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1. Introduction: The Right to Pick 

Metaphysics routinely gets framed as a choice between two unsatisfying extremes. On one side 

is purely literary speculation: evocative, sometimes profound, but structurally slippery—able to 

say almost anything and, therefore, often unable to say anything that binds. On the other side is 

a kind of scientistic envy: the hope that if metaphysics could only be dressed in the clothing of 

equations, it would inherit the authority of physics. This paper rejects both extremes. It 

proposes a third stance: we are free to pick mathematical equations for metaphysical use, not 

as borrowed “laws of nature,” but as voluntary grammars—constitutions of discourse that 

create consequences once adopted. 

In physics, equations earn their status by being pinned to measurement, forced into public 

repeatability, and subjected to the veto power of experiment. Metaphysics, by contrast, is not 

uniformly tethered to instruments, and therefore it never converges in the same way. That 

difference is not a defect. It is an invitation. Where physics is constrained to discover the one set 

of equations that best models the world, metaphysics is allowed to choose formalisms that 

discipline speech, clarify commitments, and generate structured implications—without 

pretending that the formalism is imposed from outside by laboratory results. 

The “right to pick” is not a claim of arbitrariness. It is a claim about the nature of the enterprise. 

Metaphysics is, among other things, a practice of making one’s foundational commitments 

explicit: what counts as real, what counts as true, what counts as coherent, what counts as 

good, and what kind of transformation counts as genuine change rather than mere relabeling. 

Mathematical formalisms are unusually good at one thing metaphysics constantly needs: they 

force you to say what your operators are, what your primitives are, and what follows from what. 

Even if you pick freely, you do not get to pick the consequences after the pick. The point is not 

to make metaphysics “scientific.” The point is to make it more explicit about its own internal 

machinery. 

This introduction sets the posture of the paper. We will treat equations as grammars: compact 

ways of stating what moves are permitted, what counts as an identity, what counts as a 

composition, what counts as a refinement, what counts as a stable end-state. We will then 

examine what those grammars generate, how they differ, and how they can be combined 

without collapsing into symbolic theater. 

1.1 The core claim: metaphysical equations as chosen grammar 

The core claim is simple: a mathematical equation can function in metaphysics as a chosen 

grammar—an explicit rule for how metaphysical talk is permitted to proceed—without 

borrowing its authority from measurement. To call it a “grammar” is to say: it is not primarily a 

description of the world; it is a constraint on our speech about the world. And a constraint on 
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speech is not trivial. A constraint changes what can be asserted, what must be distinguished, 

and what contradictions become visible. 

Consider the difference between these two habits of discourse: 

First habit: one speaks about “truth,” “being,” “identity,” “meaning,” “good,” and “change” as if 

these were obvious, self-identifying things. Definitions are offered, but the relations between 

definitions are seldom forced to commute. Ambiguity lives comfortably. Disagreement becomes 

personal or rhetorical because the machinery is implicit. 

Second habit: one chooses a formalism and insists that the terms behave according to that 

formalism. For example, if one treats “refinement” as an order relation <=, then one must face 

questions such as: Is it reflexive? Is it antisymmetric? Is it transitive? Are there incomparable 

elements? Do syntheses exist (joins) or shared grounds (meets)? The formalism does not 

answer metaphysical questions automatically. But it forces the questioner to say what sort of 

metaphysical question they are asking. 

In this paper, “chosen grammar” means you are allowed to stipulate primitives and operators 

and then live with their entailments. This is closer to how one chooses axioms in mathematics 

than how one tests models in physics. Yet the move is not empty. Once you say “this is my 

operator for synthesis” or “this is my test for coherence,” you have produced a stable platform 

on which arguments can actually proceed. 

A central motive here is to reduce a common kind of metaphysical fog: the tendency to smuggle 

conclusions by shifting the meanings of key words midstream. Equations, even when freely 

chosen, are unforgiving about equivocation. They create “type discipline” for thought: if you say 

“identity,” you must decide whether it behaves like an identity arrow, an equivalence relation, a 

fixed point, an invariant under a group action, or something else. Different choices generate 

different metaphysical worlds. The freedom is real: you may pick. The discipline is also real: the 

grammar you pick will not let you pretend you picked something else. 

1.2 Why “formula” can mean constitution rather than measurement 

In ordinary speech, “formula” suggests a measured law: plug in the numbers, get an answer. 

That picture is too narrow. A formula can also be constitutional: it can specify what counts as a 

legitimate move, what counts as an admissible transformation, what counts as an invariant, 

what counts as a contradiction. In that sense, “formula” is closer to a legal framework than to a 

laboratory result. 

A constitution does not measure citizens; it constrains governance. It creates permissible 

actions and prohibits others. Likewise, a metaphysical formula—under this paper’s approach—
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does not primarily measure reality; it constrains metaphysical assertions about reality. It 

decides, for example, whether your system allows: 

• multiple incompatible “truths” that are incomparable under <=, 

• a unique maximal element that plays the role of “Truth,” 

• a dynamic target tau(t) rather than a static absolute, 

• coherence defined by commutative composition rather than by verbal consistency, 

• synthesis as join, or synthesis as a new object requiring explicit construction. 

Once you treat formulas as constitutions, you also see why metaphysical “precision” can be 

achieved without pretending to have a ruler. Precision is not only numeric. Precision can be 

structural. A lattice is structurally precise even if it contains no measurement at all. A category 

can be structurally precise even if no one has assigned magnitudes to its arrows. A dynamical 

system can be structurally precise even if the “energy” function is metaphorical rather than 

physical. The precision is in the constraints and the implied distinctions. 

This shift also dissolves a frequent confusion: people hear “math in metaphysics” and assume 

the intent is to hijack the authority of physics. But constitutions do not borrow authority from 

the instruments of measurement. They borrow authority from agreement, from internal 

coherence, and from the consequences they produce in practice. A metaphysical formula can be 

justified in the same way: by how it clarifies discourse, by whether it prevents contradiction 

inflation, by whether it supports stable reasoning, and—if one cares about such things—by 

whether it produces good fruit in the life lived under it. 

So “formula” in this paper means: a compact declaration of allowable metaphysical moves. Its 

success condition is not “it predicts a new particle.” Its success condition is “it makes our 

metaphysical speech less dishonest, less slippery, and more accountable.” 

1.3 Scope and limits: not physics, not proof, but disciplined generation 

This paper does not argue that metaphysical equations become true in the same way physical 

laws become true. It does not claim that picking a grammar reveals the ultimate furniture of 

reality. It does not claim that an attractor equation, an order relation, or a commutative diagram 

is secretly a cosmic mechanism. The scope is smaller and, in a sense, more practical: formalism 

is used as a discipline for speech and thought. 

Three limits follow immediately. 

First, not physics. We are not claiming measurement-based authority. There is no promise of 

experimental convergence. The equations are not offered as “the laws of nature.” They are 
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offered as grammars for metaphysical articulation. Where physics says, “this is what happens,” 

our approach says, “this is how we will speak, and these are the consequences of speaking this 

way.” 

Second, not proof. A metaphysical constitution is not proven in the way a theorem is proven. 

You can show that the consequences follow from the chosen axioms, but you cannot prove that 

the axioms are the unique correct starting point. This is not a failure; it is the normal condition 

of foundational choices. What you can do is make those choices explicit, compare their outputs, 

and judge them by coherence, explanatory power, and lived adequacy. 

Third, disciplined generation. The positive claim is that once a grammar is chosen, it generates a 

structured space of entailments. In that space, you can locate disagreements precisely. Two 

people might agree on the “attractor” grammar but disagree about the shape of the potential 

Phi. Or they might agree on order theory but disagree about whether joins exist for the kinds of 

concepts they care about. Or they might agree on arrow metaphysics but disagree about what 

should count as an identity morphism in the case of personal identity over time. The point is not 

to eliminate disagreement. The point is to prevent disagreement from degenerating into shifting 

meanings, rhetorical dominance, or the false comfort of vague agreement. 

A final note about tone: because these are chosen grammars, the paper will avoid presenting 

them as inevitabilities. They are options—three engines with different metaphysical 

affordances. The reader is invited to select one, splice them, or reject them all. But if one 

selects, the expectation is not “believe harder.” The expectation is “take the entailments 

seriously.” Freedom is the entry point; accountability to consequences is what makes the 

freedom intellectually meaningful. 

 

2. What It Means to Turn Math into Metaphysics 

To turn mathematics into metaphysics is not to discover a hidden set of cosmic differential 

equations. It is to make a deliberate move in language: to treat a formal system as a disciplined 

way of speaking about first things. This can be done honestly or dishonestly. Done dishonestly, it 

becomes symbolic theater: equations used as prestige objects, laundering vagueness into the 

appearance of rigor. Done honestly, it becomes a kind of intellectual asceticism: a chosen 

constraint that prevents sloppy speech, exposes equivocations, and forces one to pay the cost of 

one’s claims. 

The key distinction is between using mathematics and imitating mathematics. Imitation looks 

like this: introduce symbols, write an expression, and assume the expression carries authority 

simply by resembling physics. Use looks like this: state what the marks mean, state what 

transformations are allowed, state what counts as a contradiction, and then follow the 
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implications without cheating. Metaphysics can benefit from mathematics precisely because 

metaphysics is the domain where people are tempted to speak with maximal confidence and 

minimal constraint. A formal grammar flips the incentive: it makes it harder to hide behind 

words. 

In the framework of this paper, “math into metaphysics” means: (i) specify a formal language 

(syntax), (ii) stipulate an interpretation (semantics), and (iii) accept that the formalism will 

generate entailments that may surprise you or unsettle prior intuitions. This section clarifies 

those steps, and it proposes three evaluation modes appropriate to a domain where 

measurement is not the referee. 

2.1 Syntax vs semantics: marks, meanings, and stipulation 

A mathematical expression is, first of all, marks on a page or tokens in a mind. The marks 

become meaningful only when an interpretation is supplied. In physics, a lot of semantics is 

standardized: t is time, x is position, m is mass, E is energy. In metaphysics, the semantic 

mapping is not standardized, and that is exactly why the “right to pick” exists. You can choose 

what q(t) is, what tau(t) is, what <= is, what an arrow f : A -> B is. The formalism does not force 

those meanings; you stipulate them. 

This is not a weakness. It is the honest condition of metaphysical discourse. Metaphysics is 

already saturated with stipulation; it just often hides the stipulations behind familiar words. 

When someone says “being,” they have already selected a semantics—perhaps unknowingly. 

When someone says “truth,” they have already selected a semantics—perhaps inconsistently. 

The benefit of formalism is that it forces you to declare your semantics rather than letting it 

drift. 

So the move has two parts: 

First, choose a syntax. Syntax is the grammar of manipulation: what expressions are well-

formed, what operations exist, what counts as identity, equality, order, composition, 

transformation. Syntax is what you can do with the marks without yet asking what they refer to. 

Second, stipulate semantics. Semantics is the interpretive legend: what the marks refer to in 

your metaphysical story. Here are three minimal examples that correspond to the three 

grammars in the paper: 

• In an attractor grammar, q(t) might refer to the state of an agent (belief, posture, will), 

and tau(t) might refer to a living target of truth or telos. Phi(q,t) then becomes a 

“misalignment cost” that need not be physical energy, yet can still discipline talk about 

drift, correction, and stability. 
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• In an order grammar, a <= b might mean “a is contained in b,” or “a refines b,” or “a is 

less fundamental than b,” or “a is less adequate than b.” The exact reading is yours to 

stipulate. The formalism then forces you to answer whether that relation behaves like an 

order relation and what that implies. 

• In an arrow grammar, f : A -> B might mean “a translation from discourse A to discourse 

B,” or “a transformation from state A to state B,” or “an implication from claim-set A to 

claim-set B.” Compositions then represent chained translations, and commutativity 

becomes a test of coherence under translation. 

In each case, the marks do not prove the meanings; the meanings are selected. But once 

selected, the formalism begins to constrain how you can legitimately talk. 

A useful way to view this is: metaphysical formalization is not primarily about discovering what 

the symbols mean. It is about refusing to let the meaning silently change mid-argument. The 

main sin it prevents is equivocation: the subtle shift where “truth” means correspondence in 

one paragraph, coherence in another, and authority in a third, with no admission that the target 

has changed. 

This also highlights a sober point: if you do not stipulate semantics, the reader will. And the 

reader’s semantics may be hostile, naive, or incompatible with your intent. Formalism without a 

legend invites misreadings. Yet even if one declines to write explicit rules, one is still making 

semantic picks. The difference is whether one makes them knowingly. 

2.2 Axioms as commitments: freedom first, consequences second 

In physics, one often thinks: “The world has laws; our job is to find them.” In metaphysics, the 

more honest picture is: “We must choose foundational commitments; our job is to see what 

they entail and whether we can live with them.” This is the sense in which axioms are 

commitments. 

An axiom in this paper is not a claim like “this is empirically true.” It is a pledge of how you will 

reason. It is a constraint you voluntarily adopt. When you say, for example, “coherence is 

commutativity,” you are committing yourself to treat certain kinds of mismatch as error. When 

you say, “refinement is a partial order,” you are committing yourself to accept incomparability as 

a legitimate state, rather than forcing a total ranking. When you say, “becoming is alignment 

dynamics,” you are committing yourself to a picture where transformation is not merely verbal 

but has a directionality and a stability condition. 

This is the crucial posture: freedom first, consequences second. You may pick the axioms, but 

you cannot pick what follows once you have picked. The entire point of formalization is to 

externalize the “what follows” so that you cannot quietly dodge it. 
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This also reframes disagreement. Many metaphysical disputes are not really about conclusions; 

they are about hidden axioms. Two people argue about “whether meaning is objective,” but the 

deeper conflict might be: one person’s axiom is that meaning is relational and must be 

preserved by translation (arrow grammar), while the other person’s axiom is that meaning is an 

intrinsic property and must be ranked by refinement (order grammar). Without making axioms 

explicit, debate becomes endless because each side is arguing inside a different constitution 

while pretending they share one. 

Choosing axioms as commitments also supports a style of metaphysical humility that does not 

collapse into mush. Humility is not the refusal to say anything. It is the refusal to pretend your 

starting point is forced on everyone. The phrase “I choose this grammar” is a humility 

statement. It confesses contingency at the level of foundations while still allowing rigor in the 

entailments. 

Finally, axioms as commitments make room for pluralism without relativism. Pluralism: different 

grammars can be adopted for different purposes. Not everything needs to collapse into one 

ultimate calculus. Without measurement, metaphysics may legitimately explore multiple 

constitutions. Not relativism: within a chosen constitution, some moves are invalid. The 

formalism is precisely what makes “invalid” possible again. 

2.3 Three evaluation modes: coherence, usefulness, and lived stability 

If metaphysical equations are not judged by experiment, how are they judged? In practice, 

metaphysical frameworks are evaluated anyway, but the criteria are often implicit and therefore 

manipulable. This paper makes the criteria explicit by proposing three evaluation modes. They 

are not rules you must accept. They are descriptions of how metaphysical systems are actually 

tested in human life and discourse when measurement is absent. 

First, coherence. Coherence asks: does the system contradict itself, or does it at least know 

where its tensions are? In formal terms, coherence includes consistency (no derivation of both a 

claim and its negation) and well-definedness (operators behave as declared). In a grammar of 

arrows, coherence shows up as commutative diagrams: do your translations preserve what you 

claim they preserve? In an order grammar, coherence shows up as transitivity and 

antisymmetry: do your “more fundamental” claims create cycles? In an attractor grammar, 

coherence shows up as stable interpretation: do your dynamics actually produce the kinds of 

convergence you rhetorically rely on, or do they imply chaos you refuse to admit? 

Coherence is the minimum test. If the grammar fails coherence, it cannot function as a 

discipline; it becomes an excuse for saying whatever you want. 

Second, usefulness. Usefulness asks: does the grammar generate distinctions that help you 

think, speak, and resolve confusions? This is not mere pragmatism or convenience; it is the 
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capacity of a formalism to function as a cognitive tool. A useful metaphysical calculus makes 

some questions sharper: it exposes where you are switching senses of a term, or where a 

synthesis is being asserted without construction, or where a claimed hierarchy is actually 

incomparable. Usefulness also includes compressibility: can the formalism express complicated 

metaphysical patterns in a compact and repeatable way? 

Usefulness is also where different grammars show different strengths. Order theory is useful for 

hierarchical disputes and synthesis talk. Arrow theory is useful for translation, meaning, 

interpretation, and coherence under re-description. Attractor dynamics is useful for formation, 

teleology, drift, repentance, and long-horizon evaluation. A grammar can be coherent yet not 

useful for your target domain. In that case, it is simply the wrong tool for that job. 

Third, lived stability. Lived stability asks: what kind of person or community does this grammar 

produce over time? This is not a claim that metaphysics should be reduced to psychology. It is a 

recognition that metaphysical systems function as operating systems. If your chosen equations 

subtly reward anxiety, domination, obsession, or performative certainty, that will show up. If 

they reward patience, honesty about uncertainty, and long-horizon integrity, that will also show 

up. 

Lived stability is the metaphysical analog of “robustness.” In physics, a good model behaves well 

under perturbations. In metaphysics, a good grammar behaves well under stress: suffering, 

ambiguity, disagreement, temptation to self-deception. A system that is coherent in the seminar 

room but brittle in life may be formally clever yet spiritually or existentially unfit for its intended 

purpose. 

These three modes together provide a clean answer to a common objection: “If you can pick 

freely, isn’t it all arbitrary?” No. Freedom of selection does not erase evaluation. It changes the 

evaluation regime. Coherence checks internal honesty; usefulness checks cognitive 

performance; lived stability checks what the grammar does to the life lived under it. 

The rest of the paper will proceed as follows. We will present three grammars—attractor, order, 

arrow—not as true-by-discovery but as available constitutions. For each, we will show the 

primitives, the governing equations, and the kinds of metaphysical outputs the grammar 

naturally generates. Then we will compare them, show how splicing can work, and name the 

primary failure modes so that the enterprise remains disciplined rather than decorative. 

 

3. Grammar I: Attractor Metaphysics (Being-as-Alignment) 

Attractor metaphysics begins with a simple, deliberately chosen picture: the metaphysical life is 

not best described as a static inventory of propositions, but as a trajectory. A person, a 
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community, or even a whole culture is not merely “in possession” of truth; it is moving, drifting, 

correcting, stabilizing, and sometimes spiraling. In this grammar, the central metaphor is 

dynamical: “being” is treated as becoming under constraint, and “truth” (or telos, or the Good) 

is treated as an attractor—something that draws trajectories toward itself when conditions 

permit. 

The distinctive advantage of this grammar is that it makes time and change first-class. It forces 

you to talk about drift rather than merely error, about stability rather than merely correctness, 

about long-horizon fruit rather than momentary intensity. It also produces a disciplined 

vocabulary for phenomena that metaphysical prose often gestures at vaguely: formation, 

sanctification, deformation, temptation, crisis, repentance, habituation, and the “slow 

mathematics” of character. 

Because this is a metaphysical formalism, we are not claiming that the symbols are literal 

physical quantities. We are choosing them as a grammar. The “energy” function here is a 

coherence/teleology function, not a measured Joule count. Yet the grammar has teeth: once 

you choose it, you must speak in ways that respect dynamics, stability, and the difference 

between transient spikes and durable convergence. 

3.1 The primitive objects: q(t), tau(t), Phi(q,t), eta(t) 

The attractor grammar starts with four primitives. You may interpret them in different ways, but 

the formal roles remain stable. 

First, q(t) is the state. It represents “where the agent is” at time t. Depending on your 

metaphysical target, q(t) can be: 

• a cognitive state (belief-posture, attention allocation, interpretive stance), 

• a moral state (dispositions, virtues/vices, will alignment), 

• a spiritual state (openness, receptivity, obedience, or “prayerful orientation”), 

• a composite state (a vector whose components include cognition, affection, action). 

The important point is not what components you pick, but that q(t) is treated as a trajectory: it 

changes, and its changes matter. 

Second, tau(t) is the target. It represents the telos, the “living truth,” the attractor center, the 

form toward which alignment is sought. tau(t) may be constant (an unchanging ideal), but in 

this paper’s intended usage it can also be time-dependent: a living target that unfolds. That 

time-dependence is crucial if you want to model the experience that “the next faithful step” is 

not always reducible to the same instruction repeated forever, even if the ultimate Good is 

stable. In other words: the Good can be stable while the path to it is responsive. 
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Third, Phi(q,t) is the misalignment function. It measures “how far” the current state q(t) is from 

the target tau(t) in the sense that matters to your metaphysics. It is not necessarily Euclidean 

distance; it is a chosen measure of disorder, distortion, hypocrisy, incoherence, double-

mindedness, or any other form of deviation you take seriously. A simple canonical form is: 

Phi(q,t) = (1/2)*||q - tau(t)||^2 + R(q) 

Here, ||q - tau(t)||^2 is a baseline notion of distance, and R(q) is a regularizer: a term that 

encodes internal constraints. R(q) can represent pride penalties, instability penalties, complexity 

penalties, or “idolatry penalties” if your metaphysics wants to say: certain configurations are not 

merely misaligned, they are structurally corrupting. Because the grammar is chosen, you get to 

define what corruption means—but once defined, the consequences follow. 

Fourth, eta(t) is the disturbance term. It represents noise, temptation, distraction, trauma, 

fatigue, propaganda, social pressure, and all the other forces that nudge a trajectory away from 

its intended line. eta(t) is essential because it prevents the model from becoming naïve. A 

metaphysics without eta(t) tends to become moralistic: it treats drift as pure failure rather than 

as an expected feature of embodied life. In attractor metaphysics, drift is not denied; it is 

modeled. 

These primitives already impose a discipline. If you speak in attractor terms, you cannot pretend 

that “being aligned” is a single moment of assent. You must ask: what is the state, what is the 

target, what counts as misalignment, and what disturbances are present? Even without 

measurement, that is a stronger way of talking than vague exhortation. 

3.2 The governing dynamics: descent, drift, and detuning 

The central dynamical equation of the grammar is: 

dq/dt = -grad_q Phi(q,t) + eta(t) 

Read it as: the state tends to move “downhill” toward lower misalignment, but disturbances 

perturb it. This one equation produces three key metaphysical phenomena. 

First, descent: if eta(t) is small and the landscape Phi is well-behaved, the trajectory will tend to 

converge toward a local minimum of Phi. Metaphysically, this corresponds to formation: habits 

and understanding accumulating into a stable posture. Importantly, descent does not mean 

instant arrival. It means incremental decrease in misalignment. It makes room for slow 

sanctification. 

Second, drift: if eta(t) is persistent or large, or if Phi has shallow gradients, the trajectory may 

wander. In metaphysical speech, drift includes distraction, moral erosion, slow loss of clarity, 
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and the “creep” of compromise. Attractor metaphysics handles drift without turning it into 

either despair or denial: it is a predicted behavior of trajectories under noise. 

Third, detuning: detuning occurs when tau(t) moves faster than q(t) can track. Formally, if tau(t) 

has its own dynamics: 

dtau/dt = U(tau,t) 

then alignment depends not only on the agent’s responsiveness but also on the speed and 

character of the target’s motion. Detuning is the feeling that “what faithfulness requires is 

changing,” or that one’s prior habits no longer fit the present call. This is a subtle point: 

detuning can represent genuine growth (the target calling higher), or it can represent confusion 

(the agent misidentifying noise as movement of the target). The grammar itself does not settle 

that; it forces you to locate the question precisely: is the mismatch due to eta(t), to the 

structure of Phi, or to the dynamics of tau(t)? 

This yields a practical metaphysical distinction that prose often blurs: not every failure to 

converge is moral failure. Sometimes the landscape is flat (you have no discernment gradient). 

Sometimes the noise is overwhelming (you are exhausted). Sometimes the target is moving (you 

are being called forward). Attractor metaphysics does not automatically moralize; it 

differentiates. 

3.3 Fruit as integral: long-horizon evaluation without instant certainty 

A major temptation in metaphysical and spiritual discourse is instant verdicts: “I felt something, 

therefore it is true,” or “I did not feel something, therefore it is false.” Attractor metaphysics 

provides a formal way to resist that temptation by defining “fruit” as a long-horizon aggregate 

rather than a momentary snapshot. 

A simple fruit functional is: 

Fruit(t1,t2) = ∫[t1..t2] A(t) dt 

where A(t) is an alignment indicator. One convenient choice is: 

A(t) = exp(-Phi(q,t)) 

This makes high misalignment reduce A(t) and low misalignment increase A(t), with a smooth 

response. You could choose other forms, including bounded or thresholded versions if you want 

to represent discontinuities (e.g., “hardening” or “breakthrough” events). The key is not the 

exact formula; it is the structural move: evaluation becomes integrative. 

Metaphysically, this does two things. 
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First, it denies the authority of spikes. A single intense experience can be real, but it is not 

automatically fruit. Fruit is measured by persistence under time, especially under stress and 

disturbance. In the grammar: spikes correspond to temporary decreases in Phi that do not 

produce a stable basin of attraction. Fruit corresponds to the creation (or discovery) of a stable 

region where q(t) tends to remain near tau(t) despite eta(t). 

Second, it legitimizes slow evidence. If you are living under conditions of noise—fatigue, grief, 

pressure—your instantaneous A(t) may be low. But the integral can still show improvement over 

time. This encourages an ethic of patience: the question is not “am I perfect now?” but “is the 

trajectory bending toward the target across months and years?” 

Thus the grammar produces a precise metaphysical warning: do not confuse “momentary 

certainty” with “long-horizon convergence.” Instant certainty is a scalar; fruit is an integral. 

3.4 Teleology without measurement: what “alignment” means here 

Attractor metaphysics uses teleological language—target, convergence, alignment—without 

claiming the target is physically measurable. This is the central philosophical move: “alignment” 

is treated as a real relation even if it is not a laboratory quantity. 

So what does “alignment” mean in this grammar? 

It means: there exists a preferred direction in the space of states such that movement in that 

direction reduces Phi, and reduction in Phi corresponds to what your metaphysics calls greater 

truthfulness, integrity, coherence, holiness, or goodness. You choose what those words mean by 

choosing the semantics of Phi and tau(t). But once chosen, alignment has operational content 

within discourse: 

• Alignment predicts stability: if you are aligned, small disturbances do not throw you far. 

• Alignment predicts coherence: your commitments compose without contradiction 

inflation. 

• Alignment predicts repair: when disturbed, you return rather than spiral. 

• Alignment predicts growth: over time, the integral fruit increases. 

Notice what is not claimed: that alignment is an objective metric known to all, or that the target 

is publicly measurable. The grammar permits private or communal semantics. Yet it still 

disciplines talk because it forces you to decide what counts as drift, what counts as correction, 

what counts as genuine convergence versus a self-deceptive loop. 

This is teleology without pretending to be physics: the target is not a particle; it is a chosen pole 

of meaning. But the dynamics prevent the pole from being purely rhetorical. If you claim to be 
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moving toward tau(t), the grammar asks: where is the evidence in the trajectory? Where is the 

stability? Where is the repair behavior? Where is the long-horizon fruit? The grammar is not 

measurement, but it is accountability. 

3.5 Typical metaphysical outputs: repentance, formation, and stability 

Once you adopt attractor metaphysics, a number of familiar metaphysical and spiritual concepts 

become structurally clear. Here are three that naturally emerge. 

First, repentance. In attractor terms, repentance is not merely feeling bad or issuing a verbal 

apology. It is a directional change: a reorientation of the gradient. Formally, repentance can be 

any of the following, depending on your semantics: 

• a change in q(t) that moves toward tau(t) (a corrective step), 

• a change in Phi such that the gradient now points toward the true target rather than a 

false one (a redefinition of what counts as misalignment), 

• a reduction in R(q) that removes internal barriers to convergence (humility as lowering 

resistance), 

• a reduction in eta(t) by removing sources of noise (fleeing temptation, altering 

environment). 

This is a strong gain in clarity. It prevents repentance from being purely emotional, purely 

verbal, or purely performative. Repentance is whatever increases convergence and reduces 

long-horizon misalignment. 

Second, formation. Formation is the creation of a stable basin of attraction. It is what happens 

when the landscape is shaped (by practice, habit, community, liturgy, discipline) so that the 

trajectory naturally returns toward the target after perturbation. Formation is not the same as 

information acquisition. In this grammar, learning facts can change q(t), but formation changes 

the dynamics so that future drift is less likely and recovery is faster. 

This provides a clean way to distinguish spiritual formation from mere intellectualism: 

intellectualism can create sharp spikes of “clarity” without creating stability. Formation is what 

remains when the spike fades. 

Third, stability. Stability is the capacity to remain near the target under noise. In the grammar, 

stability is not complacency; it is robustness. A stable trajectory is not a rigid trajectory; it can 

still respond to tau(t) if the target moves. Stability includes both perseverance and adaptability. 

It is precisely what makes long-horizon fruit possible. 
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Once you have this, you can speak carefully about phenomena that otherwise become moral 

accusations. Two people may show different levels of stability not because one is better, but 

because one’s eta(t) is larger, or because their landscape has hidden traps, or because their 

target is moving. The grammar allows compassion without losing the reality of drift. 

In sum, attractor metaphysics offers a disciplined way to speak about becoming. It preserves 

your freedom to pick semantics—what is tau(t), what is Phi—but it refuses to let the life of the 

soul be reduced to declarations. The chosen equations force you to ask about trajectories, 

perturbations, basins, and fruit over time. That is precisely why the grammar is powerful: it 

turns metaphysical language into a system that can generate consequences, distinctions, and (if 

you let it) a more accountable form of speech. 

 

4. Grammar II: Order Metaphysics (Being-as-Comparison) 

Order metaphysics starts from a suspicion: numbers are often too strong for metaphysics. The 

moment you assign a metric, you invite pseudo-precision. You begin to speak as if “twice as 

real,” “0.7 aligned,” or “90% true” were stable quantities, when in most metaphysical contexts 

the underlying comparison is not measurable in that way. Yet metaphysical discourse 

undeniably relies on comparison. We constantly say “this is deeper than that,” “this is more 

fundamental,” “this is a refinement,” “this contains that,” “this is subordinate,” “this is higher,” 

“this is closer,” “this is derivative,” “this is prior,” and so on. Order metaphysics takes that 

comparative structure seriously, but it refuses to pretend it is a ruler. 

So instead of metrics, it uses an order relation: <=. This is not a claim that reality is literally a 

partially ordered set. It is a choice of grammar: we will talk in a way that forces “more/less” 

claims to obey explicit structural rules. This grammar is especially suited to ontology (what 

exists and how it relates), doctrine and conceptual hierarchy (what depends on what), and 

synthesis disputes (what counts as common ground and what counts as genuine integration 

rather than mere compromise). 

The payoff is clarity. Order metaphysics forces you to be explicit about whether your 

metaphysical claims are (i) comparable at all, (ii) comparable only in some cases, or (iii) 

comparable in a consistent way that supports synthesis. It is a way to turn vague hierarchical 

rhetoric into accountable structure. 

4.1 Refusing numbers: why <= can be metaphysically safer than metrics 

A metric d(a,b) gives you distances, magnitudes, and numerical comparisons. In physics, this is 

appropriate because many relevant properties are measurable. In metaphysics, metrics can 

mislead because they carry hidden commitments: 
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• They imply comparability everywhere (everything has a distance to everything). 

• They imply stable interpolation (if you can measure, you can average). 

• They imply a single scale (different dimensions collapse into one number unless you use 

multiple metrics, which quickly becomes unmanageable). 

• They imply that disagreement is reducible to “how much,” when often it is about “what 

kind.” 

Order theory gives you a weaker, safer structure. The relation a <= b says only that a is “no 

greater than” b under your chosen sense of comparison. It does not claim there is a distance, or 

that you can subtract, or that you can average. It does not claim you can rank all things. It simply 

encodes a directional comparison where it applies. 

This is metaphysically safer because many of the most important metaphysical judgments are 

ordinal rather than cardinal. You can often say “this depends on that” without being able to say 

“how much.” You can say “this is included in that” without saying “0.37 of it.” You can say “this 

is prior” without assigning a numerical priority score. 

Even more importantly, <= admits incomparability. In many metaphysical contexts, two claims 

are not neatly rankable: they are about different aspects of reality, they operate at different 

levels, or they are simply not commensurable. A metric forces you to pretend they are 

comparable. A partial order allows you to say: neither a <= b nor b <= a holds. That admission is 

often exactly what intellectual honesty requires. 

So the refusal of numbers is not anti-mathematical; it is anti-fake-precision. It is the choice to 

encode only what you can responsibly claim: directional relations, not invented magnitudes. 

4.2 Partial orders as ontology: refinement, priority, containment 

To use order metaphysics, you must pick an interpretation for <=. This is where the freedom 

lives. The same formal grammar can serve multiple metaphysical aims depending on what “less 

than or equal” means. Here are three natural readings. 

Refinement: a <= b means “a is a refinement of b.” Here, a is more specific, more detailed, more 

constrained than b. For example, “human” might be refined by “human under covenant,” or 

“perception” refined by “perception under constraint.” In this reading, moving upward in the 

order moves toward generality; moving downward moves toward specificity. 

Priority: a <= b means “a is prior to b” or “b depends on a.” This reading is about grounding and 

dependence. If “meaning” depends on “relation,” you might encode relation <= meaning (or the 

reverse, depending on your convention). The point is to represent dependency as an order. 
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Containment: a <= b means “a is contained in b.” This is set-like: a is a subset, a substructure, an 

instance class. In ontology, this reading is common: “animal <= living thing,” “truthful speech <= 

speech,” etc. Containment is especially useful for analyzing category mistakes and boundary 

confusions. 

Once you choose a reading, the formal requirements of a partial order become metaphysical 

discipline: 

• Reflexivity: a <= a. Every concept refines itself, depends on itself trivially, or contains 

itself. This seems trivial, but it prevents weird rhetoric where a concept is treated as 

“less than itself” in inconsistent ways. 

• Transitivity: if a <= b and b <= c, then a <= c. If “A refines B” and “B refines C,” then “A 

refines C.” If “C depends on B” and “B depends on A,” then “C depends on A.” This 

eliminates a common metaphysical sin: claiming chains of dependence but denying the 

implied overall dependence when it becomes inconvenient. 

• Antisymmetry: if a <= b and b <= a, then a = b. If two concepts mutually refine each 

other, they are the same at the level of the order. This disciplines a different common 

sin: pretending two terms differ while using them interchangeably. Antisymmetry forces 

you to admit equivalence when your own comparisons imply it. 

With these properties in place, you get a metaphysical ontology that behaves cleanly: 

dependencies cannot form cycles without collapsing into equivalences; refinements cannot 

wander incoherently; containment cannot oscillate. 

However, order metaphysics does not require that every pair be comparable. That is the point 

of partial orders. Incomparability is not failure; it is a recognized state. Many metaphysical 

disputes are exactly disputes over comparability: one party insists a ranking exists; the other 

insists the objects are incommensurable. Order metaphysics lets you locate that dispute 

precisely. 

4.3 Meet and join as metaphysical operators: common ground and synthesis 

Once you have an order, the two most valuable operators are meet and join: 

• The meet a ∧ b is the greatest lower bound of a and b. 

• The join a ∨ b is the least upper bound of a and b. 

These sound abstract, but they map directly to metaphysical practice. 

Meet is common ground. If a and b are two metaphysical claims, traditions, or conceptual 

frameworks, then a ∧ b is what is shared in the strongest possible way without adding extra 
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assumptions. It is the maximal statement that is below both: the strongest shared refinement, 

the strongest shared dependency base, or the strongest shared contained content, depending 

on your semantics. 

Join is synthesis. If a and b are two claims or frameworks, then a ∨ b is the minimal structure 

that contains both. It is a disciplined form of integration: the smallest umbrella that includes 

each. In metaphysical discourse, “synthesis” is often asserted rhetorically, but join forces a 

question: does a least upper bound exist, and if so, what is it? If it does not exist, then 

“synthesis” may be impossible without changing the order itself (changing what counts as 

refinement or priority). 

This yields a powerful diagnostic. Many debates collapse into “compromise vs purity” 

arguments. Order metaphysics reframes the issue: a synthesis is not a compromise; it is a join if 

it exists. If it doesn’t exist, then any attempted synthesis is either (i) not actually an upper bound 

(it fails to include one side), or (ii) not least (it smuggles in extra commitments), or (iii) 

incoherent (it forces comparability where none exists). 

Likewise, common ground is not mere vagueness; it is a meet if it exists. If there is no meet, 

then the parties may share nothing in the relevant order sense, and any claim of shared ground 

is rhetorical. 

In practice, the meet/join vocabulary prevents a common metaphysical trick: using “synthesis” 

as a vague prestige word. You now must specify whether you are claiming a join, and what the 

join is. 

4.4 Top and bottom: truth, void, and boundary notions 

Many metaphysical systems implicitly assume extremes: an ultimate truth, an absolute Good, a 

total reality, or conversely a void, nothingness, contradiction, or impossibility. Order 

metaphysics can encode these extremes explicitly by introducing: 

• top (often written as ⊤): a greatest element such that for all a, a <= top. 

• bottom (often written as ⊥): a least element such that for all a, bottom <= a. 

In our ASCII-friendly style, we can write: Truth = top, Void = bottom, but you are free to choose 

other semantics. The benefit is that it forces you to say what “ultimate” and “nothing” mean 

structurally. 

If Truth is top, then everything is “below” truth in the order sense. That can mean: every 

concept is a refinement of Truth, or every dependency chain grounds out in Truth, or every 

contained item sits within Truth. But note: choosing Truth = top is not a proof that Truth exists. 

It is a grammatical choice that says: my metaphysics includes a maximal element. 
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Similarly, Void = bottom says: there is a minimal element, a kind of null object. In containment 

semantics, it behaves like the empty set. In refinement semantics, it behaves like maximal 

specificity (or sometimes minimal content, depending on conventions). In priority semantics, it 

might behave like a primitive ground (or an ungrounded null). 

This is where boundaries become visible. Many metaphysical debates are secretly debates 

about whether top or bottom exists, and if so, whether they are meaningful. Some traditions 

insist there is an ultimate; others resist the notion as idolatrous or incoherent. Order 

metaphysics lets you formalize the disagreement: 

• One party asserts a top. 

• Another party insists there is no greatest element (only local maxima or incompletable 

ascent). 

• One party asserts a bottom. 

• Another party insists there is no least element (only ever-more-minimal grounds). 

Once formalized, you can discuss consequences: what happens to synthesis if there is no top? 

What happens to common ground if there is no meet for key pairs? What happens to grounding 

arguments if chains do not terminate? 

In this way, top and bottom are not metaphysical conclusions; they are knobs. You may set 

them, but you must then accept what the setting implies. 

4.5 Typical metaphysical outputs: hierarchy disputes made explicit 

Order metaphysics has a characteristic output: it turns vague hierarchy disputes into explicit 

structural claims. This is its strength. Consider the kinds of conflicts metaphysics constantly 

hosts: 

• Is X more fundamental than Y? 

• Does doctrine A contain doctrine B, or does B refine A? 

• Are two frameworks comparable at all, or are they incommensurable? 

• Is “synthesis” possible, or does it necessarily betray one side? 

In ordinary prose, these disputes become endless because “more fundamental” can mean three 

different things in three consecutive sentences. In order metaphysics, you are forced to choose 

the semantics of <=. Once chosen, the debate can proceed cleanly. 
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Here are typical clarity gains: 

1. Comparable vs incomparable disputes become first-class. Many arguments are not 

about which is higher; they are about whether “higher” even applies. Order metaphysics 

lets you state incomparability without embarrassment. That alone reduces rhetorical 

pressure and prevents false rankings. 

2. Cycles become visible. If someone argues “A depends on B, B depends on C, and C 

depends on A,” order metaphysics forces a collapse: either the dependency relation is 

not an order, or the three are equivalent at the level of the relation. This reveals when a 

metaphysical system is feeding itself with circular explanation disguised as depth. 

3. “Common ground” stops being vague. If someone claims shared ground, you can ask: 

what is the meet? If no meet exists, then the shared ground is either trivial (too weak to 

matter) or rhetorical (not structurally real). 

4. “Synthesis” stops being wishful. If someone claims integration, you can ask: what is the 

join? If no join exists, then the synthesis is either not inclusive (it drops a side), not 

minimal (it adds extraneous commitments), or it requires changing the order relation 

itself (changing what counts as refinement/priority/containment). 

5. Ultimates become explicit assumptions. If someone asserts “all things participate in 

Truth,” they may be asserting the existence of a top element. If someone asserts “there 

is no highest point,” they are denying top. These become explicit and therefore 

discussable. 

In short, order metaphysics is the grammar of “more/less” without pretending to quantify. It 

gives metaphysics a spine: partial order structure that supports honest hierarchy, honest 

incomparability, and disciplined synthesis talk. It does not settle metaphysical questions by 

force. It prevents you from pretending that you have settled them when you have only gestured. 

And that is exactly the kind of discipline metaphysics often needs: not the authority of physics, 

but the honesty of explicit structure. 

 

5. Grammar III: Arrow Metaphysics (Meaning-as-Transformation) 

Arrow metaphysics begins with a refusal that is as important as any claim: refuse to treat 

“meaning” as a static substance that sits inside words like a hidden fluid. Instead, treat meaning 

as something that shows itself by what it does—by the transformations it permits, the 

translations it survives, and the compositions it can endure without breaking. 
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This grammar is the most “structure-first” of the three. Where attractor metaphysics 

foregrounds becoming, and order metaphysics foregrounds comparison, arrow metaphysics 

foregrounds morphism: a directed map from one thing to another. In a minimal form, it borrows 

the core posture of category theory without requiring the reader to adopt all its machinery: 

focus on arrows and how they compose. This shift is profound for metaphysics because many of 

our deepest disagreements are not over isolated propositions but over whether one discourse 

legitimately translates into another, whether one concept legitimately implies another, and 

whether the same claim remains the same claim after being carried across contexts. 

In this grammar, the primary metaphysical question is not “what is X?” but “what are the lawful 

transformations involving X?” Identity is not merely a label; it is an identity arrow. Truth is not 

only correspondence; it is coherence under composition. A contradiction is not merely “saying 

both yes and no”; it is the failure of a diagram to commute when you try to carry meaning 

through different routes. 

Because this is metaphysics, not physics, the arrows are not electrons flying down wires. They 

are chosen relations: translation, implication, refinement map, interpretation map, embodiment 

map, practice map, and so on. You are free to pick what your arrows mean. But once picked, the 

calculus of arrows forces you to honor composition and coherence. That is the discipline. It 

converts vague talk about “interpretation” into a constrained account of how interpretations 

behave when chained. 

5.1 Identity and composition: the minimal arrow calculus 

Arrow metaphysics starts with a tiny set of primitives. It is intentionally minimal because the 

goal is not to overwhelm metaphysics with formalism but to force explicitness at the point 

where metaphysical discourse typically cheats: transitions. 

We assume there are “objects” and “arrows.” An object can be a concept, a discourse, a 

worldview, a state, a practice, a text, a community, an interpretation space—whatever you 

choose. An arrow f : A -> B is a lawful transformation from A to B. Examples of what an arrow 

could mean in metaphysical contexts include: 

• an interpretation function (how a text yields a doctrine), 

• a translation (how one vocabulary is re-expressed in another), 

• an implication (how commitments in A entail commitments in B), 

• an embodiment map (how an abstract claim becomes a lived practice), 

• a refinement map (how general notions specialize), 

• a correction map (how an error state is repaired). 
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The minimal calculus has two operations and two laws. 

First, identity. For every object A, there is an identity arrow: 

id_A : A -> A 

This is not fluff. It is the claim that “leaving A alone” is a well-defined transformation. 

Metaphysically, this becomes a constraint against a common abuse: people often treat a 

concept as if it has no stable identity, changing it whenever convenient. The presence of id_A 

says: there is a coherent way to keep the meaning of A fixed, and any legitimate transformation 

away from A must be explicit. 

Second, composition. If f : A -> B and g : B -> C, then their composition exists: 

g ∘ f : A -> C 

Composition is the heart of the grammar. It forces you to track chains of reasoning, chains of 

interpretation, chains of translation. It does not allow you to jump from A to C while hiding the 

steps. 

The laws are: 

Associativity: 

h ∘ (g ∘ f) = (h ∘ g) ∘ f 

Identity laws: 

f ∘ id_A = f and id_B ∘ f = f 

These laws are not mere mathematical decoration. They encode metaphysical discipline: 

• Associativity says: the way you parenthesize a chain of transformations should not 

change the meaning of the overall transformation. If the output depends on how you 

group the steps, that is a sign your “transformations” are not stable operations; you may 

be doing rhetoric, not disciplined translation. 

• Identity laws say: adding a “do nothing” step should not change the result. This prevents 

hidden manipulation: if you claim that “restating the same concept” changes it, you are 

not using identity; you are smuggling in a transformation under the guise of repetition. 

In short, the minimal arrow calculus forces you to treat discourse as a compositional system. It 

is the opposite of hand-waving. 

5.2 Commutativity as truth-test: coherence over assertion 

The distinctive move of arrow metaphysics is to treat commutativity as a test of truth-like 

coherence. 
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A “diagram” is a network of objects and arrows. A diagram “commutes” when two different 

paths from the same start to the same end yield the same composite transformation. In ASCII 

terms, the core idea is: 

If there are two ways to go from A to D, 

A --f--> B --g--> D and A --h--> C --k--> D 

then commutativity is: 

g ∘ f = k ∘ h 

Metaphysically, this reads: the meaning you obtain by translating through one intermediate 

framework matches the meaning you obtain by translating through another. When it holds, you 

have coherence under re-description. When it fails, you have a mismatch that must be 

explained: ambiguity, category error, hidden assumptions, or an illegitimate translation. 

This is why commutativity can function as a “truth-test” in metaphysics without invoking 

measurement. It is not a test of correspondence to a detector; it is a test of internal structural 

stability: does your claim survive being carried through the transformations you yourself 

endorse? 

Arrow metaphysics therefore shifts the center of gravity: 

• In assertion-centered metaphysics, one argues over sentences. 

• In arrow-centered metaphysics, one argues over whether diagrams commute. 

This is a huge upgrade in many disputes because disagreements often hide in the 

transformations, not in the words. Two people can use the same sentence yet apply different 

interpretive arrows. Arrow metaphysics makes those arrows explicit and therefore debatable. 

Coherence, here, is not “all my sentences feel consistent to me.” It is “the compositions I 

endorse agree across routes.” That is a stronger notion. It is also more humble: it admits that 

truthfulness requires stability across translation, not merely confidence in one phrasing. 

5.3 Translation, interpretation, and misalignment as non-commutation 

Once commutativity is the test, misalignment becomes non-commutation. This gives 

metaphysical language a diagnostic edge. 

Consider three common arenas: 

Text to doctrine. Let T be a text, I an interpretive tradition, and D a doctrinal statement. You 

might have an arrow f : T -> D that represents “direct reading” and another composite g ∘ h : T -

> I -> D that represents “reading through tradition.” If these disagree, you have: 
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f != g ∘ h 

Arrow metaphysics forces you to locate the source: is the direct reading illegitimate, or is the 

tradition imposing extra structure, or are the objects mismatched (you’re mapping to a different 

doctrine than you think)? 

World to worldview. Let W be lived experience, M be a metaphysical model, and P be practice. 

You might have a : W -> P (how experience directly shapes practice) and b ∘ c : W -> M -> P (how 

experience filtered through model shapes practice). If the two paths yield different practices, 

the diagram does not commute. Now the metaphysical question is sharper: is the model 

distorting the passage from experience to practice, or is unmodeled experience producing 

incoherent practice? 

Concept to application. Let G be “the good,” E be ethical reasoning, and A be action. If E ∘ 

(interpretation of G) yields actions that contradict what G was supposed to mean, you have 

non-commutation. The mismatch can be studied structurally rather than emotionally. 

This is also a protection against a subtle failure mode: the laundering of contradictions through 

translation. People often “solve” contradictions by changing vocabulary. Arrow metaphysics 

blocks that move unless the translation arrow is shown to preserve the relevant structure. If you 

cannot show that, you have not solved the contradiction; you have moved it. 

Non-commutation, then, becomes a general name for: 

• equivocation (the object changed while the name stayed), 

• hidden premises (an arrow smuggles in extra assumptions), 

• category mistakes (mapping between mismatched types of things), 

• illegitimate reduction (collapsing a richer object into a poorer one), 

• illegitimate inflation (adding content and calling it “interpretation”). 

The grammar does not prevent error; it gives error a clear shape. 

5.4 Identity over time: stability as invariant role 

Personal identity, doctrinal identity, conceptual identity—these are classic metaphysical 

battlegrounds. Arrow metaphysics offers a clean tool: treat identity over time not as a 

mysterious substance that persists, but as an invariant role in a network of transformations. 

Let A_t be “the state of A at time t.” The question “is it the same A?” becomes: do there exist 

arrows that relate A_t to A_{t+1} in a coherent way? You can encode continuity as a family of 

arrows: 
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u_t : A_t -> A_{t+1} 

If these arrows compose coherently over time, you have a notion of persistence. If they do 

not—if you cannot even define a stable family of transformations—you may be dealing with 

rupture, not change. 

This re-frames identity as a property of the morphisms rather than as a hidden essence. That is 

often the right level for metaphysical honesty because many “identity disputes” are really 

disputes over which transformations count as legitimate continuations. For example: 

• Is conversion a continuation or a rupture? 

• Is doctrinal development continuity or corruption? 

• Is memory loss a break in identity or a change of access? 

• Is translation across languages preserving the claim or altering it? 

Arrow metaphysics says: specify the arrows. If you claim continuity, exhibit transformations that 

preserve the relevant structure. If you claim rupture, exhibit non-commutation or the failure of 

required arrows to exist. 

This also shows how identity can be plural without being chaotic. Different invariants can define 

different senses of identity: one may preserve narrative continuity, another ethical 

commitments, another relational bonds, another doctrinal core. These are different “structures 

preserved by the arrows.” Rather than arguing endlessly over “the” identity, arrow metaphysics 

lets you say: identity with respect to which preserved structure? 

In practice, this grammar can turn emotionally loaded debates into technical clarity: “We agree 

the person changed; we disagree about which invariants define sameness.” 

5.5 Typical metaphysical outputs: doctrine as functor, dispute as diagram 

Arrow metaphysics naturally produces two large-scale outputs. 

First, doctrine as functor. In category language, a functor is a structure-preserving map between 

categories. You do not need the full technical apparatus to use the idea. In metaphysical terms, 

you can treat a doctrine as a mapping that carries objects and arrows from one domain to 

another while preserving composition and identity. 

For example, let one domain be “texts, contexts, interpretive moves,” and another domain be 

“doctrinal claims, ethical implications, practices.” A doctrinal system is then a mapping that says: 

• which objects correspond, 

• which interpretive arrows correspond to which doctrinal inference arrows, 
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• and crucially, whether compositions are preserved. 

If doctrine preserves composition, then multi-step interpretations yield the same outcome as 

their doctrinal counterparts. If it fails, doctrine may be inconsistent: the same starting text 

yields different doctrinal outcomes depending on route. 

This is a powerful way to speak about doctrinal integrity without resorting to mere authority 

claims. A doctrine earns trust, in this grammar, by being compositional: it does not contradict 

itself when its own interpretive steps are chained. 

Second, dispute as diagram. Many metaphysical disputes can be drawn as a diagram that fails to 

commute. The disagreement is then: which arrow is wrong, or which object is mis-specified, or 

which preservation claim is false? 

Instead of “you’re wrong,” the dispute becomes: 

• “your translation arrow is not structure-preserving,” 

• “your object is typed incorrectly (you mapped a practice claim as if it were an ontological 

claim),” 

• “your route adds hidden assumptions,” 

• “your claimed equivalence is not witnessed by an isomorphism.” 

Even without using advanced terminology, the diagrammatic posture forces disputes into a 

clearer shape. It reduces the scope for rhetorical dominance and increases the scope for 

diagnosis. 

Finally, arrow metaphysics pairs naturally with the other two grammars in this paper. It can 

provide the coherence test for order claims (do your hierarchy maps commute across contexts?) 

and for attractor claims (do your “alignment” narratives remain stable under translation from 

experience to doctrine to practice?). In that sense, arrow metaphysics is often the grammar that 

tells you whether your metaphysical system is internally transportable—whether it survives 

being carried across the different forms of life and speech where metaphysics actually operates. 

In sum, arrow metaphysics is a grammar of meaning as transformation. It turns interpretation 

into explicit maps, turns truth into commutative coherence, turns misalignment into non-

commutation, and turns disputes into diagrams that can be debugged. It does not prove 

metaphysical ultimates. It makes metaphysical speech accountable to its own transitions. That is 

its gift. 
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6. Comparing the Three Grammars 

By now the three grammars should feel like three different kinds of intellectual instrumentation. 

None is “true by force.” Each is chosen. Yet each choice reshapes what you can say cleanly, what 

you can say only awkwardly, and what you cannot say at all without either violating your own 

grammar or smuggling in extra structure. 

This section compares the grammars along four axes. First, what each makes easy and what 

each makes hard. Second, where disagreements naturally “land” once the grammar is 

adopted—what kind of error shape appears when people conflict. Third, the tradeoff between 

expressive power and humility: when a grammar begins to produce fake precision, and how to 

keep it honest. Fourth, portability: how well the grammar moves from personal contemplation 

to shared discourse without collapsing into either private symbolism or coercive formalism. 

A key point threads through all of this: the grammars are not competitors in the sense that only 

one may be used. They are more like lenses. Each lens reveals a class of features and obscures 

others. The comparison therefore aims to prevent category mistakes: using an order tool to do a 

dynamical job, using a dynamical tool to do a translation job, or using translation tools to force 

an unwarranted hierarchy. The goal is to know what you are doing when you “pick.” 

6.1 What each grammar makes easy—and what it makes hard 

Attractor metaphysics makes time and formation easy. It is excellent for anything that behaves 

like a trajectory: growth, drift, conversion, sanctification, habituation, moral erosion, recovery 

after perturbation, long-horizon fruit, and the difference between spikes and stable basins. 

It makes certain other things hard. In particular, attractor metaphysics tends to blur categorical 

distinctions when used alone. Because everything becomes a “state” moving in a landscape, you 

can accidentally compress different kinds of things—belief, virtue, trauma, social pressure—into 

a single vector and then speak as if one equation handles them all. The grammar can also over-

internalize: it can make metaphysics feel like psychology unless you deliberately keep the target 

tau(t) and the semantics of Phi from collapsing into mere self-report. 

Order metaphysics makes hierarchy and dependence easy. It excels at ontological structure, 

conceptual refinement, containment, and disciplined talk about synthesis and common ground. 

It is especially good at forcing admissions about incomparability and at preventing circular 

“grounding” arguments from masquerading as depth. 

It makes time and transformation hard. Order theory can represent sequences, but it is not 

naturally a dynamical language. If you try to use it to speak about formation, you may end up 

with static snapshots (“q is below tau”) rather than the lived reality of drift and recovery. Order 

metaphysics can also tempt you into reifying hierarchy: once you have <=, you can start treating 



30 
 

it as a cosmic ranking rather than as a chosen comparison relation. The grammar makes ranking 

claims easy; therefore it also makes ranking abuse easy unless you keep the semantics humble. 

Arrow metaphysics makes interpretation and coherence easy. It is built for translation across 

vocabularies, for tracking chains of inference, for debugging conceptual shifts, and for 

formalizing disputes where the main problem is that “the same words” are being used with 

different transformations behind them. It is also uniquely strong at clarifying what it would 

mean for a doctrine or worldview to be “internally transportable” across contexts. 

It makes “substance talk” hard. If you want to say what something is in itself, arrow metaphysics 

will keep asking “what are its morphisms?” That can feel like evasion if your metaphysical intent 

is to affirm essence. Arrow metaphysics also becomes cognitively heavy if you try to diagram 

everything. Without restraint, it can turn metaphysics into bookkeeping of maps. The discipline 

is real; so is the risk of losing the existential center in a sea of diagrams. 

A useful summary is: 

• Attractor: easiest for becoming; hardest for typed distinctions unless you enforce them. 

• Order: easiest for structure; hardest for change unless you add dynamics. 

• Arrow: easiest for meaning transport; hardest for essence talk unless you define it as 

invariants. 

6.2 Where disagreements “land”: energy landscapes, order conflicts, broken diagrams 

Each grammar has a characteristic “landing site” for disagreement. This is one of the most 

practical benefits of formalization: it tells you what kind of argument you are actually having. 

In attractor metaphysics, disagreements land in the energy landscape. People conflict over: 

• what the target tau(t) is (what counts as the true telos), 

• what the misalignment function Phi(q,t) should count as costly (what kinds of deviation 

matter most), 

• what disturbances eta(t) are dominating (what is “noise” versus what is “signal”), 

• whether observed behavior is a spike or a basin (momentary intensity vs stability), 

• whether detuning is real (the target moved) or illusory (noise mimicking target motion). 

So the argument becomes: “your Phi is misspecified,” or “you are treating eta as guidance,” or 

“you are calling a spike ‘fruit’,” or “your target drift is self-authored.” These are sharper than 

“you’re not sincere” or “you’re not holy” because they locate the dispute in the dynamics rather 
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than in moral accusation. The grammar pushes conflict toward model critique rather than 

personal condemnation. 

In order metaphysics, disagreements land as order conflicts: 

• Is a <= b true or not under the chosen semantics? 

• Are a and b comparable at all, or are they incomparable? 

• Does a meet exist (is there real common ground)? 

• Does a join exist (is synthesis possible without smuggling)? 

• Do cycles appear (are you claiming mutual priority that collapses into equivalence)? 

Here the argument becomes: “you’re forcing comparability where none exists,” or “your 

hierarchy creates a cycle,” or “your synthesis is not a join, it’s an addition,” or “your alleged 

common ground has no meet; it’s rhetorical.” Again, the grammar turns a vague fight into a 

precise structural diagnosis. 

In arrow metaphysics, disagreements land as broken diagrams: 

• Which arrow is illegitimate (a translation that doesn’t preserve structure)? 

• Where did a hidden premise get injected (an arrow that adds content)? 

• Which object is mistyped (you treated an ethical claim as ontological, a practice as 

doctrine, a metaphor as mechanism)? 

• Which commutativity claim fails (two routes yield different outcomes)? 

• What counts as identity (are you even mapping the same concept across contexts)? 

So the argument becomes: “your interpretation arrow is not structure-preserving,” or “your 

diagram fails to commute because your intermediate object changes the type,” or “you are 

calling two non-isomorphic objects ‘the same’.” This tends to reduce emotional heat because it 

forces both parties to produce the route they are using, not merely the conclusion they are 

defending. 

Across all three, the key practical point is: a grammar changes the moral psychology of 

disagreement. It makes it harder to demonize the other person when the dispute can be stated 

as “the join doesn’t exist,” “the diagram doesn’t commute,” or “your landscape has a trap.” This 

is not guaranteed, but it is a structural push. 
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6.3 Expressive power vs humility: avoiding fake precision 

Every grammar, once adopted, tempts you to overclaim in its native language. This is the core 

hazard of formal metaphysics: the symbols make you feel like you are doing physics. The 

antidote is not abandoning the symbols; it is learning where each grammar tends to generate 

fake precision and placing deliberate humility constraints there. 

Attractor metaphysics tempts you to treat Phi as measurable. The risk is speaking as if you have 

a real scalar “misalignment score” rather than a chosen evaluation function. The humble 

posture is to treat Phi as comparative and diagnostic, not as a meter. It is a way to say “this 

seems to move toward telos” rather than “I have computed your holiness.” In other words, use 

attractor equations to discipline your own claims first, not to rank other people. 

Order metaphysics tempts you to treat <= as cosmic ranking. The risk is converting a chosen 

comparison relation into a universal ontology without admitting the choice. The humble posture 

is to treat the order as local: “under this semantics, within this domain, for these objects.” This 

is especially important because different semantics produce different orders. One person’s 

refinement order is another person’s priority order. Humility means not switching them 

midstream and not pretending your order is the only legitimate one. 

Arrow metaphysics tempts you to treat commutativity as “truth itself.” The risk is: you can 

always force commutativity by weakening the objects until everything trivializes, or by choosing 

arrows that make disagreement invisible. The humble posture is to preserve richness: do not 

solve non-commutation by impoverishing the objects. Also, do not treat “diagram debugging” 

as moral superiority. A non-commuting diagram may reveal a genuine paradox in the subject, 

not merely a user error. 

A general humility principle across all three is: resist scalar triumphalism. The moment you can 

assign a number, a rank, or a commuting proof, you may feel you have conquered the 

metaphysical issue. But metaphysics is often about boundary conditions: what cannot be 

totalized. The grammars are tools to prevent slop, not machines to eliminate mystery. 

If you want a compact stance: maximize structural clarity, minimize quantified swagger. 

6.4 Portability: personal contemplation vs shared discourse 

Finally, consider portability. A metaphysical grammar can be used privately as a contemplative 

icon, or publicly as a shared framework. These are different functions, and the same formalism 

behaves differently under each. 

For personal contemplation, attractor metaphysics is highly portable because it naturally fits 

inner life: drift, repentance, formation, stability, and fruit over time. It can serve as a private 

“instrument panel” that is honest about noise and slow convergence. Its main private risk is 
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scrupulosity: treating Phi as self-scoring. If used gently, it becomes patient; if used harshly, it 

becomes obsessive. 

Order metaphysics is moderately portable privately but shines in shared discourse. Privately, it 

helps clarify what you treat as foundational and what you treat as derivative. Publicly, it excels 

because it turns debates about “priority” and “synthesis” into explicit structural questions. Its 

public risk is authoritarian ranking: using the order to dominate rather than to clarify. Its private 

risk is rigidity: turning a partial order into a frozen hierarchy that cannot adapt. 

Arrow metaphysics is the most powerful for shared discourse when people disagree across 

vocabularies, traditions, or interpretive communities. It is built for translation problems. It is less 

portable for casual contemplation because diagrammatic reasoning demands attention and 

patience. Yet for serious communal work—doctrinal debate, interdisciplinary synthesis, 

philosophy of interpretation—it is unmatched. Its public risk is technocracy: making the diagram 

the authority rather than the subject matter. Its private risk is abstraction drift: living in the 

arrows and forgetting the life they were meant to describe. 

A simple portability map is: 

• Attractor: strongest for lived formation; usable publicly when discussing “fruit” and 

stability, but can become moralized if misused. 

• Order: strongest for public ontological disputes; privately useful for priorities, but can 

harden into rigid hierarchy. 

• Arrow: strongest for cross-community translation; publicly clarifying, privately 

demanding. 

The broader conclusion of this comparison is that no single grammar is “best.” Each is best at a 

class of tasks. If your metaphysics is primarily about becoming, attractor grammar will feel 

native. If it is primarily about grounding and hierarchy, order grammar will do the heavy lifting. 

If it is primarily about meaning across contexts—texts, traditions, practices—arrow grammar 

will be the decisive tool. 

And if you are building a metaphysical framework meant to live both privately and publicly, the 

comparison suggests a natural division of labor: use attractor grammar to talk about formation 

and fruit, use order grammar to talk about priorities and synthesis, and use arrow grammar to 

talk about translation and coherence under re-description. The grammars then become 

complementary rather than competing: three chosen constraints that, together, make 

metaphysical speech more accountable without pretending to become physics. 
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7. Hybrid Systems: Splicing Grammars Without Collapsing Them 

If the three grammars are lenses, a hybrid system is a pair of glasses with three coatings: you do 

not replace one lens with another, you layer them so that each does the work it is good at. The 

danger of a hybrid is not complexity per se; it is collapse. Collapse happens when one grammar 

quietly usurps the others—when order talk becomes a disguised metric, when arrow talk 

becomes mere rhetoric about “coherence,” or when attractor talk becomes moral scoring. A 

good hybrid therefore has a single job: keep each grammar in its lane while letting them interact 

in disciplined ways. 

The guiding idea is modularity. Use order metaphysics where you need comparative structure 

about what depends on what. Use arrow metaphysics where you need transport of meaning 

across contexts and languages. Use attractor metaphysics where you need time, drift, 

formation, and long-horizon evaluation. Splicing does not mean blending them into a single 

soup. It means building interfaces. 

What follows is a concrete proposal for a three-layer stack, a set of compatibility conditions that 

keep the splice honest, a discussion of the “emergent” phenomena that appear when the splice 

works, and a worked miniature: one metaphysical claim expressed in each grammar and then 

checked for cross-consistency. 

7.1 A three-layer stack: order for ontology, arrows for meaning, attractors for becoming 

A practical hybrid can be built as a stack with three layers, each carrying a different kind of 

metaphysical work. 

Layer 1: Order for ontology. Here the central question is: what is prior, what refines what, what 

contains what? The objects at this layer are ontological categories or conceptual commitments. 

The arrows are not the main focus; the relation <= is. You use this layer to say things like “this 

claim is more fundamental than that,” “this doctrine contains that principle,” “this metaphysical 

commitment grounds that ethical stance,” or “these two things are incomparable.” 

Crucially, this layer is where you decide the “type system” of your metaphysics: what kinds of 

things exist in your framework and how they relate in terms of priority or containment. It is the 

layer that prevents category mistakes from infecting the rest of the stack. 

Layer 2: Arrows for meaning. Here the central question is: how do we translate, interpret, and 

transport claims between domains? The objects at this layer are not “things” in the ontological 

sense but “discourse spaces”: texts, traditions, practices, experiences, conceptual frameworks. 

The arrows represent lawful translations or interpretations. The primary test is commutativity: 

does meaning survive through different routes? 
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This middle layer acts like a semantic bus. It prevents the ontology layer from becoming mere 

slogan hierarchy by forcing you to show how the ontological commitments are actually read, 

taught, practiced, and transmitted. It also prevents the becoming layer from turning into private 

psychology by forcing you to represent how changes in experience and practice map back to 

claims. 

Layer 3: Attractors for becoming. Here the central question is: how do agents and communities 

move over time? The objects are trajectories q(t) (states), targets tau(t) (telos/truth-poles), 

landscapes Phi(q,t) (misalignment cost), and disturbances eta(t) (noise). The output is fruit and 

stability: whether trajectories converge, drift, recover, or spiral. 

This top layer is where metaphysics earns lived seriousness. It is where you express formation 

and evaluate whether your system produces stable goodness over time rather than momentary 

certainty. 

The key benefit of the stack is role separation. You stop trying to do everything in one grammar. 

You let order handle “what is more fundamental,” arrows handle “what means what across 

contexts,” and attractors handle “what happens to people over time under this constitution.” 

7.2 Compatibility conditions: when splicing produces contradiction 

Once you stack the grammars, you need interfaces—compatibility conditions. Otherwise the 

stack becomes three unrelated languages taped together. 

Here are four compatibility conditions that keep the splice from collapsing. 

Condition 1: Type discipline across layers. If the ontology layer distinguishes types (e.g., 

ontological claims vs ethical claims vs psychological claims), then the arrow layer must respect 

those types in translation. In plain terms: you must not map an ethical “ought” claim as if it 

were an ontological “is” claim without explicitly providing a bridge arrow that is declared to 

perform that lift. This single condition eliminates a huge fraction of metaphysical confusion. 

Condition 2: Order-respecting translations. If the ontology layer asserts a <= b under a given 

semantics (say, priority), then translations in the arrow layer should preserve that structure 

unless you explicitly declare that a translation is non-preserving. Formally, you are asserting a 

preservation principle: translating your ontology into another discourse should not invert your 

dependencies. If it does invert them, that is not merely “different wording”; it is a substantive 

change. So the stack insists: order relations are not to be casually scrambled by interpretation. 

Condition 3: Dynamics should not create ontological contradictions silently. The becoming layer 

can show drift and growth. But if the trajectory dynamics effectively implies that an agent can 

“converge” to targets that are incomparable or contradictory in the ontology layer, your stack 

has a problem. Either your ontology is too coarse (you mislabeled things as contradictory that 
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can be harmonized), or your dynamics are underconstrained (you are calling any emotional 

resolution “convergence”), or your translations are smuggling in different targets under the 

same name. 

Condition 4: Commutativity failures must show up as increased Phi. The arrow layer is where 

you detect broken coherence. The attractor layer is where you model misalignment. A healthy 

hybrid ties these: when the semantic diagrams do not commute—when your interpretations 

yield inconsistent outcomes—this should register as increased Phi (misalignment cost) or 

increased eta(t) (noise). If your system allows non-commutation while still claiming low 

misalignment, it is granting itself a free pass: incoherence is being baptized as truth. 

These conditions are not external laws. They are the minimal interface contracts that make the 

hybrid something other than a collage. They ensure that each grammar can call the others out 

when the others are cheating. 

7.3 Emergent phenomena: stable attractors as lattice tops; commuting diagrams as low Phi 

Once the splice is honest, interesting “emergent” phenomena appear. Not emergent in the 

sense of physics, but emergent in the sense of conceptual resonance: structures in one layer 

show up as recognizable patterns in another. 

Emergence 1: stable attractors as lattice tops. Suppose in the becoming layer you observe a 

stable target tau that many trajectories converge toward across varied disturbances. In a mature 

metaphysical community, that stable target often gets represented ontologically as a “higher” 

concept: something like a top element (or a near-top) in an order of meaning or value. This is 

how lived convergence can produce ontological reverence: what repeatedly stabilizes life 

becomes structurally “high.” 

The hybrid makes this explicit: we can treat repeated convergence as evidence for promoting a 

concept upward in the lattice (not as proof, but as structural recognition). Conversely, if an 

alleged “ultimate” sits at the top of your ontology but trajectories do not converge toward it—if 

it produces instability, fragmentation, or obsession—then your top element is merely 

proclaimed, not functionally top. The hybrid allows a disciplined critique of empty ultimates. 

Emergence 2: commuting diagrams as low Phi. When your semantic translations commute—

when multiple routes from experience to doctrine to practice produce the same outcomes—

your system exhibits coherence under transport. In the attractor layer, this corresponds 

naturally to low misalignment: there is less internal friction, less double-mindedness, fewer 

hidden contradictions, fewer emergency patches. A coherent semantic network reduces the 

effective noise term and flattens the landscape traps. 
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Again, this is not automatic, but it is a meaningful interface: semantic coherence tends to 

produce lived stability. Conversely, non-commutation tends to produce inner conflict, factional 

splits, or performative double-speech—high Phi and high eta(t) in attractor terms. 

Emergence 3: order joins as attractor basins. When two conceptual frameworks genuinely admit 

a join (a disciplined synthesis), that often corresponds dynamically to the creation of a new 

basin of attraction: a stable way of living that integrates previously competing commitments 

without continual oscillation. When a join does not exist, “synthesis attempts” often manifest 

dynamically as limit cycles: the agent alternates between poles, never stabilizing. The hybrid 

gives you a way to say: the dynamics (cycling) suggests the order structure lacks a join, or that 

the proposed join is not real. 

These emergent correspondences are valuable because they allow cross-validation: what you 

claim in one layer must “ring” in the others. The hybrid does not force a single metaphysical 

truth. It forces a kind of consistency across ontology, meaning transport, and lived becoming. 

7.4 A worked miniature: one metaphysical claim expressed three ways 

Take a single claim that is common in many serious metaphysical and spiritual contexts: 

Claim (prose): “Truth must remain stable under translation into life; otherwise it is not truth but 

rhetoric.” 

Now express it in each grammar, and then check cross-consistency. 

Order expression (ontology of claims): Define an order <= meaning “is at least as truth-adequate 

as.” Let Truth_claim be a class of claims that are stable. Let Rhetoric_claim be a class of claims 

that persuade but do not stabilize. Then the claim asserts a priority relation: 

Rhetoric_claim <= Truth_claim 

In other words: whatever counts as truth-adequate must dominate mere persuasion. You can 

also express it as a refinement demand: truth is a refinement of rhetoric that adds stability 

constraints. 

Arrow expression (transport criterion): Let objects be domains: D for discourse, P for practice, L 

for lived life. Let there be arrows: 

i : D -> P (interpretation into practice) 

e : P -> L (enactment into life) 

The claim says that truth must be invariant under these transports. One way to write that is: 

there exists a notion of “truth content” T and arrows extracting it, such that different routes 

preserve it. In minimal terms, you can phrase the test as a commutativity condition: the truth-
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content you assert in discourse must match what is realized in life through the endorsed 

pathway: 

(e ∘ i)(Truth_in_D) = Truth_in_L 

If this fails, the diagram does not commute, and the claim says: treat the discourse as rhetoric 

rather than truth. 

Attractor expression (becoming criterion): Let q(t) be the agent’s lived state, and let tau 

represent the target “truth-as-lived.” Let Phi(q,t) encode misalignment between what is 

professed and what is enacted. The claim says: if a purported truth is real, it should generate a 

basin of attraction toward tau rather than merely creating transient spikes of assent. So you 

define fruit as an integral and demand: 

Over long horizons, Fruit(t1,t2) increases and Phi(q,t) decreases when the claim is adopted. 

If adoption produces only spikes (short-term excitement) without long-term convergence, 

classify it as rhetoric: high eta(t) and no stable basin. 

Cross-check via the hybrid: Now see if the three expressions align. 

• The order layer asserts a hierarchy: truth-adequacy outranks persuasion. 

• The arrow layer supplies the criterion: commutativity from discourse to life. 

• The attractor layer supplies the phenomenology: stable convergence versus spikes. 

If the arrow layer shows non-commutation (professed meaning does not survive enactment) 

and the attractor layer shows high misalignment (no convergence), then the order layer 

classification “rhetoric is below truth” is not merely moralizing; it is structurally supported. 

Conversely, if your order layer proclaims “this is ultimate truth” but your arrow diagrams do not 

commute and your attractor dynamics do not stabilize, your hybrid forces an uncomfortable 

conclusion: your proclaimed top is not functioning as top. Either you revise the ontology 

(demote the claim), revise the translation arrows (your interpretation is wrong), or revise the 

dynamics (you are measuring fruit incorrectly). You have explicit levers, not vague 

embarrassment. 

That is what a good splice buys: not certainty, but debug-ability. The hybrid turns metaphysical 

discourse into a system where conflicts appear as identifiable failures—missing joins, broken 

commutativity, unstable basins—rather than as endless verbal wrestling. You still pick the 

grammar. You still pick the semantics. But once you pick, you gain a disciplined way to see what 

you have actually built. 
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8. What Freedom Buys 

If metaphysics is free to pick its equations, what is gained beyond a sense of play? The answer 

is: freedom buys a particular kind of honesty and a particular kind of rigor—one that does not 

pretend to be physics, but does refuse vagueness, equivocation, and rhetorical dominance. The 

value of choosing a grammar is not that it grants metaphysics the authority of measurement. 

The value is that it forces metaphysics to show its hand. 

Most metaphysical writing already contains an implicit calculus. It contains privileged operators 

(“therefore,” “grounds,” “implies,” “is higher than,” “participates in,” “is revealed by,” “is the 

same as”), and it contains hidden evaluation functions (what counts as “deeper,” “truer,” “more 

coherent,” “more faithful,” “more aligned”). The problem is not that these operators exist; it is 

that they are rarely declared. When operators are implicit, they can shift unnoticed. 

Disagreement becomes interminable because the participants are not actually playing the same 

game. 

Freedom buys the ability to say: I am playing this game, not that one. That statement sounds 

modest, but it changes everything. It turns metaphysics from a contest of charisma into a 

contest of structure. It replaces “trust my intuition” with “here is the grammar that governs my 

inferences.” And it enables a kind of self-critique that is rare in metaphysical discourse: the 

ability to diagnose one’s own errors as structural failures rather than as mere lack of conviction. 

8.1 Clarity of commitment: “I choose this grammar” as intellectual honesty 

The phrase “I choose this grammar” functions as a compact confession. It admits that the 

formalism is not forced by external measurement. It acknowledges contingency at the 

foundations. And paradoxically, that admission increases credibility because it removes the 

pretense that metaphysical conclusions are inevitable for everyone. 

This clarity does three things. 

First, it stabilizes the meanings of key terms. If you declare that your metaphysics uses order 

relations, then “higher” and “lower” are no longer vague metaphors; they are claims in a partial 

order with transitivity and antisymmetry constraints. If you declare that your metaphysics uses 

arrows, then “interpretation” is no longer a rhetorical shield; it is a transformation that must 

compose and, ideally, commute across routes. If you declare that your metaphysics uses 

attractors, then “growth” is no longer a slogan; it is a trajectory with drift, perturbations, and 

long-horizon fruit. 

Second, it clarifies what is being asserted versus what is being stipulated. In metaphysical prose, 

stipulations often masquerade as discoveries: “it follows that…” when what follows actually 

depends on a hidden choice of operator. Declaring a grammar separates the two. You are free to 
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stipulate the rules, but once stipulated, you are no longer free to pretend you proved what you 

merely assumed. 

Third, it places the burden where it belongs: on the quality of the framework rather than on the 

force of the personality. The “intellectual honesty” here is not merely ethical; it is structural. It 

disarms a common social dynamic: the conversion of metaphysical persuasion into metaphysical 

authority. When someone says “I choose this grammar,” they are not saying “I have conquered 

metaphysics.” They are saying “this is the discipline I submit my claims to.” 

In this way, freedom becomes a humility practice. Not a humility that refuses to speak, but a 

humility that refuses to smuggle. 

8.2 Generativity: how a picked calculus produces new distinctions 

A chosen calculus does not only constrain; it generates. This is the underrated benefit of 

formalization. Once you pick a grammar, new distinctions appear that prose would not have 

forced you to articulate. 

In attractor metaphysics, the calculus generates distinctions between spike and basin, between 

drift and detuning, between noise and target motion, between local minima and global pull, 

between fast convergence and fragile convergence. It gives you a vocabulary for moral and 

spiritual phenomena that are otherwise lumped together as “faith” or “obedience” or 

“confusion.” You can say: the person has a strong initial gradient but no stable basin; or: the 

landscape is shallow, so progress is slow; or: the disturbance term dominates, so apparent 

failure is not decisive. 

In order metaphysics, the calculus generates distinctions between comparable and 

incomparable, between refinement and priority, between meet (common ground) and vague 

agreement, between join (synthesis) and compromise-by-smuggling, between maximal 

elements and endless ascent. These distinctions reshape debate. People who previously argued 

about “who is right” are forced to ask: do we even share an order relation? Are we talking about 

the same semantics of “higher”? Does our supposed synthesis actually exist as a join? 

In arrow metaphysics, the calculus generates distinctions between identity and transformation, 

between structure-preserving and structure-breaking translation, between commutative 

coherence and route-dependent meaning, between typable objects and category mistakes, 

between invariants preserved and invariants lost. This is especially generative in interpretive 

domains—texts, traditions, doctrines—where many disputes are actually about hidden arrows. 

More generally: a calculus generates new distinctions because it makes previously implicit 

“moves” explicit and therefore inspectable. You discover that you have been doing three 

different operations with one word. You discover that “agreement” was only agreement 
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because you never forced the compositions. You discover that your concept of “truth” was 

unstable under translation into practice. These discoveries are not empirical discoveries; they 

are structural discoveries about your own thought. 

That is what generativity means here: not invention of new facts, but invention (or revelation) of 

new articulations that change what can be responsibly claimed. 

8.3 Disagreement hygiene: separating axiom clashes from inference clashes 

One of the largest practical payoffs of choosing a grammar is what might be called disagreement 

hygiene: the ability to locate conflict precisely and, therefore, to argue without devolving into 

moral accusations. 

Most metaphysical disagreements mix two different kinds of conflict. 

First, axiom clashes. These occur when people have chosen different starting commitments: 

different semantics for <=, different notions of what an arrow preserves, different definitions of 

misalignment Phi, different concepts of telos tau(t). In ordinary discourse, axiom clashes are 

often hidden. Each side assumes their own starting point is “obvious” or “natural,” and they 

interpret the other side as dishonest or stupid. 

Second, inference clashes. These occur when people share the same starting commitments but 

derive different consequences, either because one party makes a logical mistake or because the 

derivation depends on additional hidden premises. 

A formal grammar makes these two conflict types separable. 

If two people disagree about whether a <= b, the first question becomes: are they using the 

same order semantics? If not, it is an axiom clash, not a mistake. If yes, then it is an inference 

clash or an evidence clash about the relation. 

If two people disagree about an interpretation, the first question becomes: what are the 

arrows? If they have different arrows, it is an axiom clash about what counts as legitimate 

translation. If they share arrows but disagree on commutativity, it is a specific inference clash: 

where does the diagram fail? 

If two people disagree about “fruit,” the first question becomes: what is Phi and what is the 

horizon over which fruit is integrated? If they are using different Phi, it is an axiom clash. If they 

share Phi but disagree about observed trajectory, it is not metaphysical; it is a dispute about the 

pattern of the life or the data. 

This hygiene matters because it changes the moral temperature of debate. An axiom clash is not 

necessarily resolvable. It can be negotiated, compared, or bracketed. But it should not be 

treated as if it were a logical error. Conversely, an inference clash is resolvable by checking the 
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derivation or the diagram. Without grammar, everything becomes personal. With grammar, 

much becomes technical. 

A second hygiene benefit is that it reveals “smuggling.” Smuggling occurs when someone 

pretends to argue within a shared grammar but quietly switches axioms midstream. 

Formalization makes such switches visible. This is not a guarantee of virtue, but it is a tool for 

accountability. 

8.4 A new kind of rigor: formal consistency without empirical overreach 

The deepest purchase of freedom is a kind of rigor that is not reducible to measurement. This is 

important because many people treat rigor as synonymous with empiricism. That is too narrow. 

Rigor can also mean: explicit primitives, explicit operators, explicit entailments, explicit failure 

conditions. 

Metaphysical formalization aims at this second kind of rigor. 

It is rigor because it constrains what you may claim. If you say “synthesis,” you must say whether 

you mean join. If you say “interpretation,” you must show the arrow. If you say “growth,” you 

must say whether you mean spike or basin and how you evaluate fruit over time. The grammar 

does not allow infinite wiggle room without being caught. 

It avoids empirical overreach because it does not claim that the formalism is enforced by 

instruments. It does not pretend that a metaphysical Phi is measured in Joules or that a 

metaphysical <= is a cosmic ranking observed by a telescope. It openly treats the structure as 

chosen. Therefore it does not confuse internal consistency with external fact. 

This produces a disciplined middle posture: neither scientism nor mush. You get the benefits of 

formal constraint—clarity, coherence checks, derivation accountability—without the lie that you 

are doing physics. 

There is also a moral component to this rigor. In metaphysics, the temptation is to speak with 

maximum scope: to declare totalities. Formal grammars counter this temptation by forcing local 

claims. You must specify your domain, your objects, your arrows, your order semantics, your 

horizon of fruit. This is a quiet kind of humility built into the syntax. It is not “I know nothing.” It 

is “I will say only what my chosen grammar allows me to say responsibly.” 

So what freedom buys is not mere license. It buys responsibility-through-choice. The choice is 

yours; therefore the burden of clarity is yours. Once you accept that burden, metaphysics 

becomes less like an endless fogbank and more like a navigable terrain—still mysterious at its 

edges, but no longer indistinguishable from rhetoric. 
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9. Failure Modes and Objections 

Any attempt to formalize metaphysics will attract two kinds of critics. One group will worry that 

you are smuggling physics into domains where it doesn’t belong. Another group will worry you 

are performing intellectual cosplay—using symbols to impress rather than to clarify. Both 

worries are legitimate. Formal metaphysics becomes valuable only when it is honest about what 

it is doing: not measuring the world, but disciplining speech. 

This section names four predictable failure modes. They are not minor footnotes; they are the 

main ethical and epistemic hazards of the whole project. If you do not address them, “equations 

for metaphysics” quickly becomes either idolatry (equation worship), manipulation (formal 

intimidation), nihilism (arbitrariness), or mere decoration (aesthetics). The point is not to defend 

the project by denying the hazards. The point is to build the hazards into the constitution 

itself—so that the formalism contains its own critique. 

9.1 Equation worship: mistaking chosen grammar for discovered reality 

Equation worship is the oldest error in this space. It occurs when the chosen grammar begins to 

be treated as if it were forced by reality in the same way physical laws are forced by 

measurement. The shift is subtle. It often begins as a sincere love for structure, and then it 

hardens into a claim of inevitability: “Because the equation is elegant, it must be real,” or 

“Because the formalism is coherent, it must describe the universe.” 

In metaphysics, this is especially tempting because there is no lab referee. The beauty of an 

equation can start to function like evidence. But beauty is not evidence; it is an aesthetic signal. 

And even coherence is not evidence; it is a property of the internal game you chose to play. A 

chess strategy can be coherent; that does not mean the universe is made of chess. 

In the framework of this paper, the antidote to equation worship is to keep the “I choose” 

confession at the foundation. The equation is a grammar. It is a constitution of discourse. It can 

be evaluated by coherence, usefulness, and lived stability. It cannot be elevated to a discovered 

law without committing a category error: treating a speech discipline as a measurement result. 

A useful diagnostic question is: what would falsify your metaphysical equation? If you answer 

“nothing, because it is metaphysics,” you are in danger of worship. Not because metaphysics 

must be falsifiable in the laboratory sense, but because a grammar must have failure conditions 

in its own terms. If your order relation cannot break, if your diagrams always “commute” 

because you redefine the objects until they do, if your attractor landscape always yields “fruit” 

because you redefine fruit after the fact, then the equation is not disciplining you; you are using 

it as a shield. 



44 
 

Equation worship also shows up socially: the formalism becomes a badge of spiritual or 

intellectual superiority. The person who can write the symbols is treated as a seer. That is a 

serious failure because it recreates the oracle problem: authority migrates from discernment 

and long-horizon fruit to symbolic fluency. If your metaphysical equations increase the prestige 

of the writer more than the clarity of the claims, you have built an idol. 

The proper posture is the opposite: the equation should make you more accountable, not more 

authoritative. It should increase the cost of speaking, not the status of the speaker. 

9.2 Formal intimidation: using symbols to launder weak claims 

Formal intimidation is when symbols are used as social leverage. The move looks like rigor but 

functions like coercion: “I have an equation, therefore you are irrational.” This is particularly 

common when a writer uses familiar physics-like notation (gradients, potentials, energies) to 

create the impression that something has been quantified when it has not. 

The laundering works because many readers feel insecure around formalism. They assume that 

if they cannot parse the symbols quickly, the claim must be deeper than it is. This is a rhetorical 

abuse, and it is arguably more dangerous than equation worship because it weaponizes the 

aesthetic of rigor. 

A metaphysical formalism becomes intimidation when it violates two responsibilities: 

First responsibility: semantic transparency. The writer must say what the symbols mean. Not in 

mystical terms, but in operational terms inside the discourse. If Phi(q,t) is misalignment, say 

what counts as misalignment. If <= is “more fundamental,” say what “more fundamental” 

means in your semantics (priority, refinement, containment). If f : A -> B is “interpretation,” say 

what is preserved and what is allowed to change. If the semantics are not declared, the symbols 

are an intimidation tactic. 

Second responsibility: inferential traceability. The writer must show how conclusions follow 

from the grammar. In metaphysics, it is easy to write a formula and then jump to prose 

conclusions that the formula does not actually entail. That jump is the laundering step. The 

antidote is to keep the formalism close to the claims: show the route, show the diagram, show 

the order relations, show the stability criterion. If the formalism is not doing real work, remove 

it. 

A simple ethical rule can be built into the practice: if the symbol does not constrain what you 

can say next, it is decorative. If it is decorative, either label it as an icon (a contemplative aid) or 

drop it. Do not use decoration to demand assent. 
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9.3 Collapse into arbitrariness: why consequences still matter 

A different objection cuts the other way: if you can pick the grammar freely, doesn’t it all 

collapse into arbitrariness? If the axioms are chosen, why isn’t metaphysics just self-expression 

with extra steps? 

This objection is strong because many people have seen formalism used that way: someone 

invents a symbolic system, announces that it “models reality,” and then interprets everything as 

evidence for it. That is not disciplined formal metaphysics; it is private mythology dressed in 

notation. 

The reply is not to deny freedom. The reply is to emphasize the second half of the program: 

freedom first, consequences second. You may pick the axioms, but then you submit to what 

they generate. And you evaluate the grammar by its outputs under explicit criteria. 

Consequences matter in three ways. 

First, internal consequences: coherence. If your grammar generates contradictions, cycles you 

refuse to acknowledge, or non-commutation you patch by definition changes, then the 

grammar is not fit as a discipline. Arbitrariness often reveals itself as the inability to remain 

consistent once you start composing. 

Second, cognitive consequences: usefulness. A grammar that does not produce new, clarifying 

distinctions is not doing the advertised job. If it merely restates your intuitions with symbols, it 

is not a calculus; it is a translation of your mood. A useful calculus surprises you—by exposing 

an equivocation, by showing incomparability, by revealing a missing join, by locating the source 

of drift. 

Third, lived consequences: stability and fruit. A metaphysical system is not just a set of 

sentences; it is an operating system. If living under the system produces instability, obsession, 

cruelty, or performative certainty, that is a consequence. It may not falsify the system in a lab 

sense, but it is evidence that the system is morally and psychologically maladaptive for human 

beings—or that it is being used wrongly. Conversely, if it produces patience, honesty, repair 

behavior, and long-horizon integrity, that is a consequence in the only arena metaphysics 

ultimately lives: life. 

So freedom does not imply arbitrariness. Freedom implies responsibility to evaluation. You are 

free to choose the constitution; you are not free to deny its outputs. 

There is also a communal check. A purely arbitrary grammar tends to become private: it cannot 

be shared because its semantics are too idiosyncratic. A disciplined grammar, by contrast, 

invites shared inspection: others can ask whether your order claims are transitive, whether your 
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diagrams commute, whether your notion of fruit is self-serving. Arbitrariness hates inspection; 

discipline welcomes it. 

9.4 “This is just aesthetics”: answering the charge without pretending to be physics 

The “aesthetics” objection says: all you have done is replace prose with pretty symbols. It is 

style, not substance. If that were true, the project would not be worth doing. The answer, 

however, is not to pretend the equations are physics. The answer is to show what the equations 

do that prose often fails to do. 

Formal grammars enforce costs. 

They enforce the cost of explicit primitives: you must state what your objects are. Prose often 

pretends this is obvious and then shifts the target. 

They enforce the cost of explicit operations: you must state what transformations are permitted. 

Prose often smuggles transformations and calls them “interpretation.” 

They enforce the cost of composition: you must show how steps chain. Prose often leaps from 

premise to conclusion without accounting for intermediate assumptions. 

They enforce the cost of failure conditions: non-commutation is visible, missing joins are visible, 

incomparability is visible, unstable basins are visible. Prose can hide these failures behind 

ambiguity. 

These costs are not aesthetic. They are constraints that change what can be responsibly said. A 

grammar, when honestly used, reduces degrees of freedom. That reduction is the whole point. 

A purely aesthetic symbol system increases degrees of freedom because you can interpret it any 

way you like. A disciplined grammar decreases degrees of freedom because it forces you to stay 

within the rules you chose. 

So the right answer to “this is just aesthetics” is: yes, it can become aesthetics, and that is why 

the failure modes must be named. But when the formalism is used as a constraint rather than a 

decoration, it changes the epistemic posture of metaphysics. It makes metaphysics more like 

mathematics in the sense that it becomes auditable—without becoming physics in the sense of 

being measured. 

A final way to state the defense is: the aim is not numerical certainty; it is semantic integrity. 

Formal metaphysics is a method for keeping your meanings from shifting under your feet. If it 

succeeds, it does not eliminate mystery; it prevents dishonesty about mystery. That is not 

aesthetics. That is discipline. 

And if one still prefers to call it aesthetic, there is a fair concession: aesthetics matter in 

metaphysics because metaphysics is partly about what kind of speech we are willing to live 
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under. But even then, the project stands: it is not “pretty symbols” but “chosen constraints.” The 

beauty, if it appears, is not the authority; it is the byproduct of coherence. 

 

10. Conclusion: The Metaphysical Constitution Move 

The central move of this paper is simple enough to state in one sentence and difficult enough to 

live for a lifetime: metaphysics is free to pick its equations, but not free to evade what those 

equations entail once chosen. That is the “constitution move.” It treats formalism not as 

measurement, not as proof, and not as intimidation, but as a voluntarily adopted discipline of 

speech. 

This move matters because metaphysical discourse is uniquely vulnerable. It speaks about 

ultimate things—truth, being, meaning, God, mind, end—and therefore it easily becomes a 

theater of uncheckable claims. Without constraints, metaphysics turns either into mush 

(everything is metaphor, nothing binds) or into oracle performance (everything is declared, 

nothing is audited). The constitution move offers a third way: choose a grammar, state the 

semantics, accept the constraints, and allow the system to generate consequences that can be 

inspected for coherence, usefulness, and lived stability. 

This is not a retreat from metaphysical ambition. It is a refusal of metaphysical cheating. It is a 

willingness to pay the cost of clarity. 

10.1 Restating the thesis: pick freely, then take the implications seriously 

The thesis can be restated as a two-step ethic. 

Step one: pick freely. You may choose attractor grammar to speak about becoming, formation, 

repentance, and fruit. You may choose order grammar to speak about priority, refinement, 

containment, and synthesis. You may choose arrow grammar to speak about translation, 

interpretation, invariance, and coherence under re-description. Or you may choose a hybrid 

stack that assigns each grammar a distinct job. In all cases, the choice is not a discovery claim. It 

is a declaration of method: “This is how I will speak.” 

Step two: take the implications seriously. Once the grammar is chosen, you submit to it. If your 

order generates cycles, you admit equivalence or revise your semantics. If your diagrams do not 

commute, you do not declare victory; you debug the arrows or refine the objects. If your 

attractor story produces spikes without basins, you stop calling spikes “fruit.” If your hybrid 

produces contradictions across layers, you do not hide them behind pious language; you treat 

them as structural failures. 
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This is the seriousness that turns freedom into discipline. Without step two, the project 

collapses into arbitrariness or aesthetics. With step two, the project becomes what it claims: a 

way to make metaphysical speech accountable without pretending to be physics. 

One can say it even more compactly: metaphysics can be chosen, but it cannot be costless. 

10.2 The practical upshot: disciplined speech, explicit commitments, durable inquiry 

The constitution move yields practical benefits that are not small. 

Disciplined speech: the grammars force you to stop talking as if words automatically carry stable 

meanings. You must specify what “alignment” means, what “higher” means, what 

“interpretation” preserves. You become less vulnerable to equivocation, and you become less 

able to equivocate yourself. The project therefore produces a kind of verbal chastity: fewer 

grand claims, more careful transitions, fewer rhetorical leaps. 

Explicit commitments: you are no longer allowed to hide axioms inside tone. “I choose this 

grammar” forces you to name your starting points. This shifts debate away from personal 

accusation and toward structural comparison: do we share semantics, or are we using different 

constitutions? If different, can we translate between them? If not, can we at least locate the 

boundary honestly? This is disagreement hygiene at the highest level: it turns metaphysical 

conflict from moral theater into inspectable structure. 

Durable inquiry: when metaphysics is constitution-based, inquiry can persist over time without 

requiring constant charisma. The grammar becomes an instrument that can be returned to, 

refined, and debugged. It accumulates clarity rather than merely accumulating rhetoric. Even 

when answers remain unresolved, the questions become better-formed. That is durability: not 

the possession of final conclusions, but the capacity to keep seeking without collapsing into 

vagueness or fanatic certainty. 

A subtle upshot is that the constitution move also guards against idolatry of the formalism itself. 

Precisely because the grammar is declared as chosen, it is harder to worship it as discovered 

law. The framework contains its own humility clause. It can still be abused—every instrument 

can be abused—but it is harder to confuse the instrument with the reality it is meant to help 

you speak about. 

10.3 Closing charge: choose your grammar, and let it form you 

The closing charge is not “write equations.” The charge is: choose your constraints on purpose. 

Pick a grammar that fits the kind of metaphysical life you are actually trying to live. If your 

struggle is formation, drift, repentance, and long-horizon fruit, adopt the attractor grammar and 

let it cure you of instant-certainty addiction. If your struggle is hierarchy confusion and false 
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synthesis, adopt the order grammar and let it cure you of vague “higher/lower” talk. If your 

struggle is interpretive chaos, mistranslation, and disputes that never resolve because meanings 

slide, adopt the arrow grammar and let it cure you of untracked transitions. 

And if you do not want to choose, notice that you already have. Everyone has a metaphysical 

constitution, even if it is implicit. The only question is whether your constitution is examined or 

accidental, disciplined or drifting, honest about its axioms or laundering them through rhetoric. 

So choose your grammar. Declare it without pretense. Use it first on yourself. Let it expose your 

equivocations. Let it reveal where your alleged syntheses have no join, where your stories do 

not commute, where your fruit is a spike, where your “ultimate” does not stabilize life. 

Then let the grammar form you—not by making you cold, but by making you truthful. Not by 

making you certain, but by making you coherent. Not by giving you physics, but by giving you a 

constitution: a way of speaking that is free at the foundation and serious in its entailments. 

That is the metaphysical constitution move. 
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