is to place a non-negotiable dignity in every person. The
worth of a human being does not derive from their function in the economy, their utility to the
state, or their lineage. It derives from their relation to God. This image-bearing status extends to
those most easily treated as variables in other regimes: foreigners, slaves, the poor, children,
and the disabled.
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The law codes and prophetic literature continually return to the figures of widow, orphan, and
stranger. These three are emblematic of those who lack ordinary social protection: they are
structurally at risk of being used or neglected. Yet Israel’s God binds the nation to care for them,
making their treatment a test of fidelity. In logostic terms, t(t) is not an abstract ideal but a
concrete demand: feed the hungry, defend the fatherless, plead the cause of the widow. When
elites view the world through such commands, it becomes much harder to justify treating
human beings as mere instruments of stability or growth. The least become bearers of a claim
that no reason of state can erase.

5.2 Royal t-freeze: kings, high places, and reason of state

Despite this high calling, Israel’s political history shows how quickly elites can attempt to
neutralize t. Once kingship is established, the logic of reason of state begins to operate. Kings
seek military alliances, accumulate wealth, conscript labor, and build monumental projects.
High places and royal cults blend political and religious authority, using the language of God’s
favor to sanctify what are, in effect, standard strategies of power.

In these moments, a royal t-freeze occurs. The living, demanding t of covenant and justice is
replaced by a static image: God as guarantor of the dynasty, the temple, and national survival.
As long as sacrifices are offered and festivals kept, the king may believe that God endorses his
policies. Victories in war are read as confirmation, defeats as failures of ritual rather than
failures of justice. The king’s q(t) begins to treat its own understanding of national interest as
indistinguishable from God’s will.

The phenomena we have seen elsewhere reappear: conscription of men for building projects,
appropriation of land from smallholders, suppression of dissent framed as sedition. The weak
are again at risk of being sacrificed for the stability and glory of the state. What makes Israel
different is not that these patterns do not emerge, but that their emergence is condemned from
within the tradition rather than celebrated as realism. Royal t-freeze names precisely this
attempt to lock the divine into the existing power structure, turning t into a legitimizing symbol
rather than an independent judge.

5.3 Prophets as t-bearers confronting elite q(t)

Into this royal t-freeze, the prophets speak. Their role is not primarily to forecast distant events
but to reintroduce Tt as a living, disruptive presence. They remind kings and people alike that
God cares more about justice and mercy than about sacrifices and feasts, more about the
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treatment of the poor than about the magnificence of palaces and temples. Their words often
cut directly against the logic of reason of state.

Prophets confront specific abuses: a king who seizes a vineyard, judges who take bribes,
merchants who exploit the needy, nobles who lounge on beds of luxury while the poor starve.
They frame these not as unfortunate side effects of necessary policies but as sins that place the
entire nation under judgment. The fate of the least becomes the measure by which God
evaluates rulers. Economic success or military victories do not automatically signal divine
approval if they are built on oppression.

In logostic language, prophets are specialized t-bearers. Their speech is calibrated to drag elite
g(t) back into alignment with t(t), sometimes by promising blessing if the nation repents, more
often by warning of catastrophe if it does not. Crucially, they do not accept the categories of
managed humanity. They do not ask whether reform is statistically significant or politically
feasible. They ask whether it is right. Their presence demonstrates that, at least in this tradition,
g(t) is never allowed to close in upon itself without challenge. There is always a voice insisting
that no model of national security can justify trampling the poor or shedding innocent blood.

The prophetic stance does not produce a perfect society. Israel repeatedly ignores or persecutes
its prophets. Yet their very existence shows that within this culture, there is a recognized role for
people whose loyalty is to T rather than to the system. That is a structural difference from
regimes where any appeal beyond the state is treated as subversion.

5.4 Early Christian opposition to exposure, slavery, and spectacle

The early Christian movement inherits and radicalizes this prophetic orientation. It emerges not
as a national polity but as a translocal community scattered across cities shaped by Roman law
and culture. Yet it carries forward the conviction that each person bears a worth not determined
by status, ethnicity, or utility. The crucified and risen Christ, identified with the least and the
despised, becomes the central image of 1. Allegiance to him reorders relationships not only with
God but among people.

One of the clearest expressions of this reordering appears in attitudes toward infant exposure.
In a world where leaving unwanted infants to die was an accepted practice, Christians begin to
rescue and raise exposed children. Over time, church teaching hardens into a consistent
rejection of exposure and abortion as violations of the image of God. The logic is not
demographic but theological: even an unwanted child is claimed by Christ and belongs to him,
not to the calculations of a household or state. This runs directly against the household-level
g(t)-only power embodied in patria potestas.
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Christian communities also undermine slavery from within, even while living in societies where
it is taken for granted. They accept slaves and free alike as full members, sharing the same table
and receiving the same sacraments. Language of brotherhood and sisterhood is extended across
status lines. Letters to slave owners urge them to receive their slaves as beloved kin rather than
as property. While this does not immediately abolish slavery, it seeds a logostic reconfiguration:
the master’s q(t) is challenged to see the slave in light of t(t), as someone for whom Christ died
and with whom he is spiritually equal.

Finally, early Christians reject the brutal spectacles that epitomize managed humanity as
entertainment. Gladiatorial games, public executions, and staged hunts turn human suffering
into a commodity. The crowd participates in a collective q(t) that treats victims as objects for
stimulation and social bonding. Christian refusal to attend such spectacles, and later campaigns
to suppress them, signal a refusal to let other people’s lives be consumed for amusement or
civic cohesion.

In all these practices, the early church functions as a counter-attractor. It models a form of life in
which the weak are not expendable, the slave is not mere property, and the condemned are not
fodder for spectacle. Its q(t)—its internal habits, institutions, and teachings—is deliberately
shaped to approximate t(t) as revealed in Christ’s solidarity with the least. This does not prevent
corruption or later complicity with empire, but it establishes a powerful precedent: a
community can exist that sees through the arithmetic of managed humanity and insists on
aligning its life, however imperfectly, with a truth that stands above all systems.

6. From Pre-Modern to Modern: Reason of State and Statistical Humanity

Between late antiquity and the modern era, the g(t)-without-t(t) elite attractor does not vanish;
it is reframed. Monarchies and early states develop more formal theories of power, often under
the banner of divine right or reason of state. The sacred is invoked to legitimize rulers, yet the
operative logic of governance increasingly centers on what preserves the realm, dynasty, or
balance of power. As tools for counting and classifying populations improve, human beings
begin to appear not only as subjects but as entries in ledgers and categories in reports.

This gradual transformation sets the stage for a specifically modern version of managed
humanity. The Enlightenment introduces ideals of rational administration and public welfare,
while also promoting new ways of seeing populations as objects of knowledge. The emergence
of demography, political arithmetic, and statistics allows elites to model birth, death, and
disease with unprecedented precision. Malthus crystallizes a particular way of framing these
data: population growth as a structural threat, a “problem” in need of management.
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Early eugenics then pushes the logic further, explicitly applying scientific language to the
“guality” of human stock. Here, the q(t)-only configuration becomes self-conscious: elites claim
it is their duty, as enlightened stewards, to regulate reproduction and social policy according to
biological and statistical criteria. The modern era does not invent the managed-humanity
stance, but it equips it with new legitimacy and tools, deepening the attractor and extending its
reach into the intimate details of life.

6.1 Medieval and early-modern rulers: divine right and raison d’état

In medieval Europe, political authority is formally nested within a theological framework. Kings
are anointed, oaths are sworn before altars, and rulers are portrayed as shepherds answerable
to God. In theory, t stands above the throne: divine law, natural law, and ecclesial teaching all
place limits on royal q(t). A king who oppresses the poor or wages unjust war risks not only
rebellion but divine judgment. In practice, however, the alliance of crown and church often blurs
this hierarchy. Sacred symbols are used to reinforce existing power rather than to critique it.

As states consolidate in the later medieval and early-modern periods, a more secular language
of power emerges under the name of raison d’état, reason of state. Thinkers and advisors argue
that rulers must sometimes act beyond ordinary moral rules to protect the realm. Preserving
the state, they claim, is a higher duty that justifies deception, preemptive violence, or alliances
of convenience. The stability and survival of the polity become paramount.

This way of speaking marks a subtle but important shift. Instead of asking, “What is right before
God?” the guiding question becomes, “What is necessary for the state?” Divine right doctrines
continue to cloak monarchy, but the operative T is replaced by state continuity and sovereignty.
The king’s g(t) is increasingly oriented toward strategic calculations of advantage and risk. The
poor, the marginalized, and distant subjects appear in deliberations primarily as sources of tax
revenue, soldiers, or potential unrest.

The early-modern period also sees intensifying practices of war and colonization. Whole
populations are displaced, conscripted, or enslaved in the pursuit of dynastic and imperial
projects, often with theological language framing such actions as part of a providential order.
From a logostic perspective, this is a mixed configuration: t-talk remains in public discourse, but
actual decisions are frequently driven by q(t)-only considerations of power. The seeds are sown
for a later, more openly secular version of the same stance.
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6.2 The Enlightenment turn: rational administration and population

The Enlightenment complicates this picture. On one hand, it challenges arbitrary authority and
appeals to reason, rights, and the consent of the governed. On the other, it develops new tools
for governing populations through knowledge. States begin to see themselves as responsible
not only for order but for the welfare of their populations. To manage this responsibility, they
must first know their people: how many they are, where they live, how they die, what they
produce.

This is the moment when “population” becomes a central concept. Early demographers and
political arithmeticians compile birth and death records, mortality tables, and economic data.
Health, fertility, and productivity are analyzed at scale. The people are no longer just subjects or
souls; they are also a collective object of measurement. Administrators start to think in terms of
averages, rates, and trends. Policies are justified by their impact on indicators such as life
expectancy, trade balances, or military strength.

Rational administration seeks to replace arbitrary rule with systematic governance. Laws should
be coherent, taxes predictable, punishments proportionate. Public works, sanitation, and
education become arenas for enlightened intervention. Yet the dynamical structure of q(t) is
shifting. The state’s internal representation of its population is increasingly statistical. Individual
suffering may register less vividly than aggregate gains or losses. A famine might be discussed as
a failure of grain distribution rather than as the agony of particular families.

T, in this context, is often reinterpreted as a set of general principles: liberty, equality, or utility.
These can serve as real moral constraints, but they also lend themselves to abstraction. When
filtered through administrative q(t), they are quantified and balanced against one another. The
Enlightenment thus opens both a possibility and a danger. It offers language and tools for
critiquing abuses of power, yet it also habituates elites to seeing human beings as units in a
managed system. That habit lays the groundwork for later theories that will treat population
itself as a technical problem.

6.3 Malthus and the “population problem” as a policy object

Thomas Malthus’s reflections on population mark a pivotal moment in the genealogy of
managed humanity. In arguing that population tends to grow geometrically while food supply
grows only arithmetically, Malthus presents a stark vision: without checks, human numbers will
outstrip resources, leading to famine, disease, and conflict. This is more than a theoretical
claim; it is an invitation to treat population growth as a structural problem requiring deliberate
management.
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Malthus distinguishes between positive checks, which increase mortality, and preventive
checks, which limit births. He is wary of attempts to alleviate poverty through poor laws or
charity, fearing that such efforts will only encourage population growth and deepen long-term
suffering. In this frame, acts of immediate compassion may be counterproductive. The
responsible stance, he suggests, is to accept harsh outcomes as part of a natural order unless
population is restrained.

What matters, in logostic terms, is not the exact accuracy of Malthus’s predictions but the shape
of his g(t). Population becomes an explicit policy object. Governments and elites are invited to
view the reproductive behavior of the poor not as a private matter or a mystery under divine
providence, but as a variable that must be controlled to keep the system stable. Births and
deaths are placed in the same conceptual space as grain production and land use.

Malthus does not advocate mass coercion, but the logic of his argument lends itself to more
interventionist readings. If the survival of society depends on limiting population growth, then
measures that alter marriage patterns, discourage early reproduction, or reduce support for the
poor can be presented as necessary evils. The “population problem” is born not only as a
descriptive idea but as a justification for shaping human life according to systemic imperatives.
Malthusian thinking will echo through later debates about welfare, development, and
environmental policy, often reinforcing a g(t)-only perspective where the numbers are primary
and the fate of individuals is secondary.

6.4 Early eugenics: making q(t)-only optimization explicit and scientific

The eugenics movement of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries takes the
managed-humanity impulse and clothes it in the language of science. Building on ideas of
heredity and degeneration, eugenicists argue that the human species can and should be
improved by encouraging the reproduction of those deemed fit and discouraging or preventing
the reproduction of those deemed unfit. Fitness is defined according to prevailing social norms:
intelligence, industriousness, mental health, and conformity to certain racial or class ideals.

What distinguishes eugenics from earlier forms of population management is its explicitness
and self-understanding. Eugenic thinkers do not simply accept the differential survival of the
strong; they propose policies to engineer the future population. These include marriage
counseling, differential immigration policies, segregation, and, in some contexts, compulsory
sterilization and institutionalization. Legislatures and courts are persuaded to treat reproductive
capacity as something the state can regulate in the name of public health and national
efficiency.
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In logostic terms, early eugenics openly embraces a q(t)-only optimization program. The state’s
and expert community’s internal models of desirable traits and social costs become the
standard. 1, if acknowledged at all, is redefined as the flourishing of the collective stock. The
individual is valued insofar as he or she contributes to the genetic and economic health of
future generations. Those classified as defective are seen primarily as burdens and risks.

The scientific aura of eugenics strengthens the attractor. Statistical methods, family studies, and
emerging genetic theories create an impression of objectivity. Decisions that would once have
been justified in moral or religious terms are now framed as technical necessities. By locating
their claims in biology and statistics, eugenicists sidestep traditional appeals to mercy or dignity.
Questioning their proposals can be portrayed as irrational sentimentality.

The consequences are well known: forced sterilizations, the breaking of families, and, in
extreme forms, racial hygiene programs that pave the way for atrocities. Even where eugenics
remains relatively moderate, it habituates societies to the idea that the state has a legitimate
role in deciding who should exist. The managed-humanity stance becomes a governmental
program, not just an implicit habit. In this way, early eugenics completes a crucial step in the
historical arc: it transforms elite q(t) into an explicit project of reshaping humanity, with only the
thinnest gestures toward any t that might say, “This far and no further.”

7. Twentieth-Century Case Studies: Russell, Huxley, and Technocratic Humanism

By the twentieth century, the elements traced in earlier periods—reason of state, population
arithmetic, and scientific authority—converge into what can be called technocratic humanism.
This stance combines a genuine desire to reduce suffering and improve welfare with a deeply
managerial view of humanity. Within it, elites see themselves as stewards of a fragile planet,
armed with statistical tools and scientific theories, responsible for preventing catastrophe. The
q(t)-without-t elite attractor appears here in a refined form: expert communities treat their
evolving models as the closest available approximation to t, and thus as warrant for far-reaching
interventions.

Bertrand Russell and Aldous Huxley are emblematic figures in this world. Both are critics of
traditional religion and nationalism, both are committed to a rational, humane global order, and
both speak in ways that reveal how easily population and humanity become objects of
management. Their writings on war, population, and social planning display a mix of moral
concern and systemic thinking that is characteristic of technocratic humanism. At the same
time, the institutional architecture built around Bretton Woods, development economics, and
global governance routines elevates system stability and growth to the status of de facto t.
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These case studies are not chosen because Russell, Huxley, or mid-century planners were
uniquely vicious. They are instructive precisely because they reveal how intelligent and well-
intentioned q(t) can drift into a managed-humanity posture, especially when backed by
scientific prestige and institutional power.

7.1 Bertrand Russell: from logical type theory to population arithmetic

Bertrand Russell’s work in logic and philosophy might seem far removed from questions of
population and global planning. Yet the mentality that drives his formal projects sheds light on
his political thinking. Confronted with paradoxes in naive set theory, Russell responded by
imposing a hierarchy of types that excludes problematic forms of self-reference. Instead of
embracing the paradox as a clue to a deeper reconceptualization, he constructs a framework in
which the troubling constructions cannot even be formed. The system is stabilized by
architecture.

A similar pattern appears in Russell’s reflections on society. He is acutely aware of the dangers
of war, overpopulation, and irrational nationalism. He advocates world government, arms
control, and education for reason. These aims are motivated by a deep fear of catastrophe.
However, when he turns to population, his language becomes strikingly clinical. In discussing
the need to keep population within limits, he lists birth control, war, infanticide, and general
misery as the primary mechanisms. Only birth control, he concludes, can avoid extreme
suffering for most people.

On one level, this is an argument against cruelty. Russell rejects war and misery as acceptable
population checks. Yet the structure of the reasoning reveals a distinctly technocratic q(t). The
focus is on the stability of the system, and human lives appear as terms in a balance sheet. If the
world is to avoid collapse, the total number of people must be controlled; the question is which
method produces the least suffering. Moral evaluation is largely folded into calculations of
aggregate pain and pleasure. The idea that there might be a 1 that forbids certain means
regardless of consequences plays little role in the argument.

Russell’s overall stance is complicated by his later activism against nuclear weapons. He clearly
does not treat all systemic considerations as overriding. Yet even his pacifism is framed in terms
of species survival and the rational avoidance of mutually assured destruction. The logic of his
q(t) is consistent: design a system that excludes catastrophic failure modes, whether they be
logical contradictions or nuclear war, primarily by restructuring the rules under which agents
operate. Persons appear as participants in these systems, not as sources of non-negotiable
claims that might overturn the system itself.

25



7.2 The “Black Death every generation” thought experiment in context

The most jarring illustration of Russell’'s managed-humanity frame is his notorious thought
experiment about a hypothetical plague. He suggests that if birth control is rejected, there are
other ways to keep population in check. War, he notes, has been disappointing in reducing
numbers, but perhaps bacteriological war could be more effective. If a disease akin to the Black
Death could be unleashed once every generation, survivors could enjoy freedom to reproduce
without making the world too crowded. The arrangement would be unpleasant, he concedes,
but really high-minded people are indifferent to happiness, especially that of others.

Read in isolation, this passage can easily be mistaken for advocacy of mass culling. In context, it
is meant as a reductio. Russell is trying to show that those who reject birth control on moral
grounds must accept alternative population checks, all of which are far more cruel. The point is
to push readers toward embracing contraception as the only humane option.

Even with that charitable reading, the passage is revealing. Russell allows himself to imagine
global plague as a policy variable. The difference between contraceptive and bacteriological
control is one of comparative cruelty and efficiency, not of fundamental kind. Both appear
within the space of options the rational planner considers. The thought experiment assumes the
perspective of a designer addressing the species as a whole, weighing scenarios in which
millions die.

In logostic terms, this is g(t) operating in a maximally systemic mode. Russell has adopted a view
from above in which planetary population is an object of management. The possible means,
including horrors, are considered from the standpoint of their contribution to a stable
equilibrium. T, if present, is reduced to a preference for minimizing suffering. There is little sense
that certain forms of killing might be intrinsically forbidden, or that the very act of positioning
oneself as an engineer of global pandemics violates a deeper truth about human beings. The
thought experiment thus encapsulates the temptation of technocratic humanism: to see the
greatest horrors as potential tools in a rational calculus, even when the intention is to reject
them.

7.3 Aldous Huxley between critique and complicity: Brave New World and population lectures

Aldous Huxley occupies a more ambiguous place in this story. His novel about a future of
engineered happiness and social control is one of the twentieth century’s sharpest critiques of
managed humanity. Brave New World portrays a society in which reproduction is industrialized,
people are psychologically conditioned, and pain is minimized at the cost of freedom and depth.
The book is a warning against the total triumph of technical control over the human spirit.
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Yet when Huxley turns to real-world problems of population, his language begins to resemble
the technocratic frame he criticizes. In mid-century lectures on the population explosion, he
poses a stark choice. One option is to do nothing and allow nature to restore balance through
famine, disease, and violent conflict. This would be brutal and anti-human. The other option is
to act intelligently and humanely, increasing food production while also using rational methods
to limit births.

Like Russell, Huxley is sincerely trying to avoid mass suffering. He insists that natural checks are
horrific and that human beings ought to find gentler ways to manage numbers. But the stance
from which he speaks is that of a planner faced with a planetary problem. Population growth
appears as a threat to stability and well-being, and the solution lies in coordinated, rational
intervention. The intimate decisions of families and communities about children are recast as
components in a global system that must be optimized.

The tension between Huxley the critic and Huxley the lecturer is instructive. His novel
dramatizes what happens when q(t)-only management fully succeeds: people are comfortable
but diminished, their capacity for tragedy, sacrifice, and spiritual longing anesthetized. His
lectures, however, reveal how easy it is, when faced with seemingly inexorable trends, to slip
into the language of managed humanity. The Wicked Problem of population invites the
assumption that enlightened elites must steer reproduction for the greater good. Brave New
World functions as an imaginative defense of T, while his public commentary brushes close to a
g(t)-centered rhetoric he himself feared.

7.4 Global planners: Bretton Woods, development economics, and system stability as de facto
T

Beyond individual thinkers, the twentieth century witnessed the construction of institutions
designed to govern the global economic system. Conferences and agreements established
frameworks for monetary cooperation, development lending, and trade. The stated goals were
stability, reconstruction, and shared prosperity after devastating wars and depressions. The
architecture that emerged embodies a technocratic consensus about what the world’s q(t)
ought to prioritize.

In this environment, specialists in economics and policy design models to manage inflation,
debt, and growth. Development economics frames entire nations as units on a trajectory from
traditional to modern, prescribing policies to accelerate the journey. Aggregate indicators such
as gross domestic product, balance of payments, and per capita income become key metrics of
success. International institutions evaluate countries according to their alignment with
recommended reforms and their adherence to macroeconomic discipline.
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Stability and growth, in this setting, function as de facto 1. They are treated as supreme goods to
which other considerations must be subordinated. When crises arise, austerity measures or
structural adjustments may be imposed that disproportionately harm the poor. The justification
is that such measures are necessary to preserve long-term stability and access to capital. The
suffering of particular communities is acknowledged but framed as an unfortunate cost of
steering the system away from collapse.

From a logostic perspective, global governance at this stage shows a highly developed q(t):
sophisticated models, dense data flows, and powerful institutions. Yet T appears mainly in the
form of abstract commitments to development and poverty reduction. Moral concerns are
translated into decisions about which policies will maximize growth or minimize volatility.
Structural injustices, historical debts, and the voices of those most affected often receive less
weight than the imperatives of the model. The attractor is not a conspiracy so much as a self-
reinforcing culture in which certain metrics and tools define what counts as rational.

This does not mean that planners are indifferent to human welfare. Many are motivated by
genuine concern. The problem is that the lens through which they see the world tends to
prioritize system-level outcomes over the fates of specific persons and groups. Their g(t) has
been trained to focus on curves and indicators. Without a vivid sense of t that can interrupt and
override the demands of stability and growth, decisions that deeply harm the least can continue
to appear necessary and justified.

7.5 Lessons from these cases for recognizing elite mental habits

The twentieth-century examples of Russell, Huxley, and global planners offer several lessons for
recognizing the q(t)-without-t elite attractor in contemporary settings. The first is that good
intentions and high intelligence do not inoculate against managed-humanity thinking. Both
Russell and Huxley were acutely aware of the dangers of cruelty and totalitarian control. Both
advocated what they saw as humane policies. Yet each, at crucial moments, adopted a
perspective from which humanity as a whole became an object of management, and horrifying
possibilities could be entertained within a rational calculus.

A second lesson is that the attractor often operates under the banner of necessity. Whether the
threat is war, overpopulation, economic collapse, or ecological disaster, elites may feel
compelled to consider extreme measures. The language of “no alternative” and “the numbers
do not lie” signals that a particular q(t) has come to dominate the space of conceivable action.
When appeals to t that contest these measures are dismissed as naive or irresponsible, the
configuration has become entrenched.
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A third lesson is that institutional structures and metrics shape perception. Global economic
institutions, demographic bureaus, and policy think tanks produce streams of data that highlight
some realities and obscure others. Training within these environments teaches practitioners to
see the world through certain variables. Over time, that focus becomes second nature. The
fates of the weakest, unless they appear in the data, remain peripheral. Recognizing this
tendency requires deliberate efforts to bring the least back into view, not only as data points but
as subjects whose stories and claims can challenge the model itself.

Finally, these cases underscore the need to distinguish t from any particular g(t), no matter how
sophisticated. A living sense of Tt means acknowledging that there are some paths that must not
be taken even if they promise stability, growth, or risk reduction. It also means creating spaces
within elite cultures where repentance is possible: practices of listening, lament, and correction
that can loosen the grip of the attractor. Without such spaces, technocratic humanism tends to
drift toward an increasingly total management of humanity, confident in its own benevolence
and blind to the ways in which it has quietly assumed the role of T over the world.

8. Digital and Biopolitical Era: Al, Biosecurity, and Planetary Governance

The digital and biopolitical era intensifies all the dynamics traced so far. What Rome could only
approximate with censuses and decrees, and what twentieth-century technocrats attempted
with partial statistics and slow feedback loops, can now be pursued with real-time data and
automated systems. Humanity increasingly appears on screens as streams of metrics: mobility
traces, purchasing patterns, health indicators, sentiment curves. At the same time,
biotechnology and biosecurity frameworks give states and corporations new capacities to
monitor, modulate, and even redesign biological life.

In this environment, the q(t)-without-t elite attractor gains both precision and reach. Elites can
not only model populations more accurately but also intervene more subtly and continuously.
Policy no longer needs to rely solely on law and force; it can operate through nudges, scores,
and personalized interventions. The rhetoric of care and safety often accompanies these
developments, presenting them as necessary responses to existential threats such as
pandemics, climate change, and runaway Al.

The central question, in logostic terms, is whether these expanding capacities will be harnessed
in ways that respect t as independent and morally prior to any model, or whether they will
entrench a new level of managed humanity in which q(t) quietly assumes the place of t. The
subsections that follow examine four key sites where this question is being decided: digital
dashboards, biosecurity measures, Al governance debates, and soft-control infrastructures.
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8.1 From ledgers to dashboards: real-time modeling of humanity at scale

Earlier empires and states worked with ledgers, censuses, and periodic reports. Information
about populations arrived slowly and in coarse form. Even the most ambitious planner could
not see the whole system in motion. Today, digital infrastructures compress time and expand
visibility. Sensors, smartphones, payment systems, and online platforms continuously generate
data. Aggregated and visualized, these data become dashboards: interactive surfaces on which
humanity is rendered as graphs, heat maps, and indices updated in near real time.

For elite q(t), this transformation is intoxicating. It promises a kind of omniscience: the ability to
watch mobility flows during a crisis, track economic activity hour by hour, or detect emerging
unrest from social media trends. Decisions can be tested and adjusted quickly in response to
observable changes. The language of “evidence-based policy” and “data-driven governance”
reflects a genuine improvement over guesswork and ideology. Yet the epistemic frame is clear:
people are most present to decision-makers as aggregated signals on screens.

This mode of seeing has consequences. When lives are compressed into metrics, what matters
most are changes the system can detect and display. A sudden drop in retail activity or a spike in
hospital admissions commands attention; the quiet erosion of community bonds, dignity, or
meaning does not. Dashboards can show unemployment rates but not the despair of a specific
household; they can highlight reduced crime statistics but not the fear produced by intrusive
surveillance.

In logostic terms, real-time modeling deepens the self-confidence of q(t). The sheer amount of
data makes it easier to believe that the model is adequate, that the system’s state is genuinely
known. When disruptions occur, the reflex is to ask for more data and better analytics, not for a
reevaluation of ends. 1, if acknowledged at all, is often translated into targets for the dashboard:
lower mortality, higher satisfaction scores, reduced inequality indices. Human goods that resist
guantification risk drifting out of sight.

8.2 Biosecurity, pandemics, and the temptation of “humane” coercion

Pandemics crystallize the core dilemma of the digital-biosecurity age. They present clear,
immediate threats to life, spread along exponential curves that can quickly overwhelm systems.
In response, states and expert communities are compelled to act. Digital tools allow rapid
modeling of transmission, real-time tracking of cases, and fine-grained analysis of compliance.
Biotechnological tools enable testing, treatment, and, in some cases, vaccine development at
unprecedented speed.
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From within this emergency frame, the temptation toward managed humanity intensifies. If
models show that certain behaviors dramatically increase transmission, then restricting those
behaviors appears not only rational but morally imperative. Lockdowns, travel bans, and social
distancing policies are justified as temporary sacrifices for the sake of the vulnerable. On a
limited scale and with clear constraints, such measures can be consistent with T, expressing
genuine care and solidarity.

The risk arises when the emergency posture hardens into a standing mode of governance.
Biosecurity frameworks can normalize extraordinary powers: the ability to track movements,
mandate medical interventions, restrict assembly, and condition access to work or services on
health status. The more granular and personalized these tools become, the easier it is to treat
each body as a node in a disease network rather than as a person with complex obligations and
hopes.

“Humane” coercion becomes a plausible phrase. Measures that severely limit freedom and
impose significant harm can be framed as compassionate necessities to protect public health.
Those who question them may be cast as irresponsible or dangerous. In logostic language, q(t)
under biosecurity pressure tends to prioritize minimizing morbidity and mortality curves. t’s
broader demands—on worship, family, education, and livelihood—can be bracketed as
secondary.

The deeper danger is not any single policy but the habituation of elites and publics to a logic in
which bodily autonomy and communal practices are indefinitely negotiable in light of modeled
risks. Once that logic takes hold, the threshold for invoking biosecurity rationales may lower,
extending managed-humanity methods to a growing list of threats. Without a living sense of t
that insists on limits to coercion even in crises, the attractor tightens: the world is seen
increasingly as a set of biological and behavioral variables to be steered for safety.

8.3 Al governance as a new ((t)-only frontier: alignment to what?

Artificial intelligence systems magnify the power of g(t) in two ways. First, they enhance the
ability of elites to model and predict human behavior. Second, they introduce new agents—
machine learners—that themselves embody complex q(t)-like dynamics. The discourse of Al
alignment reveals a crucial ambiguity: alignment to what?

On the surface, calls for Al alignment sound like an echo of logostics. They emphasize the need
to ensure that powerful systems act in ways compatible with human values and safety.
However, the operationalization of “human values” typically proceeds through the preferences
of a narrow set of experts, institutions, and training datasets. The effective T guiding alignment
becomes whatever goals are encoded in reward functions, policy guidelines, or guardrails.
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These may include laudable aims such as avoiding discrimination or preventing harm, but they
remain products of human q(t) rather than reflections of an independent t.

Al governance debates often focus on technical problems: robustness, interpretability, control.
These are important. Yet they can obscure a deeper question: who decides what Al systems
should optimize, and on what moral basis? If the answer is “a coalition of states and
corporations, advised by experts,” then we are back at the familiar configuration of elite q(t)
appointing itself as 1. Al becomes a tool to enforce and extend this self-appointed t across
digital and physical environments.

In addition, the presence of Al systems can encourage further abstraction. If human preferences
can be aggregated and modeled, they can also be ranked, filtered, and shaped.
Recommendation engines, content filters, and automated decision systems do not merely
reflect human behavior; they shape it over time. The line between aligning Al to human values
and aligning humans to Al-mediated norms can blur.

From a logostic standpoint, a genuinely T-aware Al governance framework would require more
than robust models. It would require humility about what cannot be encoded, safeguards for
dissent and minority voices, and explicit constraints on what kinds of optimization are
prohibited even if they appear efficient. Without such commitments, Al governance risks
becoming the newest frontier of q(t)-only management: a layered system in which human and
machine intelligences collaborate to steer humanity according to metrics that have never truly
been placed under t’s judgment.

8.4 Soft control: nudging, scoring, and the erosion of personhood

Not all managed humanity operates through overt force. Increasingly, power flows through soft-
control mechanisms that shape behavior without explicit commands. Behavioral economics,
persuasive design, and social credit systems exemplify this trend. They rely on insights into
human psychology and network effects to influence choices in subtle ways, often described as
nudges.

Nudging can be used for benign goals: encouraging healthier eating, saving for retirement, or
conserving energy. The justification is that human beings are prone to biases and short-
sightedness, and gentle guidance can help them act in their own long-term interest. Yet the
same techniques can be scaled and repurposed. If every interface, notification, and default
setting is calibrated to elicit certain behaviors, the space for spontaneous, unmanipulated
choice shrinks. People move through environments designed to make some actions frictionless
and others costly or invisible.
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Scoring systems add another layer. Credit scores, risk assessments, reputation metrics, and
social ratings compress complex lives into single numbers. Access to loans, housing,
employment, or travel may depend on maintaining favorable scores. These systems can
discipline behavior even without explicit sanctions: fear of losing points leads individuals to self-
censor, avoid disfavored associations, and conform to perceived norms.

In such a landscape, personhood erodes in two ways. Externally, elites see individuals primarily
as behavior patterns to be tuned and risk profiles to be managed. Internally, individuals may
begin to see themselves through the lens of their scores and metrics, evaluating their worth in
terms of algorithmic feedback. The rich, relational concept of a person standing before God and
neighbor is replaced by the image of a node in a network, subject to continuous optimization.

Logostically, soft control represents an advanced phase of the q(t)-without-t attractor. The
system’s q(t) has learned not only to issue commands but to engineer the field of choices. It
does so under banners of convenience, efficiency, and sometimes even empowerment. t’s
demands—for truthfulness, freedom from coercion, and the honoring of conscience—are
difficult to encode within this framework. They often appear as inefficiencies or vulnerabilities.

Resisting this erosion of personhood requires more than technical regulation. It calls for a
deliberate reassertion of 1: a commitment to treating each human being as more than a target
of influence or a holder of scores. That commitment would entail limits on behavioral
manipulation, transparency about scoring mechanisms, and spaces of interaction deliberately
left unoptimized, where people can relate without being continuously steered. Without such
countermeasures, soft control may prove more effective than overt coercion in realizing a world
where managed humanity feels normal, and the very idea of living as q in the presence of T
fades from view.

9. Breaking the Attractor: Logostic Criteria for Elite Repentance

If the g(t)-without-t elite attractor is real and historically persistent, then escaping it cannot be a
matter of good intentions or marginal reforms. It requires a qualitatively different posture: elites
must learn to see themselves not as quasi-divine managers of humanity but as finite agents
accountable to a truth they neither control nor fully comprehend. In logostic language, the task
is to reestablish the asymmetry q(t) = t(t): to recover the sense that t is prior, living, and
capable of saying “no” even when systems and models say “yes.”

This section sketches criteria for what might be called elite repentance. Repentance here is not
merely private remorse but a structural reorientation of institutions and practices. It involves
learning to distinguish optimization from obedience, cultivating humility through disciplines that
refuse the role of T, seeking proximity to those harmed by policy, codifying hard limits on
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permissible means, and designing institutions that keep the weakest in view. None of these
guarantees virtue, but all of them work against the drift toward managed humanity.

9.1 Distinguishing q(t) optimization from t(t) obedience in practice

In theory, it is easy to affirm that truth stands above any model. In practice, elite g(t) tends to
collapse t into whatever the model currently encodes. The first step in breaking the attractor is
to make the distinction operational: to develop habits of inquiry that continually ask whether a
proposed action is merely optimizing within a given frame or genuinely responsive to a higher
standard.

One practical question is: what would we refuse to do even if it worked? This question forces a
distinction between effectiveness and obedience. If no clear answer emerges—if every action is
up for consideration as long as it improves the metrics—then t has effectively disappeared from
the decision space. Conversely, when an institution can name specific lines it will not cross, it
has at least a notional sense of T's independence.

Another diagnostic is to look for cases where obedience to T appears to “waste” opportunities
for optimization. For example, refusing to use certain kinds of data, declining to deploy a
manipulative but effective intervention, or protecting a vulnerable group even at considerable
cost. These moments reveal whether tis functioning as a real constraint or as a slogan that
never bites. Logostically, g(t) must learn to treat its own cleverness with suspicion, actively
seeking points where it should stop rather than looking only for ways to refine and extend its
reach.

Finally, distinguishing between optimization and obedience requires inviting perspectives that
do not share the institution’s metrics. Those who bear the brunt of decisions often see harms
that the model does not register. When their testimonies alter or halt planned actions, it is a

sign that T has begun to reassert itself as something more than a projection of elite priorities.

9.2 Structural humility: prayer, lament, and the refusal to be t

Humility is more than an inner attitude; it must be structured into the life of institutions. For
elites, structural humility begins with the explicit refusal to occupy the place of t. This means
rejecting the fantasy of omniscience and omnipotence, and acknowledging that some
dimensions of human worth and divine purpose will always lie beyond their grasp.

Practices of prayer and lament are one way to enact this refusal. When leaders pause to confess
uncertainty, to acknowledge guilt, and to ask for guidance, they are performing a logostic truth:

34



g(t) is not self-sufficient. Prayer, in this sense, is not a mere formality but a disciplined
interruption of managerial self-confidence. Lament, likewise, resists the impulse to spin failures
as necessary sacrifices or acceptable trade-offs. It names harms as harms before God and
neighbor, even when they were not intended.

Such practices can be secularized at the level of form—moments of silence, rituals of
remembrance, structured self-critique—but their deepest force comes when they are tied to a
genuine belief that there is One who hears and judges. Structural humility also includes
designing decision processes that require dissenting voices to be heard, subjecting major
initiatives to moral review beyond technical risk assessment, and creating standing mechanisms
for revisiting and reversing harmful policies.

The refusal to be t also means welcoming limits on jurisdiction. Institutions that aspire to solve
every problem and manage every aspect of life are particularly prone to the attractor. By
contrast, authorities that recognize their own rightful sphere and accept the legitimacy of other
domains—families, communities, congregations, associations—create space for alternative
alignments with t. They accept that some goods must be pursued in ways they do not
command.

9.3 Proximity to the harmed: dissolving abstraction through encounter

Abstraction is the attractor’s favorite shield. Populations, risk groups, and externalities are
easier to manage than neighbors with names and faces. One of the most effective ways to
disrupt g(t)-only thinking is to cultivate regular, unavoidable proximity between elites and those
affected by their decisions.

Proximity can take many forms: site visits not as staged tours but as extended stays; advisory
councils populated by people from the lowest rungs of the affected systems; public hearings
where testimony cannot be easily ignored. The point is not token consultation but genuine
encounter. When someone who has lost a child, a home, or a livelihood because of a policy
stands in front of a decision-maker, the cost of abstraction rises. The other is no longer a data
point but a person whose suffering challenges the story the model tells.

Such encounters can be uncomfortable and unpredictable. That is precisely their value. They
inject noise into the smooth functioning of q(t), reminding elites that their understanding is
partial and that their actions have consequences beyond what dashboards display. Over time,
proximity can reshape what counts as a successful outcome. Measures that look efficient on
paper may begin to appear unacceptable once their human toll is fully seen.
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From a logostic perspective, proximity to the harmed is a way of exposing q(t) to t as it appears
in the cry of the vulnerable. The widow, the orphan, and the stranger do not merely illustrate
problems; they embody the standards by which policies must be judged. If institutions design
processes that insulate leaders from such voices, they are structurally committed to q(t)-only
operation, no matter what rhetoric they employ.

9.4 Hard limits on means: non-negotiable constraints in law and policy

A society that wishes to resist the managed-humanity attractor must inscribe certain
prohibitions into its basic law and policy frameworks. These are not merely recommendations
but hard limits on what may be done to human beings, regardless of potential benefits. By
codifying such constraints, a community acknowledges that Tt forbids some paths absolutely.

Examples include prohibitions on torture, on non-consensual medical experimentation, on
forced sterilization, on deliberate targeting of civilians in conflict, and on policies that treat
entire categories of people as expendable. These bans are most effective when they are clear,
publicly known, and insulated from easy suspension during emergencies. The more “exceptions”
are built into them, the more they risk collapsing under pressure, reverting to q(t)’s logic of
necessity.

Hard limits also apply to methods of governance. Some forms of surveillance, data collection,
and behavioral manipulation may need to be ruled out in principle, not simply regulated. The
fact that a technology is available and could yield benefits does not automatically justify its use.
Instituting such limits requires courage, since it means renouncing certain tools that
competitors may deploy. Yet this very renunciation is a sign of allegiance to t over system
optimization.

Enforcing hard limits depends on independent judiciaries, professional ethics codes, and
international norms, but also on internal culture. If elites view these prohibitions as obstacles to
be worked around, they will find ways to empty them of content while preserving their formal
appearance. Breaking the attractor requires that such limits be embraced as expressions of
identity: this is who we are; there are things we will not do, even if the model insists they would
work.

9.5 Institutional designs that remember the widow, orphan, and stranger

Finally, breaking the attractor calls for institutional designs that keep the weakest at the center
of attention. Remembering the widow, orphan, and stranger is not only a moral exhortation but
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a design principle. Institutions should be built to ask, at every stage: how does this affect those
with least power and least voice?

One approach is to embed representation of marginalized groups directly into governance
structures. Seats can be reserved for those who come from, or are chosen by, communities
most likely to be harmed. Another is to require impact assessments that explicitly analyze
effects on the poorest and most vulnerable, not as an afterthought but as a primary criterion for
approval. Policies that benefit the many while imposing severe costs on a small, voiceless group
should be treated with suspicion or rejected outright.

Budgeting and priority-setting can also be shaped by this memory. Allocating a fixed share of
resources to services that directly support the least advantaged—basic health, legal aid, shelter,
education—signals that their well-being is not contingent on surplus but integral to the mission.
Metrics, where used, can be designed to track improvements in the condition of the least, not
only averages or totals.

Most importantly, institutions must cultivate narratives that honor the weak rather than
celebrating only power, wealth, and success. Stories, symbols, and ceremonies can remind
participants that their legitimacy rests in part on how they treat those who cannot repay them.
In logostic terms, such designs help orient g(t) toward t by ensuring that the faces and voices
through which t often speaks are never far away.

Breaking the attractor is not a one-time achievement. It is an ongoing struggle against the
gravitational pull of managed humanity. Yet by distinguishing optimization from obedience,
institutionalizing humility, seeking proximity to the harmed, enforcing hard limits on means, and
remembering the least in concrete designs, elites can begin to live as q in the presence of T
rather than as q pretending to be t over the world.
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